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Business Model Conversation and a
springboard for future research

Anna Mina, Laura Michelini

LUMSA University

In the last decades, management research and practice have devoted increasing attention to
explore the core tenets underlying business models and the forms that business models can take
(Afuah, 2004; Zott, Amit & Massa, 2011; Massa, Tucci & Afuah, 2017).

To date, by googling “business model*”, we find about 235,000,000 results (on June 16,
2022). While, in 1995, “there have been at least 1,177 articles published” (Zott et al., 2011: 1020),
to date, Google Scholar reports about 1,160,000 results, including editorials, conceptual and
empirical publications, and working papers.

To assess the evolution of literature, we retrieve all the articles for all years-available (1968
to 2022) in the Scopus platform published in the journals with titles, abstracts, or keywords
containing the words “business model*” (Figure 1). We observe 40,511 peer-reviewed academic
journals and practitioner-oriented studies on business models. This confirms that the business
model is a well-established topic in academic literature (Cuc, 2019; Wirtz, Pistoia, Ullrich & Gottel,
2016). Additionally, the trend is significantly expanding.

Figure 1: Evolutionary path of literature on the business model from 1981 to 2021
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The relevance of exploring business models has grown according to a multidisciplinary perspective.
While almost 19% of business model studies are included in business and management, the
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remaining business model literature also spans from economics, social sciences, computer sciences,
decision sciences, engineering, and environmental studies to psychologies and energy.

Given the multifaced nature of business, “it is not surprising that there is a move to build
bridges if not to live on one island,” and the study of the business model involves many disciplines
(Knights & Willmott, 1997: 9).

Figure 2: Documents by subject area
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At this point, two questions deserve to be addressed:

a) Why has the interest in business models (or related topics) spread worldwide?
b) What are the most promising directions for future research on the business model?

Why the interest in business model has spread worldwide

In this section, we arrange two complementary answers to the question why the interest in business
models (or related topics) has spread worldwide. First, business model is an important topic for
policymakers. Focusing on business, management and accounting journals, Figure 3 reports the
English articles of the founding sponsors of research related to business models. We can infer the
policy makers’ significant financial attention related to business models. Arguably, the recent
intersections among business model and sustainability, digitalization, social inclusion, and
circularity have shifted the attention from a more traditional and profit-oriented model to
sustainable business models (Inigo et al., 2017). Accordingly, policymakers need to address these
global issues and develop a research agenda that can inform public policy requirements.
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Figure 3: Sponsors for document
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Second, the research debate on business model has progressively evolved. Seminal studies on
business models have explored the core tenets of business models, also providing several
definitions (Shafer, Smith & Linder, 2005). The debate was primarily oriented toward exploring how
firms can create and appropriate value how firms are structured and organized (Morris et al., 2005;
Teece, 2010). The emphasis was mainly on how business models might shape firms’ competitive
advantage (Afuah & Tucci, 2001; Zott & Amit, 2007). Thus, business models represent the
“architecture of the product” (Timmers, 1998) or the “content, structure, and governance of
transactions designed to create value” (Amit & Zott, 2001: 511; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002;
Johnson, Christensen, & Kagermann, 2008). Business models help value creation and firm
performance (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010; Zott & Amit, 2007). Later on, the investigation
has progressively evolved and involved other domains, such as innovation and technology
management (Baden-Fuller & Haefliger, 2009; Doganova & Eyquem-Renault, 2009; Gambardella &
McGahan, 2010; Mitchell & Coles, 2003) and more recently, sustainability, social inclusion, circular
economy, and digital transformation. The upsurge of global economic, environmental, and societal
challenges has clarified that firms need to consider environmental and social aspects in their
business activities and develop new business models to grow successfully in the long term.

Figure 4 attempts to offer a frame of the state of the art of academic and practitioner-oriented
studies published on business models. Specifically, it considers the occurrences among authors’
keywords of the first 2000 articles (ordered following the highest citation number) published from
1981 to 2021 for citations with a minimum number of occurrences of 16.
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Figure 4: Occurrences among authors’ keywords of the first 2000 articles published from 1981 to
2021
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Figure 4 identifies the following clusters. Cluster 1 (i.e., violet cluster) considers topics related to
dynamic capabilities and the challenges related to value creation and value capture. Cluster 2 (i.e.,
red cluster) encompasses the development of business models related to traditional themes in
strategic management. Specifically, it considers topics such as collaboration, competitive
advantage, knowledge management and supply chain management. Cluster 3 (i.e., green cluster)
focuses on topics related with entrepreneurship, innovation, and some recent concepts, such as
open innovation and sharing economy. Taking together the first three clusters, one might infer that
business model is “a reflection of the firm’s realized strategy” (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010:
195). However, it has a different construct from the firm’s strategy.

Recently, we see the affirmation of two additional clusters of studies that characterize business
model literature. Specifically, cluster 4 (i.e., yellow cluster) refers to sustainability, social
entrepreneurship, sustainable business models, and sustainable development and circular
economy, while cluster 5 (i.e., blue cluster) is related to digital transformation, industry 4.0, and big
data, business model innovation, internet of things and servitization.

Promising Directions for Future Research

Moving from Figure 4, we would like to point out some developments for future research. We
believe that today the emerging topics on business models linked to sustainability (cluster 4),
digitalization (cluster 5).

Business models and digitalization

Today, the economic landscape is being transformed by digital technologies and infrastructures
such as robotics, cloud computing, and artificial intelligence. Additionally, the pandemic has
boosted the adoption of digital services which enable remote working and education. Economic
recovery demands digitalization at the heart of business model innovation. Accordingly, some
important research questions are:
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- What are the most prominent actors in digital ecosystems to support a firm’s business
model during the post-pandemic era?

- How leveraging data-driven business models to address environmental and societal
challenges? Which are the critical complementarities in digital platforms and their
corresponding ecosystems in emerging fields?

- Which characteristics should encompass an effective digital business model to create and
capture value through frugal innovation implementation?

- How to consolidate the available knowledge on digital and phigital business model patterns
and convert it into “knowledge for action”?

- How can socially and environmentally sustainable business models for the sharing economy
be designed and implemented? Is it possible to effectively define strategies to improve the
sustainability performance of sharing economy business models?

- How does the digital transition contribute to innovating financial resources transfer in
financial markets?

Business models and sustainability

Academic interest in sustainable business models has grown considerably in the last years, mainly
thanks to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the recent “Next Generation EU” plan,
and the rapid acceleration of digital transformation. It is crucial to find new solutions allowing
continued progress toward sustainability. The achievements of SDGs and sustainable business
models play a crucial role in this as they are primarily oriented toward resolving social and
environmental issues (Dentchev et al., 2018). We propose the following research questions:

- How do we build more supportive ecosystems for sustainability? What are the most
prominent ecosystem actors to support sustainability during the post-pandemic era?

- What work has been done thus far means for the topic of circularity and business models
both for academia and practice, what issues have emerged along the way, and what issues
remained untouched?

- What tools and methods are needed for sustainable and circular business model
experimentation?

- What are success and failure cases of experimentation with reported sustainability
impacts?

- Which frameworks, for example, sustainability accounting or integrated reporting, can be
applied to assess and manage the sustainability performance of business models
effectively?

- Which best practices, in terms of assessing and managing the sustainability performance of
organizations, business model patterns, and management accounting tools do we currently
see in practice?

- Canthe social, economic, and environmental impacts of existing sharing economy business
models be measured, and how?

Conclusions

We believe that the 7th International Conference on New Business Models in Rome represents an
important occasion to fortify the debate on business models and provide impactful insights into the
role of sustainable business models. Specifically, we will address two significant challenges of our
times: economic recovery and digital transformation. Of course, if other questions come out ... we
will look forward to attending the 8™ edition of NBM Conference!
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Call for contributions

Sustainable Business Model Challenges: Economic Recovery and Digital
Transformation

Academic interest in the concept of sustainable business models has grown considerably
in the last years, especially thanks to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the
recent “Next Generation EU” plan, and the rapid acceleration of digital transformation.

We are now in one of the most difficult economic periods there has been and so the 7th
International Conference on New Business Models aims to stimulate debate and offer
impactful insights into the role of sustainable business models in addressing two of the
major challenges of our times: economic recovery and digital transformation.

This new decade began with the emergence of a pandemic that has had a devastating effect
on people and organizations, both in social and economic terms. According to
Schumpeterian theories (1939; 1949), economic growth can be sustained by the
introduction of successful new products, processes and services, and it is the entrepreneur
who is the prime mover in this process. Scholars and practitioners involved in the business
model field of research should rise to the challenge of economic recovery by providing new
ideas, knowledge, and research that meet the needs of businesses and entrepreneurs.

Furthermore, the economic landscape is being transformed by digital technologies and
infrastructures such as robotics, cloud computing and artificial intelligence. The pandemic
has boosted the adoption of digital services which enable remote working and education.
Economic recovery demands digitalisation at the heart of business model innovation.

In this scenario it is crucial to find new solutions which allow continued progress towards
sustainability, and the achievements of SDGs and sustainable business models play a key
role in this as they are primarily oriented to resolving social and environmental issues
(Dentchev et al., 2018). By adopting a multilevel perspective on these phenomena scholars
should be in a position also to address new emerging issues such as food security, employee
wellbeing, inequality etc., appreciating that they are characterized by inherent complexity
and multiple actors, and involve and require interactions across multiple levels of analysis
(Howard-Grenville, 2020).

Such challenges are to emerge and have features at different levels of inquiry and are
therefore too intricate to be detected by one perspective. While each level can contribute
on its own, they are integral parts of this conference. To spur and knowledgeably compare
and leverage different levels of analysis, we consider four different themes respectively
focused on: system level, sectoral and organizational level, impact and methodological
foundations.

Authors are invited to address, but not limit themselves to, the following research
questions:
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Theme 1: exploring the system level

How do we build more supportive ecosystems for sustainability? What are the most
prominent actors in ecosystems to support sustainability during the post-pandemic era?
How can ecosystem actors support entrepreneurs to build resilience and increase their
impact in this new era?

How can we design business models to support value capture from ecosystem services?
How can the process be facilitated, organised, and governed?

What work has been done thus far means for the topic of circularity and business models
both for academia and practice, what issues have emerged along the way, and what issues
remained untouched?

Theme 2: exploring the sectoral and organizational levels

How best to leverage data-driven business models to address environmental and societal
challenges? Which are the critical complementarities in digital platforms and their
corresponding ecosystems in emerging fields?

What kind of tools and methods are needed for sustainable and circular business model
experimentation? What are success and failure cases of experimentation, with reported
sustainability impacts?

What are the sustainable factors affecting the resilience of financial institutions and
financial markets during the Covid-19 outbreak? How the digital and green transition
contribute to innovate the transfer of financial resources in financial markets?

Which characteristics should encompass an effective business model to create and capture
value through Frugal innovation implementation?

Theme 3: exploring organizational impact

Which frameworks, for example from sustainability accounting or integrated reporting, can
be applied to effectively assess and manage the sustainability performance of business
models?

Which best practices, in terms of assessing and managing the sustainability performance
of organisations, business model patterns, and management accounting tools do we
currently see in practice?

How can socially and environmentally sustainable business models for the sharing economy
be designed and implemented? Is it possible effectively to define strategies aimed at
improving the sustainability performance of sharing economy business models? Can the
social, economic and environmental impacts of existing sharing economy business models
be measured, and how?

What are the sustainable factors affecting the resilience of financial institutions and
financial markets during the Covid-19 outbreak? 2) How the digital and green transition
contribute to innovate the transfer of financial resources in financial markets?
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Theme 4: exploring theoretical and methodological foundations

How to consolidate the available knowledge on sustainable business model patterns, and
how to convert it into ‘knowledge for action’?

Which methods are best suited to develop sustainable business model classifications, both
typologies and taxonomies, or even whole ‘Alexandrian’ languages? How to test the
effectiveness of sustainable business model patterns as an additional element of business
model innovation tools?

We invite participants from various disciplines (e.g., management, entrepreneurship,
innovation, environmental studies, organization studies, design studies, change
management, or policy studies) to address a broad variety of domains (e.g., energy,
mobility, health, agriculture, food, tourism, finance, or retail) from a broad variety of
perspectives (e.g., theoretical, conceptual, or empirical).
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Conference Tracks

Theme 1: Exploring the system level

e Track 1.1: The role of Collaborative Business Models in creating Social and Economic
Transition.
Track chairs: Jan Jonker (Radboud University), Milou Derks and Frank Berkers (TNO)
e Track 1.2: Ecosystems in Support of Sustainability.
Track chairs: Nikolay Dentchev and Abel Diaz Gonzalez (Vrije University of Brussels, VUB)
e Track 1.3: Natural Ecosystem Services as Drivers for Sustainable Business Model
Development.
Track chairs: Anna Hansson and Niklas Karlsson (Halmstad University)
e Track 1.4: Business Models for a Circular Economy.
Track chairs: Niels Faber (University of Groningen), Jan Jonker (Radboud University
Nijmegen), Abhishek Agarwal (Edinburgh Napier University)

Theme 2: Exploring the sectoral and organizational levels.

e Track 2.1: Data-driven Business Models for Sustainability and Digital Transformation in
Emerging Fields.
Track chairs: Maya Hoveskog, Magnus Holmén (Halmstad University) and Lauri Paavola,
(Aalto University)

e Track 2.2 Business Model Experimentation for Sustainability.
Track chairs: Nancy Bocken, Marc Dijk, Jan Konietzko (Maastricht University), llka
Weissbrod, Leuphana (University Liineburg), Maria Antikainen (VTT), Sveinung J@rgensen
(NHH Norwegian School of Economics) and Lars Pedersen (NHH Norwegian School of
Economics)

e Track 2.3: New Business Models in an International Context.
Track chairs: Svante Andersson, (Halmstad University) and Petri Ahokangas (University of
Oulu)

e Track 2.4: Resilience and Profitability through Sustainability for Financial
Intermediaries, Markets and Corporate Finance.
Track chairs: Claudio Giannotti, Giovanni Ferri, Lucia Gibilaro (LUMSA University)

e Track 2.5: Sustainable Business models: Create and Capture Value through Frugal
Innovation.
Track Chairs: Alessia Pisoni (Insubria University), Francesca Ciulli (Tilburg University),
Laura Michelini (LUMSA University), Hareem Arshad (University of Stuttgart)

e Track 2.6: Sustainable Development.
Track Chairs: Giovanni Battista Dagnino (LUMSA University), Francesca Cabiddu and
Ludovica Moi (University of Cagliari)
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Theme 3: Exploring organizational impact

Track 3.1: Assessing and Managing the Sustainability Performance of Business
Models.

Track chairs: Florian Liideke-Freund (ESCP Business School) and Romana Rauter (University
of Graz)

Track 3.2. New Business Models in Times of Crisis.

Track chairs: Urtzi Uribetxebarria Andres Dorleta Ibarra Zuluaga, Leire
Markuerkiaga Arritola (Mondragon University)

Track 3.3 Entrepreneurship for social inclusion: business modelling for impact.
Track chairs: Filippo Giordano (LUMSA University) and Alessandro Lanteri (Hult
International Business School), Lucia Marchegiani (Roma Tre University)

Track 3.4: Sharing economy business models for sustainability: design,
functioning and impacts.

Track chairs: Venere Sanna (Sapienza University), Cecilia Grieco (Sapienza
University) and Trond Halvorsen (SINTEF)

Track 3.5: Responsible and sustainable production and consumption: the
reduction of food loss and waste through new business models and circular
economy.

Track chairs: Ludovica Principato (Roma Tre University), Luca Secondi (University of
Tuscia)

Theme 4: Exploring theoretical and methodological foundations

Track 4.1: New Theoretical Foundations of Business Models for Sustainability as Social
Action.
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Track 1.1 - The role of Collaborative
Business Models in creating Social and
Economic Transition

Track chairs: Jan Jonker (Radboud University), Milou
Derks and Frank Berkers (TNO)

Our society and economy are in transition. Transitions have a fundamental impact on the
way business operates. They lead to changes from organisation-centric business models to
collaborative business models (CBM’s). These are business models in which multiple
organizations participate to create mutually beneficial value propositions that foster
sustainability. We link transition thinking to CBM’s as a means for enabling transition
towards sustainability and circularity. We like to receive submissions addressing and
analysing (ongoing) transition projects in which CBM’s play a crucial part.

This track consists of 2 sessions: (a) a series of four presentations on CBM’s and (b) a
discussion on the role of CBM’s in fostering transitions.
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Abstract

The current unsustainable production and use of cotton and textiles is exhausting the environment.
The challenge is to recycle textiles several times, retaining or even creating value in each recycling
step. Designing according to these principles can bring about a paradigm shift to a regenerative,
circular economy. Cascades -a staircase model from high-quality applications to low(er)-quality
applications- are an inherent part of the circular economy. Collaboration is recognized as key
competency for implementing circular cascade design. By interviewing stakeholders at different
phases in a collaboration, we explored collaboration principles in a cascade system. We conclude
that collaboration principles require transparency, sharing and connecting. Partnerships start with
an intrinsic motivation and a shared vision towards the regenerative circular system, using a holistic
approach that puts humans and nature at its core. Learning collectively is important to do good as
a system, in which the commonalities are trust and consciousness over suspicion. Co-creation over
self-interest is important for sharing knowledge, resources, and materials. The individual business
models of the partners become intertwined in a collaborative business model. Not one organisation
is 'exclusively' in charge, a hybrid collective system is required: it alternates between specific
contributions (own) and communalities (together).

Keywords

Regenerative Circular Economy, Collaborative Business Models, Cascade Principles, Value Chain
Collaboration, System Change

14
LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022



NBM @ ROME 2022 Full Conference Proceedings

1. Introduction

The textile sector is the second most polluting sector in the world, after the gas and oil industries.
Moreover, global production of clothing has doubled in the last 15 years. Clothing represents more
than 60% of the total textile consumption in the world. The most widely used and best known
renewable natural raw material for the Dutch textile industry is cotton. The current unsustainable
production of cotton and textiles is exhausting the environment, due to use of artificial fertilizers
and pesticides, large amounts of water consumption and high CO2 emissions. In addition, cotton
farmers worldwide but especially in the Global South are under pressure and end up in vicious
cycles of debt because of rising costs and falling yields. At the other end of the chain, the useful life
of clothing has become even shorter. In the Netherlands, 60 percent of the discarded textiles end
up in residual waste streams where they are burned. Of the collected textile, approximately half is
suitable to be worn again, the rest are processed into low-value applications (like cleaning rags or
isolation material) and are ultimately incinerated (Van der Wal and Verrips, 2019). Both the
economic and sustainable improvement potential for making longer use of textiles that are already
in circulation is therefore enormous. However, in common recycling, the quality of cotton declines
with every (mechanical) recycling, because the fibre length becomes increasingly shorter. The
challenge is to recycle several times, retaining or even creating value in each recycling step.
Following the Cradle to Cradle® design framework, the ultimate goal is to return the raw materials
safely to the biosphere as nutrition for the soil after which a new cascade can begin: a cycle in the
form of regenerative cascades.

Regenerative design is about asking yourself how many different forms of added value can be
created for multiple parties (Raworth, 2017). Designing according to these principles can bring
about a paradigm shift. This involves the transition from the linear, degenerative, take-make-waste
economy to a regenerative, circular economy, focused on closing the resource loop and recovery.
Few organizations can independently close a complete loop. Companies need to work together to
establish a sustainable value system. Many organizations are struggling to adapt their existing
business model or create new circular business models (Bocken et al., 2015). Our research
investigates collaboration principles for a cascade system by designing collaborative business
models in the transition towards a regenerative circular economy. This includes companies not only
focusing on their own financial gains, but also considering the optimization of the entire system,
aiming at a positive ecological and social impact.

2. Theoretical framework

Circular economy

The transition to a circular economy is one of the necessary conditions to reach prosperity while
protecting a live-able earth now and later (WCED, 1987). This concept is recognised by both
academics and practitioners as a proposition to face today’s societal, economic and environmental
challenges. According to McKinsey (2017), circular economy means creating 'a reliable way for
industries to increase their profitability while reducing their dependence on natural resources'.
Circular economy is defined as an economic and industrial system ‘where material loops are slowed
and closed, and where value creation is aimed for at every chain in the system’
(EllenMacArthurFoundation, 2015). Circular systems ensure a constant flow of services and goods
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without the need for new materials or raw materials, through different ‘value circles’
(EllenMacArthurFoundation, 2017; Jonker et al., 2018). A distinction is made here between the
biological-cycle (e.g., cotton, wood) and the technical-cycle (e.g., plastics, metals). This was

depicted by the EllenMacArthurFoundation (2015) in the well-known "butterfly diagram".

OUTLINE OF A CIRCULAR ECONOMY
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FIGURE 1 THE "BUTTERFLY DIAGRAM" SOURCE: ELLEN MACARTHUR FOUNDATION (2015)

The Cradle to Cradle® design framework, focuses on systems being restorative and regenerative by
design (McDonough & Braungart, 2010). This can be in terms of materials, products, systems, and
business models, in such way that they aim at reducing waste by focusing on restoration, reusing,
and renewing (EllenMacArthurFoundation, 2013). Circular systems therefore always include efforts
to optimize the use of raw materials, by reducing raw material use, reusing products and
components, or recycling raw materials (Kirchherr et al., 2017). This repeated use of raw materials
results in maximising reusability and minimising value destruction. For this, radical and systemic
innovation is needed on the technical level as well as on the organisational level.

Cascading
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Cascades represent a specific approach to the circular economy (EllenMacArthurFoundation, 2013;
2017), which focusses on an innovative value system of resource management, aiming at extending
product use-time and closing material cycles (Mair & Stern, 2017). Cascading is based on the
principle of resource sequentially by using a material in multiple phases for different goals (Winans
et al., 2017). Consumption may take place in this cycle (fertilisation, food, water) as long as the
flows are not contaminated with toxic substances and ecosystems are not overloaded
(EllenMacArthurFoundation, 2015; McDonough and Braungart, 2002). The power of the cascade
refers to the 'diversification of reuse in the value chain' (WorldEconomicForum, 2014). During
reuse, the quality of the material decreases. When the initial function of a product or material can
no longer be fulfilled, the transformation (e.g. through recycling) to the next step in the cascade
can take place.

Resource
quality
Use 1

\’ Use 2
—i Use 3
4< Use N

Time

FIGURE 2 SEQUENTIAL UTILIZATION OF RESOURCES (SIRKIN, & VAN HOUTEN, 1994)

Therefore, recycling within the biological-cycle may occur in the form of regenerative cascades: a
staircase model from high-quality applications to low(er)-quality applications as a result of
(mechanical) recycling and unavoidable quality loss, in which the products and material can
ultimately safely return to the biosphere as a nutrient (Mair, & Stern, 2017; Sirkin, & Van Houten,
1994). Cascades, even though they are an inherent part of the circular economy, are not yet widely
practiced and/or thoroughly understood.

Inter-organizational collaboration

Collaboration is recognized as key competency for implementing a circular design (Sumter et al,
2020). Brown at al., (2019) indicate that a high level of collaboration supports more system
innovation. Collaboration has a lot of benefits, like increasing knowledge flows, better access to
resources and new markets, sharing risks, possibly bigger market share and more competitive
advantage. This all could lead to better company performance. Collaboration is also needed to
exchange materials because within a circular economy one company’s waste is another company’s
input (Pinheiro et al., 2018). But on the other hand, there are disadvantages to collaborations such
as loss of control, opportunistic behaviour, and trust issues (Brown et al., 2019).

Innovation processes create more leverage for change than other processes within the
organisation. These innovation processes need to outreach collaboration in a chain, it requires
decisive and conscious sharing of resources and risks by all stakeholders, and transparency and trust
are essential (Janssen and Stel, 2018). Inter-organizational collaboration is needed to create new
business models which focus on closing the loops. This means that extending the resource’s
lifecycle is possible when different actors in a production chain collaborate. This way of
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collaboration is considered to be a key element in closing the loops and therefore critical for
realizing a circular economy (Bocken et al., 2016). It is important to include all stakeholders when
aiming to close loops (Korhonen et al., 2018).

Collaborative business models

Circular business models are networked by nature: they require collaboration, communication and
coordination within complex networks of various and different actors and stakeholders (Antikainen
& Valkokari, 2016). By working together and truly joining forces, companies in the value system can
increase their positive impact for all actors, society and the environment. Communities are formed
in which knowledge and ideas can be shared, exchanged and created (Jonker et al., 2018).
Organizations need to reconsider how they maximise multiple values in product design and use of
materials to decrease the usage of natural resources and create sustainable impact (Kraaijenhagen
et al., 2016). For this, business models need to be shaped by different actors as a collective
endeavour, referred to as collaborative business model. The collaborative nature of a business
model means that both for the network as well as for the different stakeholders, the business model
must create added value (Kraaijenbrink et al., 2019). In these collaboration-based business models,
it is important that the value range includes the full spectrum of activities, carried out by different
stakeholders, since the product continually circulates and creates value in the system (Rohrbeck at
al., 2013; Fogarassy & Finger, 2020). Collaborative business modelling is a process in which parties
jointly examine whether their partnership can create multiple value and design on a business
model, or logic, by which the partnership wants to create value. It shows what the participating
partners do, what matters for whom, what it takes to realise that and what yields are gained. Many
organisations struggle to adapt their existing business model or create new circular business models
(Bocken et al., 2015; Antikainen and Valkokari, 2016). The concept of collaborative business model
development seems very promising, but more research is needed to operationalise it. Bocken et
al.,, (2021) emphasize the need for deeper analysis within disciplines, as well as the need for trans-
disciplinary experimentation with circular business models. To move towards a regenerative
cascade, several new principles of entrepreneurship need to be developed. These collaboration
principles include other ways of working, organizing, doing business, earning, collaborating, and
creating value. This means that organizations have to 'rethink' how they organise their business,
which involves a movement towards an economy that no longer sees humans and nature as a
resource, but as a partner in creating well-being for everyone in harmony with the earth (Spaas,
2020). We explored the innovative collaboration principles of collaborative business models in a
cascade system.

3. Method

Research design

The current literature on cascading and collaborative business models is still limited. An explorative
case study approach is chosen to gain insight into these new concepts that are still explorative and
not looked into that much (Symon, & Cassell, 2012). We used a case study approach with semi-
structured interviews since this provides the opportunity to ask ‘why’- and ‘how’- questions and get
a thorough and in-depth overview of a situation. We organized two rounds of semi-structured
interviews with six partners of a research consortium (farmer supporting organization, textile
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producers and recyclers) to explore how they collaborate. On a small, but intensive and in-depth
scale, we discussed which aspects these stakeholders considered important directly at the start of
the project and again six months after the start. In these six months, we organized five online
workshops on different themes (cascading, logistics & transparency, values & impact, business
modelling) to gain more insights into their roles, influences and decision-making criteria, while
drawing the cascade using a design research approach ('doing', 'harvesting what goes well' and
'developing and shaping'). Interviews and workshops were recorded, transcribed and coded for
exploring the business principles, using the four building blocks of supply chain collaboration.

Case: circular cotton cascade

This research is part of a two-year project (raak.mkb13.020), in which Dutch companies (especially
SMEs) from the entire textile chain are working together with Indian companies to design and
record the process of a regenerative, circular system in which cotton is reused multiple times before
it finally returns safely to the biosphere. Together with Avans University of Applied Sciences, the
consortium is exploring and designing collaborative business model scenarios for this cascade
system. The cascade starts with virgin cotton and continues in the following applications:
workwear, T-shirt, hand towel and landscape fabric, to ultimately return safely to the biosphere.
<
]
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.

NS

The focus is both on research into the technical feasibility of the cotton fibre and on the
development of collaborative business models.

FIGURE 3 CIRCULAR COTTON CASCADE
Tool for Supply Chain Collaboration

Leising et al., (2018) have developed a conceptual framework for studying circularity in supply chain
collaboration in the construction environment, using the four building blocks: (1) future vision, (l1)
Joint Learning, (lll) Network Dynamics and (IV) Business Model. Our findings have been categorised
according to the conceptual framework for circular economy in chain collaboration (Leising et al.,
2018) that has been elaborated into a steppingstone tool for the design of collaborative business
models (Janssen et al., 2020).
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In step ‘I Vision’, partners discuss their visions on
circular possibilities. Partners need to agree on what
they want to achieve and define their ‘point on the
horizon’. Defining a vision provides coordination

QInt \Learning
e
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between the partners and provides guidance and sworking i i

together  jooliabontion
'

orientation on the joint actions and collective goals.
Future visions contribute to the transition to a circular
construction sector, for example, through pilot projects sy d
and demonstrations that showcase the potential gains.

In step ‘11 Joint Learning’, partners share information
that individuals assimilate and apply in subsequent
actions for themselves. First-order learning leads to
new insights about options for a particular challenge
and context, whereas higher-order learning can change
problem definitions, norms, values, beliefs and goals of
actors. The latter is necessary to implement radically
new sustainable solutions and to support required
change processes.

In step ‘111 Network Dynamics’ participants will find out how they are linked to each other.
Organisations, companies and individuals are connected through different types of relationships.
The connections not only arise from a technological transition but are also social. On the one hand,
partners look at how they are connected based on their essential contributions to the project, and on
the other hand, partners contemplate their relationship in terms of (1) strategic elements, (2)
cooperation elements in shared activities and (3) cultural elements such as trust and transparency.

In step IV Business Model’, partners will redesign their business models. This redesign is essential
for creating ecological and social value. A circular business model is defined as the rationale to
create, deliver and capture value with and within closed material loops.

FIGURE 4: A STEPPINGSTONE TOOL FOR COLLABORATIVE BUSINESS MODELS (JANSSEN ET AL., 2020)

3. Findings
Circular economy and Cascading

In a collaboration, it is important that the partners have the same understanding of the concepts
they are working on. Respondents were asked to define ‘Circular Economy’ and ‘Cascading’ In the
first round of interviews, respondents defined circular economy based on concepts including
‘reusing or recycling products that have reached their end-of-life, in the same functionalities’,
‘moving away from linear to repeated use’ and ‘waste becomes a new raw material, in order to
reduce the production of new materials’. The respondents indicated that the term cascading was
new to them and was still rather vague to them: ‘it has to do with multiple recycling’. They explained
that cotton fibres are being affected by use (wearing) and recycling (tearing) and that the quality of
the material decreased when using it. They also explained that different products ask for a different
quality standard of the fibre and that cascading is about adjusting the value and application
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accordingly. All respondents indicated that cascades are therefore about quality: ‘what chain can
we invent and build from the material, to use the raw material for a new end product with a lower
quality, instead of throwing it away?’.

In the second round of interviews, the concept of circular economy was described in more detail
and was much more aligned between the partners. Almost all partners included the role of design
in their definitions: ‘infinite cycle of material in which everything is raw material for a new product;
according to Cradle to Cradle® design, there is no waste’. In addition, they all used elements related
to a journey of the raw material in a flow in which it is used in various forms related to the ‘end-of-
use’ of the material in different forms of application. Respondents indicate that they have to
explore if they need to ‘influence usage time in order to find the highest value of products in the
cascade in relation to quality’. Respondents also empathised that cascading therefore has to do
with ‘collaboration’. Together they need to look at possibilities by asking each other questions
about the 2nd and 3rd processing step in a much more advanced way: ‘l have the feeling that
companies are looking at the bigger picture, it is challenging but it can be done’. Respondents stress
the importance of doing it together, beyond a spear of loops, and tune in to details: ‘humans
interact as businesses, they go in diverging directions, need to figure out a way to realign to a new
economy’. Respondents also addressed the technical challenges in the cascade. They explicitly
addressed the need for transparency to assure that ‘the cotton is really the cascade fibre that is
going around in the system’ and question if this fibre needs to be blending with other grades to get
the best products, like blending short and long fibres to pick up the quality standards.

System innovation

In the first round, respondents indicated that the current non-sustainable production of cotton, the
soil and the cotton plants are intensively exposed to chemicals and pesticides. Respondents
acknowledged that the system is not acceptable because of exploitation and power disbalance in
the chain. They indicate that the system needs to innovate to a more conscious one about the
material, the production and processing, the equality in the chain in relation to value creation.
Consumers need to respect and value cotton fibres more and become aware that textile is not a
disposable product.

In the second round, respondents indicate the last step as being the most innovative. The material
is still of high-quality value. The partnership is working towards something that can be put into the
ground that does not yet exist and created additional added value for what a material can do there:
‘the landscape fabric can also be a carrier of fertilisers, prevent weed growth, cope with weather
conditions, retain water, reflect the sun’. Next to the technological feasibility of the material based
on quality, the collaboration is also indicated as innovative. Partners refer to the challenge but also
in cooperation between partners. Everyone functions on their own, but the challenge is to link
everyone to each other: ‘companies often work in a black box, where everything is shielded, and
here, the anonymity has to come out, and it has to be open and transparent’.

Vision

The partnership started working together on textile recycling, with the ambition to help the sector
move forward. The initiator of this concept (Dutch SME Yassasree B.V.) put the various pieces of
the puzzle together, while having a good picture of what the partners were doing and proposed to
work together on something concrete, like this cotton cascade. Participants indicated that they
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wanted to learn how to preserve the quality of products as long as possible. They were curious
about learning what the partners in the cooperation are up against and how to deal with challenges
that arise. Respondents share a motivation to change, since they all have seen poor working
conditions and bad environmental impact. They all share the intention to be better in the triple top
line of social, ecological and economical value creation. In addition, they strive to make an impact
by changing behaviour, creating awareness that ‘waste’ can be used in different loops and
showcasing that it actually can be done. Respondents indicate that for passing on these multiple
values, collaboration is necessary. Here they refer to the main challenge of a cascade system: ‘how
to manage the logistics moving across the different layers of the cascade and how manage and align
the desires and the needs?’. Respondents know that they are still individual business that aim to
co-create in a harmonised working relationship. They recognize that they need collective thinking
in how they are dealing with this new concept, including a lot of uncertainties and assumptions, at
a rather rigours pragmatic way.

After half a year, respondents elaborated more on the concept of collaboration and multiple value
creation. They realised that it is more than the sum of its parts and that it is more about
orchestrating the whole system. Although the concept becomes clearer, the concept also cranks up
qguestions on the how. They gained more insights in innovative ways to move from a linear to a
circular economy by learning about the possibilities and how to connect to others while making a
positive impact. They honour the variety: ‘it was an eye-opener that some look differently at things
or use a different approach to challenges’. The partners realised that each partner is at a different
point in the transition to a circular economy: ‘some partners have great ideas that further sprouts,
people observe and embrace those pioneers to learn’. Respondents feel that it is important to
increase the magnitude by learning and developing. They created awareness of sustainability in
their own organization by explaining the concept and picked up topics outside the project to
improve their own business, but also to set an example for the industry. The partnership aims to
showcase the importance of collaboration for the long term with multiple players.

Actor learning

At the start, respondents expected that knowledge sharing in a cascade will exceed normal
collaboration. Although the project proposal looked solid, it all depends on the way partners are
working together and the level of trust: ‘we start with a good basis of trust, which need to grow
further’. The respondents indicate that it is important that the partners communicate with each
other in a transparent manner and that they respect each other in order to maintain a good level
of trust for sharing knowledge. Respondents indicate that they have to learn from each other on
design and materiality for re-use.

After six months, respondents indicated that they learned a lot from sharing experiences with each
other. They gained more clarity on the roles and strategies of the other partners. Some respondents
indicated that they now realised that quality is an extra dimension for connecting to each other:
‘we are learning on standards, and we now raised the bar’. For others, the learning could be
approached more radically in designing the innovation: ‘we could have moved faster, but it takes
time to align, we know that we now can be more effective, we are grateful and ambitious’.
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Respondents still see a challenge in cooperation as the cascade is quite ambitious and priorities
need to be aligned. For this, the partnership should not ask for guarantees, but give space to fail
and learn. They stress the importance of feeling the connection and providing feedback. During the
collaboration, partners shared experiences and content knowledge to gain insights into each
other's companies and processes and realise the importance of commitment, involvement and
ownership in the cascade: ‘I think, we can always find a way around technology, but | am curious
about how to achieve an equivalent cooperation’.

Network dynamics

At start, respondents indicate that cascade systems include enormous dependencies in supply and
demand related to the position and role in the system. They point out that trust and respect are
important for knowledge sharing. Partners have to find out to what extent they are ‘going to share
the recipe and give each other insight into their kitchen’. Some refer to the challenge of balancing
between open and exclusive data and protecting information while bringing the cascade a step
further. They indicate that it is important to have contracts to define what is confidential and what
information can be commonly shared. Partners have the intention to draw up an agreement about
how they want to work together by simple norms and values, based on the principles of conscious
contracting. In the partnership agreement, the contributions in hours and money are fixed, but
details on how to deal with trust still needed to be worked out: ‘what happens if someone does not
comply, or runs off with money or knowledge?’. Respondents indicated that they need to balance
between control mechanisms and alignment by forcing each other to be open and transparent
about sharing risks, profit goals and motivations . They think that this will further increase the level
of trust and lowers the need to control, since negativity grows from distrust. Furthermore, they
have dependencies with partners outside the project. They feel that it is important to create a level
of involvement with their customers as well. Challenges refer to meeting the quality standards
further down in the cascade: ‘requirements are set for input streams and one of the biggest
challenge is to match expectations on quality of fibre” and to tracking and tracing the product during
its journey. Respondents indicate that it is important that dedicated partners support the system
in an overall cooperation.

After half a year, respondents indicate again that everyone has a crucial role in participation and
that collaboration is crucial: ‘we have a mix of companies, and we need to work with the capacity
and boundaries of each other’. Some respondents emphasised the importance of interpretation
and nuances: ‘we are on the verge of sharing details: what value and impact we can make is
determined by making choices’. Respondents indicate that it helped to do exercises to get out of
comfort zones and to take small steps when making it more concrete for own business. They
acknowledge that honest sharing of challenges can help make them more tangible and contribute
to collectively solving them. In this respect, respondents also refer to the role of government that
need to set circular requirements to products (e.g. amount of recycled material) and the Extended
Producer Responsibility (EPR). This means that textile producers become responsible for the
collection, sorting, recycling and waste processing of products they bring onto the Dutch market.
Moreover, respondents indicated that they have a quite good connection to the other partners,
since they all share the same intension. Partners are open for cross-communication about
experiences and feel confidence that sharing is good: ‘making it concrete helps in understanding
how it could be done, what we encounter’. At the same time, some respondents indicated that it
might take more energy to start really working together. They indicated that they are prepared to
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share more details and be open to changing possible steps in the current process. Some
respondents also indicated that parallel collaborations arose on textile flows outside this cascade.
Partners are learning more about the input streams of the others or technical requirements of the
end products. Respondents specified the need to clearly communicate about expectations of the
end product. Partners have to formulate concrete boundaries on this: ‘we need to set go and no-
goes, what do we find important and what do we agree on?’ Trust in this is complex. Partners wish
to protect aspects, but at the same time they know they need each other to make it happen. The
feel that promoting honesty in expectations contributes to empathy and open behaviour in an
ethical way.

Business model

Respondents were asked to describe the value proposition at the start of the project: ‘value is
created in different steps in the cascade, each step has a unique value that we want to deliver to
the customers’. Next to that, they referred to aspects like: ‘focussing on being less mean to nature,
less waste, less negative impact but creating positive impact’. Respondents indicate at the same
time that the biggest challenge is collaborating in a co-creating system: ‘it's about cooperation:
looking forward and backward, we don't throw things from one to another'. Respondents stressed
the importance of achieve the common goal by thinking and acting in terms of the collective instead
of the individual. Respondents highlighted they need to go beyond everyone doing their own thing,
they approached it as a win-win-win leading to advancing the development and moving these
processes from exception to the rule: ‘it is in its cradle, everything is possible, but at the same time,
nothing is possible.

Another part of the value proposition focuses on the wish to tell the story of the cascade, as a
conscious process with efficient use of material, leading to a positive impact on human and nature,
both at the beginning as well as at the end of the chain. By sharing the narrative, respondents intend
to inspire others in the textile sector and also others in other sectors. For this, they indicate that
the narrative needs to be shared in a simple way, not in technical jargon to make it understandable
for everyone.

In relation to multiple value creation, respondents indicate the triple top line to be important at all
levels: (1) ecological, such as not working with toxic material, (2) social, like equally paying attention
to all partners and respecting cultural aspects and (3) economical, like a fair distribution. Related to
this allocation of investments and return on investments, the respondents indicate that they have
not thought about that. They mainly want to learn: ‘this project is for learning, not for earning’.
When thinking about an allocation key, some respondents think about putting all the ingredients
together, make the cake and then divide it in pieces, based on transparency per recycling step: ‘we
have to look at the basics; what is happening, who has risks, what responsibilities, resources,
intellectual value and bring it all to the table’. They indicate the need to brainstorm about what is
acceptable.

After half a year, respondents further specified the value proposition as ‘offering controlled
material flows through all layers of diverging products’. They referred to the system that brings four
products to the market in a fully circular manner, by a supply chain that is taken responsibility,
starting with farming conditions and taking care of the soil in India, towards collaborating to
connect ‘end of use’ products from different qualities in an extended loop. Respondents also
included elements related to backwards and forwards control. They realised that the value
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proposition is larger than the business perspective: ‘we think of new BM with a broader range of
stakeholders, including a layer of 2nd stakeholders and stakeholder beyond human’. Respondents
again stressed that collaboration is key to making it work: ‘we are far away from the end-user, and
those are the ones that we are doing it for, but there are many links in between that. We need how
to get to the end consumer, here is what can increase it’. In this system, the respondents addressed
that is it about a collective system, in which each partner is having its own value proposition which
is enlarged by the added value of the cascade: ‘we draw the cascade from the | to the We, the
added value is in the collaboration’. Some respondents also indicate that a partner universe and
impact matrix can contribute to how to allocate investments and return on investments: ‘in an
Utopian world, we put all value on the table at a fair and transparent way, and make an equitability
distribution’. Others think that they have to divide sales, according to a fair allocation key among
the 4 steps of the cascade, in which the added value can be included as flexible distribution key.
Respondents all think that it will be a difficult process since what is good, fair or acceptable might
be different for everyone.

5. Conclusion and Discussion

Collaboration principles

Cascading is based on the principle of resource sequentially by using a material in multiple phases
for different goals Designing according to these principles can bring about a paradigm shift. This
involves the transition from the linear, degenerative, take-make-waste economy to a regenerative,
circular economy, focused on closing the resource loop and recovery. We investigated collaboration
principles for a cascade system by designing collaborative business models in the transition towards
a regenerative circular economy.

Holistic approach

The cotton cascade aims at re-using and recycling from the onset, starting with regenerative cotton
production. Regenerative agriculture goes beyond “less bad” and focuses, inspired by nature, on
how to regenerate, restore and nurture. Regenerative cotton often goes beyond organic cotton
practices and turns cotton, often seen as a culprit, into a driver of positive impact. An intrinsic
motivation and shared vision to this closed loop system in which the raw material is ultimately given
back to the soil is important. A holistic approach to agricultural systems puts humans and nature at
its core.

Organising the collaboration

The partnership started to work together from the perspective to learn about technologies and
applications to develop a sequence of re-using materials in different applications in a cascade
system. While working together, the learning perspective moved to learning about how to organise
the supply chain and the collaboration. Collaboration is seen as a necessity but also as the greatest
challenge.

Collective learning

The network consists of a co-creating system in which the commonalities are trust and
consciousness over suspicion. The stakeholders aim to learn collectively to do good as a system.
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Creating an open and transparent environment, with a good basis of trust, is important for sharing
knowledge, resources, and materials. A linear economy is purely transactional., for the cascade the
entrepreneurial attitude is different. Specifically, when aspects are not sure, it is important to not
give up. Regularly discussing and aligning expectations contributes to overcoming challenges. New
and innovative ideas can be discovered during open brainstorms, with actors in their own supply
chain, but also with other actors outside the partnership. A supportive network is needed to realise
the cascades.

Mapping the partner universe

In a circular cascade system, everything is a resource for something else. Mapping the partners'
universe contributes to defining dependencies and identifying inputs and outputs to realise a
controlled downcycle process and define leakages. Knowing your partners contributes to acquiring
new information to extend viewpoints create new knowledge, and also to acquire new resources
and materials. NGOs and government need to be involved to set up a broader system. This also
includes also to give a voice to non-human stakeholders through representatives to check whether
it is also positive for them.

Positive impact

By visualising all impacts, systems move away from an anonymous chain. Dependencies become a
positive force to create a positive impact on the triple top line of sustainability: ecological,
economic, and social. At the ecological level learning to respect the processing of the raw material
is important. At the social level, allowing regenerative agriculture contributes to pioneering how to
take better care of the land and to respecting and valuing farmer communities.

Balance between control mechanisms and openly sharing

Mentioned multiple times, a basis of trust is crucial in collaboration. This trust originates from
previous experiences or from openly sharing expectations and being honest about intentions from
the start. Nevertheless, still, agreements or contracts with clear statements on specific aspects of
ownership are desirable to protect exclusive or confidential information. In innovative
collaboration, partners always have to fear that ideas are shamelessly taken and question how to
deal with protection. It appears to be important to articulate concerns and define the boundaries.
Partners need to set the do’s and don’ts in an open and empathic process based on shared ethics.

Intertwined business models

In a cascade system, the individual business models of the different stakeholders become
intertwined in a collaborative business model. This means that choices made in different parts of
the system have a direct or indirect effect on all involved in the system. In this, it is a challenge to
allocate investments and returns on investments. Brainstorm about a fair allocation key, in which
the added value is included as flexible distribution key, contributes to developing a fair system. This
is a difficult process since what is good, fair or acceptable might be different for everyone. The
importance of organising a balanced distribution of multiple value creation for all actors in the
system is also stressed by Kirton et al. (2014). However, if a partnership manages to achieve a
balanced allocation of resources, opportunities, basic needs and usage and property rights
(Valente, 2012) collaborative business models are more likely to be viable and remain robust.

Collective system
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In sum, business principles for a cascade system require transparency, sharing and connecting.
Trust over suspicion. Co-creation over self-interest. Pre-competitive collaboration agreements are
an important part of this. To create value in these areas, not one organisation is 'exclusively' in
charge, but cooperation in a system is required. The collective system is hybrid: it alternates
between specific contributions (own) and communalities (together).
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Abstract

Our practice-based research provides an exciting opportunity to advance our understanding of
stakeholders’ active participation in collaborative value creation and new organizational forms. This
paper describes the preliminary findings and experiences of a participatory action research
project’s first phase to distill the success factors and impediments in establishing a multi-actor,
community-based business model focusing on positive health promotion by using eHealth. With
this first phase, our objective is to establish a shared view on the participatory action research’s
design and denote the emerging themes to take on collaborative action. Moreover, by using a
scoping review, we aim to defragment the literatures from various domains relating to multi-actor,
community-based business models and the formalization of citizen initiatives and synthesize these
findings.

To collect the data, we are using a mixed-method approach. We use a Participatory Action Research
(PAR) design and follow a citizen initiative in-depth. This paper reports our multiple activities to
date to co-create the PAR-design to be used and prepare and conduct our scoping review. The
research question guiding this is: how to collaboratively set up the Participatory Action Research
Design to accelerate a local citizen initiative’s business model development process by empirically
validating the conditions that influence multi-actor, community-based business models focusing on
eHealth?

We trust that these outcomes will contribute to synthesizing and mapping the various literatures
to contribute to a more holistic overview of the various conditions when developing collaborative
eHealth business models. Likewise, the outcomes of this collaborative process will be useful for
further research as well, as it highlights the interdependencies in such a multidimensional and
complex process.
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Introduction

There is an urgent need for solutions and business models that address major social issues and
challenges. Healthcare is one of those domains needing innovative solutions due to a lack of
inclusivity, accessibility, self-management, and increasing cost due to demographic and aging
populations (Broerse & Bunders-Aelen, 2010; Johansen & van den Bosch, 2017; Ross et al., 2016).
These threats put the current system under pressure, resulting in even more health inequality.
There is a demand for preventive healthcare solutions to address issues that threaten the
healthcare system’s long-term sustainability (Broerse & Bunders-Aelen, 2010; Johansen & van den
Bosch, 2017). It is, therefore, increasingly argued that the system has become inefficient and that
it needs to be more local and people-oriented. This challenges equally the way we organize health
care and results in new business models that address these issues. A promising way forward may
lie in multi-actor community-based preventive eHealth business models. Especially business models
that create an ecosystem where relevant stakeholders co-create value within their community
(Lumpkin & Bacq, 2019). For (e)health transitions to succeed, local community engagement is vital
(Cyril et al., 2015) and can help to overcome commercialization challenges (Menko et al., 2013; Oh
etal., 2005). In addition, adapting tools to articulate and meet end-users’ needs is often challenging.
Ethical and legal boundaries, the design choices, and the stakeholders' various interests within a
network add to the contextual complexity. Different scenarios and interactions result in
uncertainty, making it unclear how to address the plurality of ambitions and establish long-term
financial and/or societal sustainability. These developments result in a need to map how this affects
the value reciprocity between the actors in a network, and how to act in accordance and learn from
this.

Essential for the successful commercialization of innovations is their surrounding social system
(Groen, 2005) and the stakeholders in the network (Aarikka-Stenroos et al.,, 2014). The
collaboration of stakeholders to create value can take many forms, such as multi-actor business
models, network business models, ecosystem business models, and cooperatives, whereby the
collaboration may or may not aim for multiple and reciprocal value creation (Boumans et al., 2015;
Lumpkin & Bacqg, 2019; Menko et al., 2013; Oh et al., 2005; Oliveira et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2015;
Ross et al., 2016; Saebi et al., 2019; Shepherd et al., 2019; van Limburg et al., 2011). There is a lack
of research on developing collaborative business models focusing on eHealth and how to manage
the multi-actor complexity involved (Gjellebzek et al., 2020; van Limburg et al., 2011). This indicates
a lack of clear conceptualization and shows that the literature is fragmented. Therefore, our
objective is to research the process to find the combination of conditions that may result in the
successful implementation of a multi-actor business model focusing on eHealth in neighborhood
communities and whether these conditions will change over time. We use Participatory Action
Research (PAR) to develop a multi-actor community-based business model that focuses on positive
health behavior in a local community in the Netherlands. The research question guiding this paper
is: how to collaboratively set up the Participatory Action Research Design to accelerate a local
citizen initiative's business model development process by empirically validating the conditions that
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influence multi-actor, community-based business models focusing on eHealth? Distinguishing and
defining elements in this research are the collaborative relations of the various stakeholders, e.g.,
the multidimensionality, complexity of the contextual elements, and empowerment and
emancipatory engagement in collective problem-solving who are working together towards
implementing the eHealth technology through a business model. As the problems related to the
implementation of eHealth solutions are multi-level and complex (Ross et al., 2016), and the citizen
initiatives objective is to enhance learning by increasing their knowledge and skills in developing a
business model (i.e., changing the current practice), a PAR design is justified (Cargo & Mercer, 2008;
McTaggart, 1991). We use a mixed-methods approach to collect and analyze the data. Close
collaboration with the researchers and stakeholders and the insights derived from this scoping
review will help derive the analysis conditions.

The outcomes of this scoping review contribute to synthesizing and mapping the various disciplines,
which provides a more holistic overview of the various conditions at play when developing
collaborative eHealth Business models. Likewise, it will be the starting point on mapping the
complexity surrounding multi-actor collaborative business models and the various routes to
achieve this outcome. With our participatory action research, we contribute to the call for
defragmenting the literatures related to e-health implementation and a better understanding of
factors and strategies influencing this (Ross et al., 2016, p. 2). Our research provides an exciting
opportunity to advance our understanding of stakeholders’ active participation in collaborative
value creation (Lumpkin & Bacg, 2019) and new organizational forms (Daskalaki et al., 2015). The
scoping review provides an overview of the factors influencing the successful implementation of
preventive e-health applications for local communities. With this first step, we map and integrate
the essential conditions from the literatures on (e)Health innovations and business models,
providing an overview that future research can use (Corley & Gioia, 2011; Whetten, 1989). This
overview will help scholars and practitioners to focus on the relevant design issues in designing
preventive e-health applications and organizational arrangements. The insights of the process
towards collective action are highly relevant as the call for more bottom-up citizen initiatives and
the transformation of the current (health) system increases. Research is increasingly called upon to
find the connection with practice. This complex co-creation and adaptive process and the learning
and reflection cycles are not unique to this case study. Hence our findings will inform theory and
practice.

The structure of this paper is as follows: we first describe the method to conduct our participatory
action research and scoping review and display our preliminary findings. As we are still in the middle
of analyzing the available data, it is premature to have a meaningful discussion or draw conclusions
based on what we have so far.

Method

Context

This research initiated from the question of mapping the development process of a community-
based, multi-actor business model focusing on positive health behavior and how eHealth can
support this and started in September 2021. The process revolves around a citizen initiative that
focuses on health, well-being, and (self) care at the neighborhood level and is part of a larger field
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lab in the Netherlands. The citizen initiative strives to set people into motion (literally and
figuratively). This citizen initiative developed various interventions and actions that contribute to
health promotion. The activities focus on self-management, health, exercise, and mutual support,
supported by an app (an eHealth tool). This tool is expected to improve community residents' self-
management, co-reliance, and participation. The participants can use the app to map their
progress. Accordingly, this eHealth tool may also help to show the program’s effectiveness once
coupled to the IFC indicators (World Health, 2001). However, it is challenging to develop tools that
align with the capacities and possibilities of citizens with a low(er) socioeconomic status (SES)
population (Flinterman et al., 2019). Another effect of this citizen initiative and the eHealth tool
may be the shift in care tasks of (in)formal care providers. However, research needs to map how
this affects the network and the value reciprocity between the actors. The uncertainty caused by
different scenarios and interactions makes it unclear how to establish long-term financial
sustainability to realize the plurality of ambitions. These complex questions fit within a broader
development that is apparent in health care (as well as the formalization of citizens' citizen
initiatives in a broader sense). This process's objectives are to make the current interventions
sustainable and sharable, the development of critical performance indicators in various areas, and
share the accumulated knowledge and support and development of other neighborhoods and
municipalities (scaling). Close collaboration with various partners and stakeholders helps to
accomplish these objectives.

Methodology

We use a participatory action research (PAR) design. PAR is the systematic inquiry in close
collaboration with those affected by the research problem to learn, take action, and transform to
change the current situation (Bradbury, 2021; Cargo & Mercer, 2008, p. 327). This design enables
participation and knowledge-co-creation and brings together action and reflection, theory and
practice to achieve practical solutions to issues of pressing concern with people (emphasis added)
(Bradbury, 2021, p. 185). PAR commits to democratic principles of justice and equality and refers
to an epistemology that engages research design, methods, analyses, and products through a lens
of democratic participation and collective action (Torre, 2014, p. 1323). Hence, PAR enables people
to solve complex problems together in their (professional) lives. The research problem
embeddedness into the larger system, the desired situation, and the opportunities for change and
transformation are found by jointly examining the specific situation and the perspectives of various
stakeholders (Eelderink, 2020). This research design guides learning and action and is common in
health, community-based processes, and local social innovation (Aiken, 2017; Cargo & Mercer,
2008; Sadabadi & Rahimi Rad, 2021). Owing to our research question, how to collaboratively set up
the Participatory Action Research Design to accelerate the business model development process of
a local citizen initiative by empirically validating the conditions that influence multi-actor,
community-based business models focusing on eHealth, seems as the justified choice. Specifically,
because an important aim of the research is to empower the citizen initiative-takers.

An action research design has a more open, unpredictable, and flexible character. The research
design of PAR is cyclical (consists of several 'rounds') and is flexible; it adapts to changes in practice.
Although an exact research plan cannot be determined in advance, basic structures can be used
(Wouters & Van Zaalen, 2012). PAR designs use various research methods, ranging from
guantitative to qualitative and single-case designs to mixed-method designs (Cargo & Mercer,
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2008). We use an explorative case study with a mixed-method approach (Creswell & Clark, 2007;
Ivankova, 2017; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).

The activities employed in this stage are two-fold. We conduct a scoping review to familiarize
ourselves with the relevant themes and possible courses of action. Munn et al. (2018, p. 2) define
scoping reviews as a tool to determine the scope of a certain topic’s body of literature to identify
and map the available evidence. The authors continue that this review type provides insight into
the available evidence in a field, clarifies key concepts and definitions, examines how research is
conducted, identifies the main characteristics or factors related to a concept, and might be a
precursor for a systematic review. A scoping review seeks to “explore and define conceptual and
logistic boundaries around a particular topic to inform a future predetermined systematic review
or primary research” (Sutton et al., 2019, p. 211). Our review will provide an overview of the factors
influencing the successful implementation of preventive eHealth applications within multi-actor
collaborations in and for local communities. In this preliminary stage, our scoping review focuses
on clarifying key concepts and finding relationships between the bodies of literature. With this step,
we map and integrate the essential conditions from the literatures on (e)Health innovations and
multi-actor business models focusing on blended value in and with local communities, providing an
overview that future research can use (Corley & Gioia, 2011; Whetten, 1989). This overview will
help focus our action steps within the PAR design and contribute to the relevant design issues in
designing preventive eHealth applications and organizational arrangements. Due to the duration
and depth regularly employed in a scoping review, it is best to regard the current process and
outcomes as a mapping review and (Munn et al., 2018; Sutton et al., 2019) to guide our search, we
use the PRISMA-ScR guidelines (Tricco et al., 2018).

Secondly, together with the members of the citizen inititiave acting as co-researchers, we create a
shared understanding of the need for improvements (McTaggart, 1991). In doing so, researchers
and co-researchers are collaboratively developing the scope and purpose of the research and, by
doing so, working on establishing trust and mutual respect (Cargo & Mercer, 2008). Furthermore,
establishing cycles of action and reflection (lvankova, 2017; Ramos-Mejia et al., 2019) will focus on
learning to act and acting in close collaboration with the people involved (Burnes, 2012; Burns et
al., 2021; Lewin, 1942). Most of the sessions with the stakeholders are and will be recorded. When
this is not possible, the researchers take field notes. PAR is known for its iterations, and we are in
the middle of defining and specifying these loops. Please see the preliminary drafts of this process
in Table

TABLE 1 PROJECT PHASING

Phase Time Objectives (anticipated) Data collection
period Outcomes
Pre- September | Forming a public - strategic actions Recorded stakeholder
orientation | 2021- sphere for o sessions (observation
phase February communicative i co'mmunlcatlve and interviews),
2022 action. Building actions fieldnotes and scoping
trust, refining on review
the research
guestion (Kemmis
et al., 2014)
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Orientation | February Establishing a Weekly Recorded stakeholder
2022- shared language appointments are sessions (observation
and identification scheduled in which | and interviews), field
of the themes. the participants will | notes and scoping
Establishing data- look at the current | review.
collection and most important
reflection themes.
Additionally, the Additionally, we will
researchers interview all the
Setting-up a observe in the stakeholders when
structured PAR- stakeholder there is enough trust.
cycle for action meetings to We use purposive
and reflection, in | understand the sampling and a
order to learn to pressing issues. In snowball technique
act and act to learn | these meetings the | (Gerring, 2007).
participants dream
(set out their
ambitions) and take
actions (which
serve as input for
the reflection.
This will define the
various needs and
the actions. This is
the input to 1)
clarify the
important themes
and 2) reduce the
complexity and
multidimensionality
so that concrete
actions can be
taken.

Phase 2 Enhance we will conduct group
knowledge that interviews with the
contributes various stakeholders
towards learning to map the
and taking action. collaborative value
The cycles of creation potential
action and method group model
reflection aim building (Scott, 2018).
towards this
objective
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Phase 3 Generalize our The data from the
findings stakeholder
sessions,

(group)interviews
and survey form
the input to
conduct a FsQca
analysis to shed
light on the various
combinations of
conditions that
may contribute to
successfully
implementing a
viable and feasible
multi-actor
business model
focusing on
preventive eHealth
solutions in local
communities.

Sample

The sample differs based on the phase of the research project. In this initial phase, three??
participants are engaged. Our sample will consist of various stakeholders collaborating within this
local community in later stages. The stakeholders are at least four SMEs, several formal and
informal healthcare providers, potential end-users, and the city’s municipality. A joint task force of
stakeholders oversees the project, where the first phase is the mapping of the users’ needs and the
last phase is the implementation of the business model, which is developed based on the distilled
conditions.

The empirical data collection will occur between December 2021 and January 2023, as we intend
to monitor these conditions over time. We aim to send the survey to a larger sample of relevant
stakeholders with the same characteristics at the end of this project.

Preliminary results

This section reports our preliminary results on setting up the PAR-design with this community and
our scoping review.

Preliminary reflection on learning to act and act to learn

When we started this project at the end of September 2021, the objectives for this research project
were thought to be clear. The researchers and the focal participants had several meetings to get to
know each other, the citizen initiative, interventions, and organizational structure. Additionally,
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these meetings were held to understand better the stakeholders involved, how far the citizen
initiative was regarding their value proposition, and to learn whom they have spoken to regarding
this and whom they were planning to speak to. Most of these meetings were online due to the
lockdowns caused by the COVID pandemic. In these meetings, the participants expressed a lack of
trust in researchers in general and that their previous experiences with research were not
favorable.

Nonetheless, the researchers were encouraged to write down what they intended to do and align
their actions. The citizen-citizen initiative felt this document confirmed the lack of participation or
co-creation they experienced before because the researchers were distanced from the citizen
initiative. When the researchers asked to interview the most essential stakeholders individually to
determine the baseline for comparison to the joint stakeholder meetings, the citizen initiative taker
would not allow this. It took several weeks before it became clear to the researchers that they did
not want the researcher to conduct these interviews as they feared that it would hinder and disturb
the fragile process and possibly even hurt this. A possible explanation may be that a shared
understanding was lacking due to the pivot in research design and the citizen-citizen initiative's
protective attitude towards their process. The researchers were not invited to meetings, and
information that may have been important for understanding the citizen initiative was not shared.
This realization led to changing the course of action and taking a few steps in the orientation phase
again. The new objective was to build a sense of shared knowledge and understanding and work
towards the objectives. We now have had several creative sessions where all the participants got
to know each other and learned to trust each other. This was essential to move forward. What also
helped the researchers become more visible and spend a day onsite every week.

Preliminary findings scoping review

Our early-staged findings are structured around a few key themes that need to be further
synthesized and structured based on the grounded theory method for literature reviews
(Wolfswinkel et al., 2013). We started with a narrative review to get an idea of the various fields
(Popay et al., 2006), where we used several articles as a starting point to determine the keywords.
These keywords (see table 2 in the appendix) have led to the current article base. These hits,
containing the author information, title, database, and abstracts, were incorporated into Eppi-
Reviewer. This software assists in literature reviews (Thomas et al., 2020). After reading the titles
and abstracts, we added several keywords and conducted an additional search. The first step is to
search for duplicates automatically, which led to the exclusion of 2175 articles. The remaining
articles are scanned on their titles and abstracts and fit with this research project. The decision for
inclusion or exclusion based on the full article follows. For an overview of the search process, we
followed the guidelines of Page et al. (2021); please see below. Please see our current findings so
far in Table 2.

What we found in the literature

The literature on eHealth is fragmented (Ross et al., 2016). It touches upon related fields such as
hybrid entrepreneurship (Shepherd et al., 2019), social innovation (Phillips et al., 2015), social
entrepreneurship (Saebi et al., 2019), end-user innovation (Oliveira et al., 2015), and civic wealth
creation (Lumpkin & Bacq, 2019), digitalization and medicine (Oh et al., 2005) and business models
(Menko et al., 2013; van Limburg et al.,, 2011). eHealth solutions are often diffused or
commercialized in the social domain. The social domain comprises market citizen initiatives
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contributing to a societal cause (Volkmann et al., 2012) and civic wealth, including health,
happiness, and social justice (Lumpkin & Bacg, 2019).

We find that many domains address collaborative business models (de Man & Luvison, 2019), such
as renewable energy (Camarinha-Matos, 2016; Delnooz & Six, 2013), the social domain (Haugh,
2007), technology developing countries, and bottom of the pyramid settings (Oukes et al., 2021).
Several authors have researched context-specific health care business models with differing foci,
such as the collaborative nature, including the ecosystem, network, and stakeholders and, or focus
on the technology(Andriole, 2006; Armstrong et al., 2021). Underneath these descriptions of these
business models lie a variety of trends and developments, research methods, and methodologies.
Several authors describe the current trends and developments that result in changing foci on health
care and social value creation, in which the Covid-19 pandemic is seen as an essential accelerator
(Bacq & Lumpkin, 2020; Khandelwal et al., 2021). Furthermore, collaboration is also seen as a tool
in health care also received attention (Armstrong et al., 2021; Hoffmann et al., 2004; Rosa et al.,
2019).

TABLE 2 PRELIMINARY OVERVIEW RESEARCH FINDINGS

Collaborative Business Models

Definitions The collaboration includes “supply chain management, personalization,
customization, optimization, automation, and transaction trust.”(Andriole,
2006)

Collaborative Networks (CNs): “constituted by a variety of entities (e.g.,
organizations, people or machines) that are largely autonomous,
geographically distributed, and heterogeneous in terms of their operating
environment, culture, social capital, and goals, but that collaborate to
achieve common or compatible goals better, and whose interactions are
enabled by computer networks”(Camarinha-Matos, 2016)

“a activity where multiple organizations that might differ in type (industry,
public research and nonprofit), their position in the value chain
(manufacturing, service, etc.) and industry (energy, ICT, etc.) work together
to create a value creation system. In some cases, they will also attempt
jointly to create the value capture system.”(Rohrbeck et al., 2013, p. 8)

Business model Forms “collaborative business models: sharing, specialization, and allocation
archetypes These models all have their characteristics for value creation, capture, and
delivery.” (de Man & Luvison, 2019)

Research Operationalization of collaborative business models (de Man & Luvison,
opportunities 2019)

Lack of knowledge on how multidirectional value flows between a business
and its stakeholders and how this could be systematically analyzed in
business model theory and practice(Freudenreich et al., 2020, p. 2).

Domains Sustainability  Electric vehicles (Delnooz & Six, 2013)
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Smart grids (Camarinha-Matos, 2016), renewable energy
(Yildiz et al., 2015), sustainability innovations(Rohrbeck et
al., 2013), multiple stakeholders and sustainability
(Freudenreich et al., 2020; Tapaninaho & Kujala, 2019)

Social Civic wealth creation (Lumpkin & Bacq, 2019)

Community-led ventures (Haugh, 2007)

Collaborative value creation (James E. Austin & Maria May

Seitanidi, 2012; James E. Austin & M. May Seitanidi, 2012)
Technology Mobile apps (Armstrong et al., 2021)

E-commerce (related to health)

Information technology (Andriole, 2006)

Digital innovation (Senyo et al., 2019)

Health Care cooperatives by citizens in local communities
(Boumans et al., 2015)

Multi-actor business model design by using the e3-value methodology,
which focuses on the exchange of all economic value, including actors,
market segments, value objects, and value exchanges) and standard
modeling concepts for describing which stakeholders exchange objects of
economic value with whom (Delnooz & Six, 2013, pp. 2-3)

Networks, social capital, alliances (de Man & Luvison, 2019)

Platform-centric ecosystems (Mukhopadhyay & Bouwman, 2018)
Collaborative innovation networks (IT focus): social product development
(Abhari et al., 2016) related terms “democratizing innovation” (von Hippel,
2005). See Abhari et al. (2016) for success factors for social product
development.

Open innovation and service innovation (Rajala et al., 2016)
Cooperatives, co-ops.

Customers, network actors, society, environment,
customers,/users/consumers, suppliers, regulators (policymakers),
competitors, business model actors, NGO's, specific segments, employees,
local communities, board and managers, shareholders, CEOs, actors
affected and involved, which the authors summarized into societal
stakeholders, financial stakeholders, customers, business partners and
employees (Freudenreich et al., 2020)

Business models in Health Care
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Approaches Brilliant business models in health care (Kemperman et al., 2016)

Health care disruptive business models focusing on value creation and
strategic choices related to future markets, internal and external
capabilities, performance anatomy(Elton & O'Riordan, 2016)

The STOF business model framework. This is a combination of eHix and the
STOF framework. STOF stands for the service domain, technology domain,
organization domain, and finance domain. This is combined with the
innovation phases of Cooper, which are the inventory phase, design &
development phase, experimental phase, pilot phase, and implementation
phase. This results in a matrix also called the Matrix Model (Menko et al.,
2013)

Business model Lean-innovators, Around-the-Patient Innovators, Value Innovators, New
archetypes Health Digitals and Hybrids and other novel solutions (Elton & O'Riordan,
2016)

Success factors Success factors are “profitable, loyal customers, satisfied employees,

and contribute to society [..] the value creation had to be measurable and

characteristics demonstrable and for all parties concerned” and this is “achieved by being
vision-driven, business model perseverance and being pioneers for and by
stakeholders.” (Kemperman et al., 2016, pp. xiii- xiv). The authors
developed a framework that can be applied to achieve this.

Barriers Usability: Technologies are not developed for a specific target group
(Armstrong et al., 2021)

“Obstacles in the path of health e-commerce are numerous and include
future data standardization, privacy regulations, and health insurance
underwriting laws, as well as the fact that a further market downturn may
choke development resources.”(Parente, 2000, p. 89),

Diffusion and adoptions of eHealth solutions are slow(Menko et al., 2013)

Collaboration in (e)Health

Community Social-Ecological model, the Active Community Engagement Continuum,
engagement Diffusion of Innovations, and community-based participatory research
models (CBPR) to achieve positive health outcomes and reduce inequalities (Cyril et

al., 2015, pp. 1-2)
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Care coordination programs focused on dementia describing costs and

stakeholders (Rosa et al., 2019)
Collaboration

forms

Person-centered care Coordination, where collaboration is achieved by
using the Continuity of Care model of Wagner and

the INtegrated CAre (INCA) health issue spiderweb (Hofdijk & Cillessen,
2021)

Collaborations as a tool Achieving cost reduction in programs for psychiatric
patients (Hoffmann et al., 2004)

Community Disadvantaged groups

Characteristics ) ) o _ )
experience health inequalities and bear a disproportionate burden of

disease due to structural, social, and cultural barriers. They face challenges
by geographic access to health care, culturally inappropriate services,
financial barriers, poor health literacy, and language barriers that impede
their effective utilization of health services. Additionally, they often have
higher risk factors for diseases, lack of awareness of the existing health
resources, and poor eligibility for health insurance, further limiting their
access to health care.”(Cyril et al., 2015, p. 2)

Trends and developments in (e)Health

Demographic Increasing costs and changing needs (Boumans et al., 2015)
changes

Demographic changes lead to different foci, such as output-focused instead
of treatment or intervention-focused, from reactive to preventive (Elton &
O'Riordan, 2016).

Changes lead to new ways to think about health care, cost-efficiency, and
more holistic views (Johansen & van den Bosch, 2017)

CovID-19 Digital health technologies have as promising tools to respond to the global
outbreak of COVID-19 (Khandelwal et al., 2021) related to the accessibility
of health
Role of Mobile apps for youth with mental illness(Armstrong et al., 2021) related to
technology the accessibility of health
40
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eHealth

Definitions The term eHealth encompasses a set of disparate concepts, including
health, technology, and commerce, where the technology expands, assists,
or enhances human activities, but not substituting this (Oh et al., 2005, p. 9)

Domains Technology Telemedicine and e-consultation (Almathami et al., 2020)

Service eHealth innovation are seen as a service innovation rather
than technological development(Menko et al., 2013)

Success Requirements approach focusing on the end-user/
factor: stakeholders and their specific context developed by a
multidisciplinary team (Van Velsen et al., 2013)

Discussion and Conclusion

Our research provides an exciting opportunity to advance our understanding of stakeholders’ active
participation in collaborative value creation and new organizational forms / business moodles. This
paper describes the preliminary findings and reflections of our participatory action research
project’s first phase to distill enabling factors and impediments in the process of establishing a
multi-actor, community-based business model focusing on positive health promotion by using
eHealth. With this first phase, our objective is to establish a shared view on the participatory action
research’s design and denote the emerging themes to take collaborative action on. Moreover, by
using a scoping review, we aim to defragment the literatures from various domains relating to
multi-actor, community-based business models and the formalization of citizen citizen initiatives
and synthesize these findings.

Developing shared objectives and mutual trust-building takes more time than anticipated, which
has led to changes in the design, the research objectives, and the research question. This
continuous adapting and learning from the process has yet to shape out. The lack of a shared
understanding of the research objectives and role-fulfillment has been a significant obstacle.
Currently, we are in the phase where this is being discussed with the citizen citizen initiative. We
aim to reflect on this process using the PAR-research and anticipate that we can share these findings
at the conference.

Regarding our scoping review, as our preliminary results indicate, the field of collaborative business
models focusing on eHealth prevention is multifaceted, with many sub-dimensions and overlaps
with related domains — and we have only just begun to map this. Our findings so far demonstrate
the need to synthesize the research findings and contribute to a shared understanding of the
relevant conditions that influence this emerging phenomenon. This exercise will help to provide the
theoretical consensus and help to move forward.

Research into collaborative business models addresses sustainability (Rohrbeck et al., 2013) and
social issues (James E. Austin & Maria May Seitanidi, 2012; James E. Austin & M. May Seitanidi,
2012). An emerging body of literature addresses citizen-citizen initiatives, addressing market and
governmental failures. However, it remains unclear how such citizen initiatives formalize and
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perpetuate in the context of health and how the interplay its context and the dominant systemic
logic changes such citizen initiatives.

We trust that our empirical findings and experiences will enhance the available knowledge on the
entrepreneurial learning process to accelerate business model development (Fischer & Julsing,
2019). In this instance, a citizen citizen initiative will be helpful for all similar processes aimed at
empowering local actors and producing bottom-up change. These insights will help scale up social
transformation to benefit society.

Limitations

As mentioned, we are finalizing the first phase of our PAR project and we intend to reflect on our
preliminary findings to understand better the process that has unfolded by using the PAR-design as
well as literature from among, but not limited to, business modeling, (social) entrepreneurship,
community entrepreneurship, and grassroot and frugal innovations. Structuring and synthesizing
our data will be the next step. Therefore, our preliminary findings are not yet conclusive but support
establishing our research objectives. In addition, the presented PAR process has been written down
from the researchers’ perspective. Although there is no reason to assume that this is not a shared
narrative of these events, their perspectives are not discussed fully and have not yet been enriched
by other participants yet. A further understanding of the complexity of developing a citizen citizen
initiative's business model requires reflections and critical dialogue from and between all parties
involved.
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24-12 did the pubmed search again without the medical and trail information — too much noise
in the dataset due to this.

Duplicates — marked automatically >.9

Searching strategy per database

Period 1 sep 21 — 1 oct 21 Scopus | PUBMED | Web of Science

( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "preventive" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( 52 23 24
"health" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "business model*" ) )

( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "multi actor" ) AND TITLE-ABS- 27 0 28
KEY ( "business model*" ) )

( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "cooperative" ) AND TITLE-ABS- 637 20 684
KEY ( "business model*" ) )

( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "ehealth" ) AND TITLE-ABS- 2 1 2
KEY ( "business model*" ) AND TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( "cooperative" ) )

cooperative business model health 55 14 46

( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "multi actor" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( 2 0 0
"business model*" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "health"))

( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "success factor" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( | 34 7 2
"business model*" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "health"))

( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "collaborative" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( 388 47 Added network
"start-up*"))

134
( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "collaborative" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( | 45 25 299
"start-up*" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "health"))
( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "collaborative" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( | 1 0 1
"start-up*" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "ehealth"))
( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "multi-actor" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( 3 0 1
"start-up*"))
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "network business models" ) 66 205 13
( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "network business models" ) AND 3 138 1
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( health ))
("network business model") AND ("ehealth") 0 7 0
( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "network business model*" ) AND T- 5 43 0
ITLE-ABS-KEY ( "success*" ) )
( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "community entrepreneur*") AND 7 49 3

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "health*” ) )
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( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "collective entrepreneur*" ) AND 5 4 4

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "health" ) )

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "healthcare entrepreneur*" ) 21 0 8

“healthcare” AND “entrepreneur*” 1962 59

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "collab** business model*" ) 114 189 36

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "collabor* value creat*" ) 58 20 99

“multi-actor business model* technique*” 0 0 Without m
4

“business model* technique*” 39 4 4

Formi* citizen initi* 2 0

Citizen initia* and business mod

Community business model 5

Communit entrepre*

Citizen entre*

Value mapping communit*

Value exchange “’communit

Additional keywords

value co-creation

multistakeholder

critical infrastructure systems

capability-based business model transformation
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Abstract

Business model innovation has been extensively studied in startups and large corporations.
However, extant literature lacks studies on business model innovation in SMEs. The study’s
objective is to shed light on SMEs business model innovation processes when adopting digital
technologies. The manuscript focuses on the role of external actors in supporting SMEs unfolding
business model innovation processes. It develops a qualitative explorative study collecting data
from six cases. The cases are mainly Italian SMEs located in Marche Region. Data are analysed
according to an abductive approach. The paper unfolds new perspectives on SMEs business model
innovation processes while these are adopting digital technologies by shedding light on the role of
external partners throughout the process. It identifies the actors who participate in the SMEs
innovation. Also, it develops preliminary theoretical and managerial implications related to the role
of the actors identified in supporting business model innovation processes linked to digital
technologies adoption.

Keywords

Business model, Business model innovation, digital technologies, SMEs, External Actors

Introduction

Business model innovation and digital technology adoption are paramount for firms to improve
their business potential. Firms are increasingly eager to engage with external actors to seek support
and guidance to stay on top of these complex and multifaceted processes. Even though prominent
authors carried out plenty of studies on business model innovation, few focused on empirically
exploring incumbent SMEs perspectives of external actors engagement when adopting digital
technologies (Cfr. Habtay and Holmen, 2014; Chesbrough, 2007; 2010; Foss and Saebi, 2015;
Chesbrough and Schwartz, 2007; Chesbrough and Bogers, 2014; Ojasalo and Kauppinen, 2016;
Moeuf et al., 2018; Miiller et al., 2018). Since SMEs are still crucial for most worldwide economies,
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the study aims to shed light on how incumbent SMEs engage with external actors to support their
business model innovation process when adopting new digital technologies.

SMEs are since ever considered the driving force in most economies (Bowman et al., 2019);
however, the analysis of how these unfold business model innovation processes through the
adoption of digital technologies supported by external actors is still lacking. So far, SMEs are
renowned for their lack of resources and strategic approach; thus, their challenge is even greater.
In addition, looking at the crises that emerged since the early 2000s globally and the disruption
brought by “internet technologies” first and digital technologies now, SMEs are now at a turning
point in business model innovation issues (Cucculelli and Peruzzi, 2020). Thus, an explorative study
on the phenomena is required.

The study argues that SMEs might overcome their typical managerial shortcomings in digital
technologies adoption and business model innovation deployment through the engagement of
external actors. These actors support SMEs to enable their ability to manage business model
innovation processes and digital technologies adoption. In addition, the need for understanding
BMI and external partners links with the fact that extant studies mainly focus on startups and large
corporations (Chesbrough and Bogers, 2014).

The paper is organised as follows. The second section outlines the study’s literature background.
The third section outline the methodology used to carry out the study. The fourth section outlines
the findings gathered from the cases. The fifth section outline theoretical and managerial
implications. The last section presents the study’s conclusions.

Literature Background

2.1 Business Model and Business model innovation: define the phenomena

Business model (hereinafter BM) has been defined with several perspectives among researchers
(Cfr. Bucherer et al., 2012; Teece, 2010; Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002; Osterwalder et al.,
2005; Magretta, 2002; Zott and Amit, 2008; Amit and Zott, 2001). Although there is still no
consensus on a shared conceptualisation of it, the study takes the Osterwalder et al. (2005, p. 17)
as the most consistent with the research aim:

“A business model is a conceptual tool that contains a set of elements and their relationships and
allows expressing the business logic of a specific firm. It is a description of the value a company
offers to one or several segments of customers and of the architecture of the firm and its network
of partners for creating, marketing and delivering this value and relationship capital, to generate
profitable and sustainable revenue streams”.

Also, business model innovation (hereinafter BMI) is still a multifaceted and blurred field of
research. In fact, among the several contributions about the concept of business model innovation
(Cfr. Markides and Charitou, 2004; Bowman et al., 2018; Foss and Saebi, 2018; Frankemberger et
al., 2013; Foss and Saebi, 2015; Bucherer et al., 2012; Khanaga et al., 2014; Liu and Bell, 2019) the
study identified the most suitable by relating to the processual perspective of BMI. The study
analyses the BMI process and the changes generated by the engagement of external actors. Thus,
the study takes the BMI conceptualisation developed by Bucherer et al. (2012, p. 184):
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“We define business model innovation as a process that deliberately changes the core elements of
a firm and its business logic.”

Nonetheless, BMI represents a disruptive innovation in SMEs (Habtay and Holmen, 2014).
Moreover, while BMI is often seen as an opportunity recognised and exploited (Schneider, 2017),
the study acquaintance also that the firm develops BMI with a precise strategy. Besides, creating a
new BM can be done by integrating internal and external resources (Foss and Saebi, 2015).

BMI process relates to the new product development and innovation process (Whiteralter et al.,
2017; Frankemberger et al., 2013; Bucherer et al., 2012). The analogy with NPD and innovation
processes opens up several debates. Identifying the BMI as an innovation process allows to divide
the process into different stages, gates, or phases (Cfr. Cooper 1998). Among the others,
Frankemberger et al. (2013) has proposed four main phases of BMI’s process to describe its
evolutionary nature until achieving the change of the business model. The phases are initiation,
ideation, integration and implementation.

Therefore, BMI processes interact with endogenous forces and elements, such as innovation
trends, external partners, economic turmoil, industry transformation and changes in customers
preference (Chesbrough and Schwarz, 2007). The present study will focus on the role of external
actors. Acknowledging that nothing is created in isolation, also BMI foresees the interaction of
different actors.

According to extant theories on the BMI process (Frankemberger et al., 2013), the study develops
the analysis according to three macro temporal frames as a processual reference. These are: before,
during and after the BMI process. This temporal partition aims to support the study in
understanding the flow of how external actors participate in BMI processes and where — within the
process —they are eager to contribute most.

2.2 Defining Digital Technologies

Digital Technologies (from now onwards DT) are embedded within the firm under different forms;
these can be products or services, tools, platforms, and infrastructures (Elia et al., 2020). DTs are
related to the digitisation process, where DTs are changing the way of doing at the firm level (Vial
et al., 2019). The study conceives digitisation as the process that underlies digital technologies
adoption in organisational contexts (Legner et al., 2017). When DTs are incorporated as a vital
component of the firm’s business model, these can enable the firm to seize new business
opportunities (Elia et al., 2020; Ibarra et al., 2018).

DT potentially can be embedded into customers interfaces side, thus as part of the end products or
services; or can be deployed to improve and renovate firms’ internal processes and organisational
management (Matt et al., 2015; Kiel et al., 2017). DTs are recognised in software and hardware
components such as business software, social media, cybersecurity, big data, robot, loT, sensors,
cyber-physical systems, virtual reality, cloud technologies and artificial intelligence (Moeuf et al.,
2018). Because of their nature, DTs enables and supports collaboration and ease interactions
among different actors (Elia et al., 2020) towards a unique innovation goal.

However, DT calls incumbent firms for their integration into their BM (Berman, 2012). The
integration of new technologies is crucial because DT themselves has no value; therefore, how firms
improve their business potential by adopting those technologies should be considered the value of
those technologies, especially in SMEs (Christensen et al., 2016). Nonetheless, the DT adoption is

50
LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022



NBM @ ROME 2022 Full Conference Proceedings

ever more complex for SMEs, often recognised as lacking in managing the digitalisation process
(Mdller et al., 2018).

2.3 Business Model Innovation, Digital Technologies and SMEs: the role of external actors

The study posits that BMI is still a blurred phenomenon, enacted with DT, calls for a specific
investigation and that SMEs still lack strategy and resources to manage both. From the theoretical
and managerial studies yet developed, it is possible to argue that external actors are a central
element to BMI (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010; Foss and Saebi, 2015). Thus, the article argues that
the SMEs should recognise, as a viable way to enact BMI, the development of collaboration with
external partners to exploit the potential of the DTs. Since Chesbrough (2010) concept of “open
innovation”, several studies highlighted the role of external actors but still lack to shed light on BMI.

Incumbent SMEs BMI process may face challenges related to the existence of a prior business model
as well as to path dependency related to an existing dominant logic, assets and resources setting,
the pressure on short-term results and the risk to undermine the existing business model (Ciulli and
Kolk, 2019). Nonetheless, SMEs typically lack time and resources to experiment with new business
models and strategies (Moeuf et al., 2019; Leithold et al., 2015; Bowman et al., 2018). Thus, SMEs
calls to be supported by external actors in developing BMI processes and overcoming their typical
barriers towards innovation.

The role of external actors is identified in the whole BMI process. Moreover, most studies suggest
an increasingly relevant role of the external actors’ ecosystem to support SMEs in their
development. External actors allow SMEs to seize opportunities (Chesbrough, 2010). Through
external actors, SMEs can respond to emerging stimuli and trends, moreover when these can refer
to blurred areas such as digital technologies. External actors are of great support for SMEs in DTs
exploitation because SMEs are typically suffering from a scarcity of resources and know-how to
cope with innovation and technological adoption processes (Chesbrough, 2007). Partnership with
external actors seems paramount to bridge technological and innovation gaps, as SMEs suffer from
scarce ability to innovate their business although they may have already deployed new digital
technologies (Chesbrough 2010). In addition, external actors are paramount to extend the
capability to experiment, test and trial new technologies and new business models (Chesbrough,
2007). Finally, external actors are critical for SMEs to address new challenges related to
sustainability.

Often these collaborations begin because of the resource scarcity of the SMEs, mainly in the areas
of managerial and technological skills to support the BMI process (Chesbrough, 2010). However,
one BMI major challenge to manage is the conflict between the new and old BM (Chesbrough,
2010). Among the others, Ojasalo and Kauppinen (2016) suggested several challenges and benefits
of developing external partnerships; however, the perspective on the adoption of DT is still missing
from their findings (see Table 1, below).

Benefits Challenges

Identify changes and new opportunities

Develop know-how and skills

Establish a routine for sustainable innovation
Economical, with lower costs and investments and
potentially new revenues

Change in attitudes and firms’ culture

Find enough time to work on the process

Be aware of the length of the process

Adopt a systematic approach to collaboration
Address the change resistance

Address the resource scarcity
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Table 1 - Benefits and Challenges of external partnerships in BMI - Our elaboration based on Ojasalo
and Kauppinen, 2016

What is still missing is an explorative study that aims to uncover how SMEs face BMI processes with
external actors’ support. Likewise, the study aims to depict the role of external actors supporting
SMEs to change their business model. The study aims to shed light on the opportunities and
challenges of external partnerships for SMEs deploying BMI while adopting DT. Moreover,
according to the time frames discussed before, the study aims to depict the potential role of
external actors in supporting the BMI process (See, Figure 1 below). As outlined in the figure below,
since the study has a twofold purpose, the research questions explored are:

RQ1: Which external actors play a role in SMEs BMI processes?

RQ2: How the role of external actors unfolds in the BMI process?

Time of business model innovation

Before During After

LA BM L )  BM 2 <0t

H
h
1 ¢ Which Role during BMI?
0! H
i b
I H
Which role before '} \

/| Which Role After BMI?
BMI? F 4

Figure 1 - Overview of the conceptual model of study

Methodology

The explorative study develops through six semi-structured interviews with SMEs. The study selects
key informants through purposeful sampling (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007) to provide
theoretical contributions and managerial suggestions. The research questions and the conceptual
model of external actors’ involvement in BMI developed (see, Figure 1 above) provided the
researchers with guidance and focus for collecting empirical data. In addition, empirical material
and secondary data (e.g., formal reports, attended business meetings, website, formal plans,
financial statements) have been added to ensure triangulation and validity of the study (Yin, 2014;
Eisenhardt, 1989). Data gathered from key informants have also been integrated and triangulated
with notes and other secondary data gathered on the web. The study outlines exploratory research
based on qualitative empirical data collected from six key informants among leading personnel as
SMEs’ entrepreneurs and managers. These firms have been selected from a sample of seventy SMEs
enrolled in a university-industry collaboration program. The cases are identified through purposeful
sampling and snowballing processes (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). The case firms have been
selected from researchers to engage with SMEs already involved in adopting digital technologies
and business model innovation processes (see Table 2 below). All the key informants have been
submitted the same interview protocol to ensure the study’s validity (Yin, 2014).

1 May 27, 2019 Gamma R&D Director 70 mins. Audio + Note
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2 January 21, 2020 Teta Marketing Director 15 mins. Audio + Note
3  June 28,2019 Alfa Entrepreneur 15 mins. Audio + Note
4 June5, 2019 Epsilon CFO 60 mins. Note
5 October 8, 2019 Eta Entrepreneur 45 mins Note
6 October 21, 2019 Delta Entrepreneur 40 mins. Note

Table 2 - Data collection overview

According to the study’s exploratory nature, data have been analysed by adopting an abductive
approach (Corbin and Strauss, 2015). The study results unfold from a constant and continuous
comparison between the literature and the data gathered. The adoption of this approach allows
the study to address the research questions and develop further theoretical and managerial
implications to contribute to the extant literature stream.

3.1 Cases description

The study explored six cases gathered within Marche Region, Italy, characterised by a relevant
number of SMEs. These small and medium-sized firms are heterogeneous; for example, operating
in shoemaking, industrial constructions, production, and distribution of machinery. All the firms
have been interviewed using the same research protocol. Then, all the firms interviewed were
collected further data from secondary sources. Below, the cases are summarised (see Appendix A)
in the following table, highlighting the different typologies of external actors involved (See Table 3).
The cases identified the profile of the actors involved in the digital technologies’ adoption and
business model innovation paths in SMEs: universities, hardware providers, software houses,
marketing agencies, business consulting firms, and digital innovation ecosystems. The study
provides evidence of their centrality for beginning, developing and realising BMI in SMEs.

Case companies >
External Actors
University
Hardware Provider
Software House
Marketing Agency
Business Consulting x
Digital Innovation Ecosystem x x

Table 3 Summary of the cases and external actors involved

ALFA GAMMA | DELTA EPSILON | ETA TETA

X

x

X | X | X |X

4. Findings

The cases highlight that while adopting digital technologies, the firms analysed involved external
actors such as universities, hardware providers, software houses, marketing agencies and
management consultants. SMEs involved the university in developing new “enabling” digital
technologies for products and services (industry 4.0). The cases suggest that university involvement
refers mostly to the engineering faculty, specifically to computer science, mechanics, and
information engineering departments. The cases highlight the role of technology suppliers
(hardware and software providers). Usually, the technology suppliers complete the development
activities started by the university. When SMEs collaborate with the university, almost all the cases
will go through the technology supplier. The technology suppliers, in some cases, also provide the
final product ready to be commercialised or adopted in the production facility. The software houses
usually begin by mapping internal processes to ease digitisation. For example, when SMEs adopt
new software to enhance the company’s abilities, it usually involves software houses.
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To commercialise the new products and services enabled from the adoption of new technologies,
from the cases emerge the role of marketing agencies and business consultants. Four out of six
cases suggested that marketing agencies improved their ability to communicate with customers
and stakeholders and enhance their value proposition. The study highlights that marketing agencies
have supported companies in innovating and commercialising new products. Besides, the business
consultants supported firms in improving their innovation process, from studying new technologies
to managing organisational design and operations development.

Finally, the digital innovation ecosystem played a broad role in supporting SMEs in scouting and
adopting new technologies. The study also identifies these actors as the trait-d’'union between the
SMEs and the other partners supplying technology and know-how to exploit DTs. These actors are,
for example, digital innovation hubs, competence centres, and research centres.

The study found that the interaction between SMEs and external actors emerges in three business
model’s building blocks:

- Value Proposition: Companies involving universities and technology suppliers were usually more
focused to innovate their value proposition. Value proposition innovation led to the development
of new products and services (mostly digital) (Alfa, Gamma).

- Value Creation: the interaction with marketing agencies and new technologies allowed SMEs to
improve their ability to manage customers and suppliers. For example, the Epsilon case, where the
company has invested in improving the communication of the value of artisanal production
(Epsilon).

- Value Capture: in this case, the companies that involved management consultants and marketing
agencies have adopted an approach to enhance services with new revenue models. However, this
innovation did not involve a technological part but a new combination of existing factors (Delta,
Eta, Theta cases).

The cases suggest external actors may have a different role in the BMI process depending on their
involvement and core business. However, most of the BMI observable processes are still in
progress. In fact, from the case analysis stems that the university is usually present in pioneering
projects involving innovative technologies research. Particularly, from the study emerges the
evolving role of the university. New technologies have enabled a more practical use of research and
university activity in technological transfer. According to technology suppliers, both hardware and
software providers, although they have been asked a more practical approach towards adopting
digital technologies, these players also come into play before the design of the BMI is complete and
formalised. At this level, the firm involves management consultants. They are often in charge of
strategy design and market analysis to identify the potential innovation in the business model,
combining digital technologies and new approaches to customers. Therefore, university and
technology suppliers support SMEs to ensure innovation potential. The role of business consultants
is also crucial, as they continue to support the firms developing their strategic perspectives about
the technologies and the new products. Here SMEs are still involved in developing value proposition
and the design of their new business model.

Then, after the firm creates a new value proposition and completes the adoption of digital
technologies, the actors who support the firms are mainly business consultants and marketing
agencies. The latter is particularly useful for enhancing the new digital channels for creating new
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robust relationships. Furthermore, these agencies allow the company to deploy activities that
otherwise would not have yet found a place in the organisation. Here, the technology suppliers are
involved in supplying components or the entire products and supporting the commercialisation.

The potential opportunities and challenges arising from the external actors’ involvement in the
business model’s innovation processes are summarised in table 5 below. The cases suggest that
external actors’ role before starting the business model innovation process is to identify new
opportunities. At this level, the main challenges are the firm’s ability to understand innovation
sharing with external actors, consistent with SMEs’ investment capacity and capabilities. During
business model innovation, the opportunity lies in developing new technologies (patented in the
case of Alfa and Gamma) that led to new business models, while firms experiment with new
configurations of both the strategy and business models. Identifying a path for a long-term
innovation process addresses a major shortcoming. The risk links with firm resources scarcity.
Finally, the challenge is to have the two business models, old and new, concurrent for a certain
amount of time. After the firm deploys BMI, value creation and capture development issues should
be consistent with the new value proposition. These develop in the interaction with business
consultants and marketing agencies through new communication channels and business strategies.
The actors also support SMEs in understanding the return on investments of these innovation
processes. In fact, due to the length and the complexity of the business model innovation, the major
concern of firms is to understand whether they will achieve a positive yield.

Before During After

Business analysis to
exploit the full potential
of the firm

Identify new viable
technological and
business solutions

Develop the strategy
Experimentation of new
BMs

Developing new business

Opportunities o
opportunities

SJ10)0Y |eutaixy

. . Become to a clear path
Projects might be too P

. . . for technology and
innovative for the firm . . .

Challenges . business innovation )

Investment capability of . over time

Coupling new and old

business model

Return on investment

the firm is limited

Table 4 - Opportunities and challenges overview

Theoretical Contributions

The study suggests that the external actors involved contribute to the DT adoption driving the BMI
process from the initial steps of technology development and strategy design to the final steps of
value capture through sales and marketing channel management. The study highlights the
relevance of external actors in business model innovation processes involving the adoption of new
technologies (Chesbrough, 2010).

The cases suggest that the external actors involved in BMI are complementary according to the
resource needed to support the firm in reaching its full potential, and their role is critical to support
the SMEs at a broader level (Chesbrough, 2007).

The study is in line with the previous study on BMI, suggesting difficulties in observing and
delimitating the BMI process. Thus, the study suggests that it is useful to adopt the involvement of
external actors and the firms’ aims to adopt and develop new products embedding DT as a proxy
of future BMI processes (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010; Foss and Saebi, 2018).
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Therefore, the study proposed a conceptual model to understand the potential role of external

actors in the three different macro temporal frames of BMI (See Figure 1 and Table 4). The following

table 6 summarise how every external actor engages in the SMEs BMI processes:

MAIN ROLE ACTOR Before During After
Value . . . Technology application
t Technology Scout -
proposition University echnology Scouting and development
Supply of technological
Value Technology Technology upply of technologica
.. . Technology Deployment | components, assembly
proposition Provider development
or products
Value Software ) Processes and services Supply of software and
Proposition House engineering further improvements
_ Marketing Analyse the new‘ Developlr.:g cus.tomers
Value Creation - products or services and relationships
Agency .
communication channels
E. i i i BM
Business Analyse the business P c_fr/mentmg and Cor?t'ro ng and'
Value Capture . . testing of the new BM revision according to
Consulting and design the strategy .
and Strategy business performances

Table 5 - External actors involvement and macro temporal frames

The study suggests that university and technology providers support SMEs in developing their value
proposition (Osterwalder et al., 2005, Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010). Marketing agencies have a
stronger role in developing SMEs marketing channels and defining customers segments
(Osterwalder et al., 2005, Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010). Business consultants, instead, seems to
be engaged in supporting firms in the whole business model innovation process, both in defining
the new value proposition and designing new marketing strategies in terms of marketing channels
and customer segments; however, they focus in design new value capture mechanisms consistent
with the new value proposition and creation (Osterwalder et al., 2005, Osterwalder and Pigneur,
2010).

The analysis of the challenges and the opportunities linked to the involvement of external actors in
BMI suggests how external actors contribute to reducing the managerial backwardness of SMEs,
such as the short-term strategic approach, the centrality of the entrepreneur, lack of resources and
difficulties to commercialise new products (Moeuf et al. 2019; Leithold et al. 2015). The role of
external actors, thus, can be seen not only in the development of new technological solutions
related to the new BM but also in creating understanding and support SMEs in being aware of the
business and technological potential that could be exploited in value creation and value capture
(Chesbrough, 2010; Osterwalder et al., 2005). Findings also shed light on the role of external actors
as a driver of BMI. These actors support SMEs in changing or improving their core elements and
shifting their business logic to new avenues (Bucherer et al., 2012; Giese et al., 2010). Digitisation
processes enhance BMI, in line with previous literature, although findings provide evidence on the
central role of external actors to push SMEs DT adoption (Christensen et al., 2016). Thus, external
actors play a crucial role in both DT and BMI when SMEs aims to adopt new technologies. External
actors support SMEs in overcoming their lack of experimenting and testing new strategies and BMs
(Bowman et al., 2018). In broader terms, findings suggest that external actors support SMEs in
improving and developing their business potential (Chesbrough, 2010). Thus, the role of the
external actors according to the three macro temporal frames of BMI can be summarised as follows
(See, Figure 2).
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Time of business model innovation

Before

BM 1

Driver of Business
model innovation.

During

1

Support the SME in the
shift to the new business
model

External Actors

BM 2

After

Development and
Support to the new
business model

Figure 2 - Summary of external actors role in SMEs’ BMI
5.1 Managerial Contributions

The study suggests that the interaction with external actors eases SMEs BMI processes. SMEs
overcome their typical shortcomings to innovation through the interaction with external actors.
The study highlights that the actors support SMEs, especially in developing new technologies,
marketing channels, and revenue models.

However, developing new products and technologies requires a new approach to innovation. The
study suggests that investing only in technological development is a necessary but not sufficient
condition to favour the firm’s business model innovation. Thus, the study suggests engaging with
different actors to identify new paths toward innovating business models’ components.

Therefore, SMEs should pay more and more attention to involving a heterogeneous panel of actors
in the innovation chain (as presented above) who can offer them technological and managerial
development support. Thus, after investing in value proposition and digital technologies, SMEs
should involve specific actors to improve their value capture and value creation mechanisms.

The study highlights and suggests that the early involvement of these actors allows the smoothest
innovation process. External actors’ early involvement supports SMEs’ BMI process by providing
experience to avoid pitfalls and unexpected mistakes.

Conclusion and Limitation and further research of the
study

The study sheds light on how incumbent SMEs might develop business model innovation processes
related to adopting new digital technologies in interaction with external actors. Therefore, the
study adds to the extant literature on BMI that developing collaboration and partnerships with
external actors that are highly specialised in managing the exploitation of the business potential of
digital technologies can be the key to enabling business model innovation processes. These actors
are universities, technology providers (hardware and software), management consulting firms and
marketing agencies.

The study also sheds light on the different contributions these actors made according to business
model structure. The study addresses each external actor according to the three main dimensions
of business models, value proposition, value creation and value delivery. Accordingly, this adds to
theory and practice, suggesting the enabler partners for incumbent SMEs looking toward business
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model innovation. External actors can be of great support to the incumbent SMEs in closing the gap
between the adoption of digital technologies and their exploitation through a tangible change in
the business model structure of the firm.

However, these partnerships are not without shortcomings. The case suggested that many
challenges lie yet in managing the exploitation of external actors, following their guidance and
allowing them to express their potential. Moreover, external actors’ partnerships see the SME risks
to find in a lock-in collaboration that posits risks to the future developments of the firm. The cases
suggested that firms lack knowledge and technological background, making them dependent on
certain decisions and processes.

Besides, the study has limitations in the blurred nature of the phenomenon under exploration, the
limited number of cases analysed, and the adoption of a qualitative methodology. However, the
results presented confirm the relevance of the phenomena and the study premises in the
importance of shedding light on SMEs BMI processes. Further studies are suggested in this field to
produce a thorough understanding and develop the present literature and knowledge.

The manuscript suggests further studies to shed light on each of the partnerships addressed and a
deeper exploration with longitudinal and cross-case comparisons. In addition, quantitative studies
are welcomed to gather a comprehensive understanding of a phenomenon that is still uncovered.
In addition, specific studies — both qualitative and quantitative - on the evolving role of the
university as a partner for technological development within the business model innovation process
are called.
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Case Company

Alfa

Case Profile Alfa sells tapes and adhesives for industrial printing. The firm focuses on innovation
through the partnership with University. They developed a machine for industrial printing
that is Industry 4.0 technology compliant. Alfa has about 6 million euros turnover and
about 30 employees.

Background The firm was founded by a sales-oriented entrepreneur who is still managing the firm. The

firm has its focus on commercial activities. Since the beginning, alfa worked as a distributor
of industrial printing’s tapes and adhesives for multinational producers. The company
experienced steady growth, which opened several new avenues. One of them was the
research and development programs developed with the two universities: The latter
collaboration brought the development of new Industry 4.0 printers that promise to cut
costs and support users in being more sustainable.

BMI and DT Focus

The company was not familiar with digital technologies. Although it has developed an
Industry 4.0 compliant product, the firm still lacks know-how on digital tools. Lacking digital
technologies adoption goes to detriment also to the firm’s capabilities to develop its
business model; in other words, in how to design and enact business model innovation.

Background of the key
informant

Sales executive, owner of the firm since the beginning.

External actors

University, Technology Provider, Innovation Ecosystem

Digitisation approach

The firm invested in producing industrial printers compliant with Industry 4.0 paradigm.
Thus, they embedded digital technologies within industrial printers.

BMI potential effects

Attract new customer segments, new sales and relationship channels. Then, with the new
machinery, they can also improve their core business of tape and printing consumable
distribution.

TABLE 1 - ALFA CASE PROFILE

Case Company

Gamma

Case Profile Gamma produces and sells high-end coffee machines. Gamma has a turnover of about 80
million euros and about 100 employees.
Background Gamma historically produces and sells high-end coffee machines. They invested in the

internationalisation strategy to expand their business network. Gamma is considered one
of the best coffee machine producers globally. For that reason, Gamma decided to invest in
the technological development of its machines together with UNIVPM and several other
technology providers.

BMI and DT Focus

Gamma begins to study how to embed digital technologies within their coffee machines
together with University. These technologies based on data are for predictive
maintenance, understanding customer behaviour, optimising costs, and increasing
revenue. Besides, the firm adopted a new approach with digital marketing technologies by
developing a new web platform where they commercialise machines and spare parts.
Finally, the firm digitised several internal processes, such as an e-learning program for
customers, employee training, and paperless bureaucracy. Despite a deep involvement of
digital technologies in production, products and management, the firm has still not
achieved a new business model.
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Background of the key
informant

COO and CTO of the firm. They do not own shares of the firm.

External Actors

University, Technology provider, Software House, Innovation Ecosystem, Marketing
Agency.

Digitisation approach

Gamma approach to digitisation is pervasive. The firm strongly believes that DTs might
improve their production, sales, and coffee machines performance. However, they manage
a group of technological suppliers because they do not have enough internal know-how
and resources.

BMI potential effects

The investment in digitisation and the collaboration with external partners should open
soon many new opportunities for the firm; however, the firm now is still searching for a
technological setup.

TABLE 2 - GAMMA CASE PROFILE

Case Company

Delta

Case Profile Delta manufactures, applies and commercialise epoxy resins for floors and waterproofing.
Delta has a turnover of about 3 million euros and about 13 employees.
Background Delta applies epoxy resins and waterproofing for industrial floors since the beginning of the

1970s. Delta has a small production facility that blends resins for internal use and a small
part of commercialisation. The firm adopted new technologies only in business
management, such as ERP and CRM software.

BMI and DT Focus

The firm started collaborating with a consulting firm to deploy digital marketing
operations. The firm has changed its business model over time, shifting from floor
application to waterproofing and production and commercialisation. Although, its digital
technologies adoption is still weak, mostly applying organisational and sales operation
management technologies. The firm is planning to develop new projects that will involve
the adoption of the different meanings of digital technologies.

Background of the key
informant

CEO, owner of the firm, took the lead after his father.

External Actors

Business consulting, Software house.

Digitisation approach

The firm involved external partners in understanding where and how to adopt digital
technologies and design how these might contribute to developing a new business model.
Then, involved a software house to develop all the digital tools demanded from the
designed strategy.

BMI potential Effects

The potential effects on the BM brought by the introduction of digital technologies might
be addressed mainly on the firm capability to reach new customer segments and open new
distribution and communication channels.

TABLE 3 - DELTA CASE PROFILE

Case Company

Epsilon

Case Profile Founded in the early 1970s, Epsilon is an Italian luxury shoemaker. Epsilon is a medium
company with a turnover of about 14 million and about 60 employees.
Background Epsilon is a handmade shoemaker who aims to combine tradition and style to produce

classic leather shoes both for men and women. Although the firm dwells in a traditional
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sector as shoemaking, they challenge the status quo by embracing digital technologies. The
firm adopts digital technologies following the craftsmanship and heritage of shoemaking.
The adoption of new digital technologies started from adopting a new ERP. Then, the firm
manages to embed digital technologies also to machines through sensors to acquire data
about leathers and materials. These technologies are leather-cutting machines and other
shoemaking machines. The adoption of those technologies improves the controlling
capability of the firm to acquire new data on the production processes. Other technologies
(e.g., visors and CRM) were adopted to enhance customer relationships and exploit
handmade processes.

BMI and DT Focus

The firm developed paramount investments in digital technologies for the traceability of
every single production process. Also, find new ways to communicate with business actors
such as shops and wholesalers. Besides the technologies deployed in the production
facility, the firm adopted new ERP and CRM to improve business and customers
management. Although the investments in digital technologies, the firm seems still looking
to identify a major change in its business.

Background of the key
informant

Temporary CFO. He does not own shares of the firm.

External Actors
involved

University, Technology Provider, Marketing Agency.

Digitisation approach

The firm introduced new technologies to enhance the customer experience and
communicate its artisanal approach to traditional shoemaking. In partnership with the
University, which supports their whole digital innovation processes, they introduced new
ways of cutting leather by adopting Big Data CAD/CAM machines and software. Then, they
integrated smart visors (Smart devices) along the whole production process to record every
production process and create a story behind each pair of shoes produced. The aim is to
make craftmanship visible and give value to artisans. Also, these technologies enhance the
traceability of the production; thus, it makes the firm’s efforts visible to the customers.

BMI potential effects

Notwithstanding these efforts on developing innovation and adopting new digital
technologies along the whole production process, the firm’s business model is still the
same: the production and commercialisation of high-end classic Italian handmade shoes.

The technology adopted could only support the firm in improving its cost and revenue
management capabilities and developing the customers’ experience in the purchase
process.

TABLE 4 - EPSILON CASE PROFILE

Case Company

Eta

Case Profile Eta is a car dealer of two worldwide automotive manufacturers, one in the premium
segment and one in the generalist segment. Eta is a medium-firm with about 60 million
euros revenue and 100 employees.

Background Eta begins in the late fifties. Since the beginning, the firm’s core business has been the

sales and distribution of cars. Since then, they acquired and developed several partnerships
with worldwide automotive manufacturers. The firm has five business units: car sales, car
repair, rent, insurance, and administration services. Since the automotive industry’s
evolution, the firm was pushed by its partners to develop and adopt digital technologies to
support sales and marketing activities. Nowadays, the firm is keen on developing new
solutions to enhance its capability to develop and maintain the relationship with business
actors and a private consumer. They support the development of these new solutions and
the adoption of digital technologies such as software or digital marketing channels.
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BMI and DT Focus

Since the firm has multiple business units, digital technologies seem pervasive, especially in
linking information in those activities that involve customer management and the
operation of marketing activities. The firm adopted a wide range of software such as ERP,
CRM and warehouse management. Besides, the firm developed a new e-commerce
platform to ease the commercialisation of used and new vehicles. These innovations
related to digital technologies might be crucial to surviving in a hyper-competitive industry
such as automotive.

Background of the key
informant

Sales manager, board of directors, owners, family member

External Actors
involved

Business Consultant, Software House.

Digitisation approach

Before, they used only the ERP, CRMs and instant messaging to smooth communication
between employees and customers. Nowadays, they are working to open new digital
channels and in developing a digitalised sales approach that aims to create a new
competitive advantage.

BMI potential effects

The major effects of the last investments in digitisation could greatly contribute to re-
shaping the firm’s business model’s value-capture and value-creation building blocks. The
major innovation relates to their business model’s value proposition, communication and
relationships channels, and key partnerships. Even if the process is still slow due to the
dimension and background of the firm, they have embarked on a trajectory that potentially
may lead to the adoption of new business models.

TABLE 5 - ETA CASE PROFILE

Case Company

Teta

Case Profile Teta commercialises and applies synthetic turf for private users and business surfaces. Teta
is a micro-firm, with total revenue of about 1 million euro and about four employees.
Background Teta commercialises and applied synthetic turf for ten years. The firm stems from the

ashes of the previous business of the founder. Since the founder’s son is a digital marketing
and social media expert, they developed a new venture that could benefit from their
backgrounds. The firm’s strategic approach is to sell these turfs via e-commerce.

BMI and DT Focus

The company developed digital technologies to manage the commercialisation and
customer relationship process. The business model changed several times for the influence
of the strategic decision of the founder to change customer segment and to change the
value proposition. The first regarded shift from private users to business users. The second
regarded the shift from different typologies of turf and application services and
intermediaries in the distribution and applications. Within these change processes, digital
technologies support the firm in deploying a broader marketing strategy.

Background of the key
informant

Owner (sales and fitting) and owner’s son (digital marketing and social media)

External Actors
Involved

Business Consultant, marketing agency.

Digitisation approach

The digitisation approach provided by the owner’s son started after the crisis of the
building sector in Italy. They reinvent a construction company to a synthetic turf fitter for
private houses, businesses and public buildings. They use digital marketing channels to
reach customers and sell projects. They also developed software to manage customers

opportunities and the status of several works in progress. The business consultants
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supported the firm in developing a business analysis and defining the strategy to expand
geographically.

BMI potential effects

The effects of digitisation on the firm’s business model were relevant to value capture and
value creation. The firm developed new products that are sold only in the firm’s e-
commerce. Moreover, the firm deployed a network of fitters by using digital marketing
channels

TABLE 6 - TETA CASE PROFILE
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Abstract

Just transition is needed to ensure that the transition towards a low-carbon economy happens in a
fair way. Collaborative business model through collective value creation can contribute to just
transition across the boundaries of private, public and non-profit sectors within and outside the
value chain. This paper integrates the concepts of justice and collective value creation with
collaborative business model for just transition and presents an illustrative case of just protein
transition.
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Introduction

Transition to low-carbon economy requires changes in business models on what value is created,
how, and to whom, as every transition has its winners and its losers, both economically and in terms
of social justice (Lennon et al., 2019). It is important to note, that transition is more about multiple
social interests than individual (organizational) interests (Jonker et al., 2020). We argue that
integrating the concept of justice into collaborative business model (CBM) and collective value
creation (CVC) can increase the legitimacy, acceptability and effectiveness of low-carbon transition
in the society. There is a gap in business model research addressing the dimensions and principles
of justice. However, especially in CBM networks, trusting and reciprocal relationships with
stakeholders are crucial. Harrison et al. (2010) argued that stakeholder management based on
distributional, procedural and interactional justice can unlock additional potential and conditions
for value creation process. Hence, justice and fairness are key considerations for stakeholder
management (Bosse et al., 2009) and CBMs.

This short paper fuses justice and business model literature and aims to identify areas where justice
perspective can influence value creation practices. An illustrative case, just protein transition in
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Finland, is presented to show how the integrated framework of CVC and justice can be applied to
food system transition. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is the first attempt to integrate
justice approach and CBM for transition. Its novelty is in proposing a practical way of connecting
CBM literature with policy and business relevant justice literature.

Collective value creation for transition

Collective or multiple value creation for low-carbon transition requires extending the traditional
business model from organization-centered business model towards value creation through
collaborations in hubs, networks and chains. Firm-level construct of the business model and a firm-
level unit of analysis are inadequate to respond to the challenges of low-carbon transition (Diener
et al.,, 2021). In contrast, collaborative hub-level, network-level or chain-level construct of the
business model is able to engage a wider spectrum of stakeholders and actors for transition. These
actors may represent private, public or non-profit sectors and may be located within and outside
the conventional value chain. Hence, participating actors can differ in type and in position in the
value chain/ network (Jonker et al., 2020). For example, Mihailova et al. (2022) discuss the many
roles of energy citizens in CVC for energy transition. In addition, CBMs need supportive regulative,
financial and technical environment and governance frameworks (Hiteva and Sovacool, 2017). The
blurring of the private-public boundaries and blending of corporate and social missions, however,
requires successful collaboration and trust between the parties. Trust, defined as ‘the mutual
confidence that no party to an exchange will exploit another’s vulnerabilities’ (Barney and Hansen,
1994: 176), is an essential ingredient in CVC (Harrison et al., 2010).

Compared to conventional business models, CBMs are better suited for justice considerations, as
they are inherently open for multiple stakeholders and values, which are necessary for just
transition. Literature on integrated value creation highlights that value creation stems from
resources exchanged in relationships within the value creation network (Norris et al., 2021). A
stakeholder theory perspective on business models is useful in understanding the stakeholder value
creation network and mutual stakeholder relationships in which stakeholders are both recipients
and co-creators of value in joint value creation processes (Freudenreich et al., 2019). Value creation,
defined as collaborative effort in relationships, can benefit the business and all its stakeholders by
asking with and for whom value is being created (Freeman, 2010; Freudenreich et al., 2019). CBM
actors can contribute to three central elements of CVC: (1) what value is created, (2) how it is
created, and (3) how it is distributed. This is in line with the study of Freudenreich et al. (2019), who
argue that the concept and analysis of value creation through business models need to consider
different types of value created with and for different stakeholders and the resulting value
portfolio.

Traditional business models focus on creating financial value for the focal company and its
shareholders. CVC, where various actors create more than just financial value by expanding the
range of values, emphasizes proactive value creation for society by finding solutions to social and
environmental challenges and needs (Hiteva and Sovacool, 2017). It is associated with the creation
of shared values (Porter and Kramer, 2011), which simultaneously creates societal value(s) and
economic value for the value chain actors. Hence, extending the considered value range can be
traced to social and environmental drivers, which can inspire participating organizations in a CBM
to take greater responsibility towards society and nature (Foxon et al., 2015; Jonker et al., 2020).
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Actors’ perceptions on fairness in value creation and distribution depend much on reciprocity,
which can be understood as a universally accepted moral norm (Dunfee, 2006; Harrison et al.,
2010). For example, a firm with low accounting-based profitability may create a lot of value but
allocate most of it to stakeholders, society and the environment (Harrison et al. 2010). In the value
creation process it is also important to discuss those who are left behind and the underlying moral
and ethical implications of such distribution (Hiteva and Sovacool, 2017). Simultaneously, fair
distribution of value across the network can increase trust and reciprocity between participants
upon which just transition is built. We argue that the principles of justice can be useful in increasing
trust and reciprocity between multiple actors of CVC. Additionally, justice approach helps identify
alternative values and actors who are invisible, vulnerable or excluded.

Social justice, just transition and integration to collective
value creation

While justice was initially associated only with nation states’ activities, recent corporate
responsibility literature proposes that organizations’ responsibilities for justice go beyond
regulatory compliance (and voluntary CSR). For example, corporate responsibilities to protect and
even fulfil human rights (instead of merely respecting them) stem from the significant power of
corporations (Mills and Karp, 2015). Corporations exercise power in public decision-making
(lobbying) and via significant influence on some stakeholders, such as employees and their families,
and communities involved in value chain activities. Justice in organizational activities can be urged
for both normative reasons, i.e. legitimacy (it is morally unacceptable that corporations act
unjustly), and instrumental reasons: distributional justice literature suggests that stakeholders’
willingness to fully collaborate is related to their perception of the fair value they receive, relative
to the value other stakeholders receive (Harrison et al., 2010).

From the competing notions of justice, we use the well-established idea of relational social justice.
Social justice concerns how societies’ basic structures impact on the equality of people (relative to
given standards). We adopt a theoretical framework of relational social justice that conceptualizes
justice comprising of three dimensions (Table 1). Distributive justice is about the fair distribution of
benefits and burdens; procedural justice means equal participatory opportunities in decision-
making; and recognition justice means institutional patterns that support equal socio-cultural
statuses instead of value hierarchies that might marginalize certain groups due to their socio-
cultural, ethnic, or other differences (Fraser, 2009; Schlosberg, 2007).! The framework is spatially
extensive: actions can be just near yet unjust to distant people, like in the case of climate change
(Schlosberg, 2007).2

1 Management studies also speak of interactional justice, “fairness in the way that stakeholders are treated
in transactions with the firm” (Harrison et al. 2010). Interactional and recognition justice have been used as
synonyms referring “to recognizing the needs, values, and preferences of all stakeholders in a safe, fair, and
non-discriminatory environment” (Kronenberg et al., 2020).

2 The relational notion of social justice has also become well-established in the environmental contexts,
because for example environmentally locally impactful industrial activities (such as the placement of
hazardous waste stream materials or the placement of polluting factories) have often been carried out
without the consultation of the local communities.
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Dimension of | Focus Examples in CVC

justice

Distributive The proportional distribution | Fair distribution and value allocation;

justice of benefits and harms identification of non-financial values

Procedural Opportunities to participate | Fair and respectful treatment of

justice in decision-making; balanced | stakeholders in decision-making
power relations processes; less opportunistic use of

power; increased trust and reciprocity
Recognition | Socio-cultural inclusion and Identification of non-evident (non-
justice respect in institutionalized visible, vulnerable, excluded) actors;
practices respectful treatment of differences;
increased trust and reciprocity

Table 1. Dimensions of justice, their focus and examples in CVC.

The three-dimensional framework has become common in just transition studies that concern how
the transformation to low-carbon societies could be made as fairly as possible (e.g., Williams &
Doyon, 2019; Newell & Mulvaney, 2015; McCauley & Heffron, 2018). Just transition acknowledges
that while emission mitigation is crucial for avoiding dangerous climate change, mitigation itself will
have transformative economic and socio-cultural impacts on societies that need attention in the
course of transition. Just transition has widened from employment focus to involve any injustices
that low-carbon transition may bring about (Kaljonen et al., 2021). This is crucial for food systems
discussed in the demonstrative case, since required transformations are there significant and food
is so culturally/socially embedded that food system transitions invoke difficult tensions and value
conflicts (Kaljonen et al., 2021). Just transition is important both for legitimacy and sustainable
development.

Because achieving a low-carbon, climate resilient society is a non-economic value and many
companies are engaging in climate mitigation, just transition framework offers a good platform for
integrating justice considerations and CVC. However, justice requires clarification regarding
whom/what should be given consideration (and how) in low-carbon transitions for the sake of
justice (Tribaldos & Kortetmaki, 2022). Because promoting justice and low-carbon transition both
contribute to the social value creation in CBM activities, integrating these perspectives seems a
well-made match. However, just transition also complexifies emission mitigation demands and
raises new questions (Kaljonen et al., 2021; Williams & Doyon, 2019). We suggest that the CVC
endeavors would benefit from a just transition tool, based on the principles for just transition
(Tribaldos & Kortetmaki) but adapted fit to the CBM context. The tool would help the network
participants discuss and clarify the values and goals of collaboration from the just transition
viewpoint and risks that need to be taken into account.

A framework-based just transition tool for CBMs could help:

Foster trustful and reciprocal collaborative relations by suggesting principles for fair collaboration.
Make different actors visible in the CVC network, fostering the recognition of non-paid work and
nature’s contributions.

Promote more balanced collaboration prospects between network members by helping identify
vulnerable groups and power and resource disparities.

Clarify values that are created by the CVC and for whom. The latter question is also important for
distributional justice.

Bridge social and environmental responsibilities.

Just protein transition through collective value creation
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To illustrate our framework-based tool for transition, we apply it to protein transition in the Finnish
food system. Dietary change or transition has been recognized as one of the transition pathways
towards low-carbon food system in Finland, in addition to land use change and technological
changes, and protein transition as a part of dietary transition constitutes eating considerably less
animal-based and more plant-based and alternative sources of protein (Paloviita, 2021). Dietary
transition widens the justice considerations in transitions to basic needs, food security and nutrition
(Kaljonen et al., 2021). Justice approach can pave the way for just protein transition by helping
identify actors of value creation network and multiple values to be created and distributed.

Protein transition requires CVC related to plant-based proteins and less commonly known protein
sources, such as microbe-based proteins, fungi-based proteins, underutilized fish species and
insects. In Finland, CBM called “protein cluster” was launched in 2020 by Ministry of Agriculture
and Forestry, the Finnish Cereal Committee and VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland to
promote the functioning of Finnish plant and alternative protein value chains (Lampinen et al.,
2021). Collaborative value creation network of the protein cluster includes participants at different
levels. The primary level contains the most important actors in the entire value chain from the field
to the table, from farmers to consumers. The secondary level has parties supporting or promoting
the activities, such as decision-makers, associations and financers. Participants of the tertiary level
cross sectoral boundaries and shape the general market, such as investors, authorities, government
and health actors. According to the first workshops of the protein cluster, the greatest challenge
identified was the lack of trust between actors (Lampinen et al., 2021).

We next provide the preliminary version of the just transition tool for CBMs and discuss, with
examples, how it could help promote more trustful and reciprocal relationships in the context of
protein transition (Table 2). Due to the very limited space here, our exploration is by no means
comprehensive but aims to shed light on how the tool highlights different viewpoints to just
transition via CVC in protein transition.

Examples of action principles for trustful and just CBMs for low-

General principle ..
carbon transition

The possibility of people to achieve food and nutrition security is

Right to vital goods supported.

Established food chain relations are reciprocally agreeable.

Just supply chains
and fair livelihoods | Collaborative networks are designed so that different sized actors

are able to participate in them.

Collaborative processes are sufficiently transparent, inclusive, and

Procedural justice provide a fair opportunity for different voices to be heard.

Traditional, indigenous, and local knowledge is respected and given
Respectful pluralism | 5 yoice.

and
esteem recognition | Contributions by different professions and by genders are

recognised and esteemed.

People are not discriminated on ethnic, gender, or age-related

Non-discrimination
grounds.

Activities respect the participatory control over, and access to,

Global fairness . .
productive resources elsewhere in the world.
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Activities for decarbonisation do not undermine fair livelihood
opportunities for distant actors.

Ecological integrity | Soil, water, and air health and quality are protected or improved.

Biodiversity is protected or increased.

Justice to The inherent value of nonhumans is respected, and they are
nonhumans treated respectfully.
Capacities Developing individuals’ skills for transition activities is supported.

Table 2. General principles of justice and examples of action principles for CBMs for low-carbon
transition.

Just supply chains and fair livelihoods are central issues in creating new, low-carbon protein value
chains. How do new protein value chains impact on farmers? A minimum condition for just
transition is that the new value chains do not worsen the profitability of farming that has been
identified indecent; oftentimes, improving the status of farmers can be demanded. Improvements
can be economic or non-economic, helping farmers build capacities for climate mitigation and
adaptation, increase livelihood security, or otherwise support their well-being and the recognition
of their work. This could be addressed in a CBM by involving farmers or farmers union as key
stakeholders for identifying priorities and values related to livelihoods or power disparities in supply
chains.

Procedural justice concerns collaborative relations and ethical stakeholder management. CBMs
necessitate transparency and dialogical relations, treating diverse views respectfully and examining
dominant value patterns critically. For example, trustful collaboration requires openness to
different visions, so that the dominant socio-cultural views do not ignore, disparage, or exclude the
visions represented by other parties in the collaborative network. Respectful consideration also
calls for rethinking network actors: for example, the protein cluster represents ‘the usual suspects’
as constituting the protein transition networks, but just transition tool asks whether there are
actors who should be made visible, or actors whose contribution to the CVC should be better
recognized. This urges openness to the diversity of values and goods that can be created by protein
transition activities. Alongside economic goods and emission mitigation, created values may
concern health benefits, biodiversity protection, food culture renewal, capacity building for actors,
accessible innovations, and increased inclusiveness — just to name few. This could be addressed in
a CBM by involving public health organizations and nutrition experts as key stakeholders for
identifying values related to health and wellbeing of diverse populations.

Capacity building is integral to CBM: collaboration itself is purported to yield something greater
than its parts alone. In Finland, obstacles to protein transition include the lack of processing
facilities, socio-cultural factors, misconceptions downplaying the benefits of novel products, and
insufficient research and innovation. In the traditional business models enterprises have focused
solely on fostering their own capacities to increase competitive advantage; CBM changes this
perspective. One key for mutually beneficial capacity building in protein transition is more open
knowledge exchange between different types of actors. Collaboration between companies and
research groups exemplifies such collaboration, and research groups are often also skilled in
promoting a more inclusive participation in the CBMs. This could be addressed in a CBM by involving
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a broad set of civic organizations and community groups as key stakeholders for identifying
concerns related to socio-cultural values.

Discussion and conclusion

This article contributes to new business model research by applying a theory of social justice to CVC
in a business model. This study revealed the potential of integrating the principles of social justice
into CVC for low-carbon transition. Addressing different dimensions of social justice in CVC can
ultimately increase trust and reciprocity between participating actors. Including distributional
justice in CBM promotes fair distribution and allocation of value across the value network. As
genuinely fair distribution of tangible and intangible value among stakeholders is difficult,
procedural justice can compensate the potential unfairness of value distribution by emphasizing
the fair decision-making process and respectful treatment of stakeholders. Recognitive justice, in
turn, helps identify excluded, vulnerable and non-visible actors, who are affected by the low-carbon
transition but are not initially included in the value network construct. Social justice perspective
combined with a stakeholder theory perspective on business models emphasizes business models
as devices that organize and facilitate trustful and reciprocal stakeholder relationships and fair
value exchanges.

Strengthening the link between justice and CBM can accelerate transition to low-carbon economy
by increasing acceptability and legitimacy of radical change among stakeholders of business model
transformation. Successful involvement of key stakeholders, development of a collective vision and
creation of a joint transition agenda for CBM depend much on perceptions of fairness among CBM
actors. Hence, the participatory design of CBM can be strengthened by justice considerations.
Development of support among stakeholders for transition can benefit from a just transition tool
presented in this paper. Our illustrative case of protein transition highlights the importance of the
principles of justice in dietary transition towards plant-based and alternative protein sources. We
hope that the insights in this paper will contribute to more ethical value creation in CBMs, which
highlight the active contributions from and engagement of stakeholders to transition through fair
CVC processes.
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Extended abstract

Abstract

Symbiosis Business Value Networks (SBVN) is one archetype out of many Collaborative Business
Model (CBM) constellations where different businesses collaborate with their Business Model (BM)
in Value Networks (VN). SBVNs are potentially one of the most promising CBMs in relation to green
transformation and Green Business Model Innovation (GBMI). In this transition of the economy,
society and network to be greener and circular, businesses are confronting challenges regarding
how to construct VN with new types of operation, effectiveness, and openness practice that value
all business network partners. The research is based on a combination of a literature study and a
case study conducted within two different existing SBVNs. The paper contributes to the literature
on CBM in the context of SBVN, with the following research questions:

How have and can SBVN be defined?
Within which parameters is it more/less successful than other CBMs?
When are the results better of a SBVN than other archetypes of CBMs?

Introduction

Businesses are heavily investing these days in new ways to become greener, more sustainable and
to meet the increasing request and goals for circular economy and GBM’s — green transition.
Businesses - in this context - define and operate their GBM and GBMI in many ways (Lindgren 2021).
Considering the role of businesses in the transition is to explore the potential for BMs and VNs to
act as an enabler of or an obstacle to change. It is shown that this individual “single-business ” or
“stand-alone” approach leads to green and circular improvements but tends to result in measures
that are optimized in the best interests of the single individual business (Hakonson 1989), and do
not consistently capture the potential of the VN at system level. Hereby enormous GBMI potentials
are lost both in the BM network and to the society. Therefore, more and more focus to GBM and
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GBMI are changed from single business activities to VNs at open system level. Here, BMs as complex
systems interdependent with other businesses, BMs and stakeholders, interrelated with socio-
technical transitions (Aargaard 2021), and GBMI can serve to yield sustainable impacts and
transform practices without significant technological innovation (Sarasini and Linder 2018).

A prerequisite for realizing holistic solutions is to achieve synergies in symbiotic CBMs, a strategy
where different actors and businesses collaborate to gain competitive advantages for all parts being
involved in the network (Chertow 2000), boost GBMI and increase business’ resource efficiencies
and competences (Ghali et al. 2017; Afshari et al. 2018; Wolf and Petersson 2007; Sun et al. 2017).
Moreover, collaborative ‘VN’ refers to a group of three or more businesses, connected in ways that
facilitate the achievement of a common goal (Provan and Kenis 2007). SBVN are thus based on CBM
to support ecosystems for sustainability. The effects and value related impacts of applying SBVN’s
seems to be higher than classical green, sustainable, and circular BMs in stand-alone (Camarinha-
Matos and Afsarmanes 2004; de Man and Luvison 2019).

Nevertheless, BMI has been acknowledged to be an important enabler of the transition to a circular
economy (Linder & Williander, 2015), and it seems as SBVNs could attain even higher results of
green and circular transformation as they still have some challenges to measure, calculate and
monitor the GBM and GBMI in the terms of monetary and nonmonetary values. It seems like SBVNs
could gain more advanced GBMI based on more advanced secure technology. This is highly needed
in a future more digitalized and virtual world (Lindgren 2017). Fundamentally strong, new and open
VN constructions are needed, and trust and openness seem core to make these SBVN grow (Ristola
and Mirata 2007).

This work is necessary to create clearness and reduce investment risks and transformational
mistakes in collaborative SBVN. The research partly compiles issues that have emerged along the
way by transition projects of creation of CBM. Meanwhile, the technology and digital transition are
pushing the society and businesses into a transition itself, and can aside from activities to
strengthen the social dimension including e.g. collaboration, relationships, openness, culture and
trust, which have shown to be certain challenges (e.g. Boons et al. 2011; Lombardi and Laybourn
2012; Mirata and Emtairah 2005), contribute in the transition where businesses operate. This paper
introduces and link the possibilities and previous research to on-going transition activities for SBVN.
This, to strength the CBMs and increase values of the transition of the society and economy. So far,
research shows great potentials for SBVN, but the question remains how the research can support
CBM further and GBMI in symbiosis value networks.

The overall contribution of this paper is to strengthen the literature on CBM in the context of the
strategy industrial symbiosis and SBVN. The findings show further how SBVN operates technically
and BM wise and how SBVNs can improve GBMI — taking GBMI to the next level. Also, how
businesses and societies can achieve improved green and sustainable transition related to the
requests set by society, businesses, and other stakeholders.

Methodology
A literature study was conducted on SBVN to define the strategy in the concept of CBM.
Two SBVN cases was studied in the first stage, i) Sotends Symbiosis in Sweden ii) Greenlab Skive

Symbiosis Network in Denmark. The research of the cases will contribute with a business
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perspective on which parameters is it more and less successful to be a part of a SBVN than other
CBM archetypes and “stand alone”. This for enable sustainable, circular, and green transition -
based on an open system perspective. The case study illustrates benefits, values, challenges,
necessary inputs and outputs that emerge by transition and creation of SBVNs.

Symbiosis Business Value Networks

The following cases were elected as examples of on-going transition projects of SBVN and stand-
alone GBM developers, related to CBM, further which challenges will be compared with the
opportunities and possibilities of future wireless technologies. The names of the businesses are
kept anonymous due to confidentially issues.

A. Sotendis Symbiosis Network

Sotends Symbiosis Network (SSN) (Sotends Symbioscentrum, 2021) is a SBVN in Sotends
municipality in Sweden, figure 1. SSN involves exchange of materials, energy, and knowledge
among diverse actors to create a Symbiosis Ecosystem Network.

Fig. 1. Sotends Symbiosis Network

B. Greenlab Skive

Greenlab Skive (GS) Symbiosis Network, in Skive Denmark (Greenlab Skive, 2022) is one of the
world's first truly green industrial symbiotic business park, figure 2. GS generate renewable energy,
supply it to the businesses located in the nearby area, and store energy in different forms to match
the market demand.
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Preliminary results

The case study of the two SBVNs shows how different actors can interact and collaborate to gain
competitive advantage, improve innovation, and develop GBMI in the aim of increasing the
businesses productivity and efficiency. The on-going GBM transition studies both show successful
results, but that could also be strengthen and further developed.

Conclusion

The literature review indicates that there are different ways of defining SBVN and that included
dimensions in the definition have changed over time. However, there is a lack of contributions of
analysing the approach in the context of GBMI, in relation to on-going activities.

The case study illustrates benefits, values, challenges, necessary inputs, and outputs of business
that emerge by developing SBVNs.

Keywords

Symbiosis Business Value Networks, Green Business Model Innovation, Collaborative Business
Model, Value Networks, Industrial Symbiosis
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Extended abstract

1 Introduction

1.1 Collaborative business models and foresight as enablers of sustainable
transition

In the sustainability transition, firms and their business models have an essential role (Loorbach
and Wijsman, 2013; Schaltegger et al., 2016; Baumgartner and Rauter, 2017; Bidmon and Knab,
2018). However, the current sustainability challenges in society cannot be met with the prevailing
organization-centric business models which focus on economic value creation for firms (Jonker and
Faber, 2019). Instead, new, collaborative business models should be based on the shared values of
different actors, such as companies and citizens. They enable value creation between and for
involved stakeholders, bringing also social and environmental benefits along with economic value.
Yet no concrete approaches exist for developing collaborative business models for transition, nor
has the issue received sufficient attention in the current research (Jonker et al., 2020).

The sustainability transition requires the exploration of alternative futures. The aim of foresight
studies is to create an increased understanding about various future opportunities, enabling
preparing for the future (Bell, 1997). The creation of firm business strategies and models are
connected with strategic foresight because the strategies are formulated based on the analysis of
change drivers (Vecchiato and Roveda, 2010). Yet the relationship between sustainable
development and foresight is often given little attention (Destatette, 2010), as are the foresight
approaches in company management. Like collaborative business models, participative foresight
models with stakeholder involvement can also facilitate mutual understanding and shared value
creation between different actors (Robinson et al., 2011; Nayha, 2021).
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Overall, the sustainability transition cannot happen without different societal actors and levels of
society working in alignment. The multi-level perspective (MLP) is a framework for analyzing
transitions within and between different levels of society: niches (protected spaces for
innovations), socio-technical regimes (dominating, stable structures in societal systems) and socio-
technical landscapes (wide-scale, exogenous environment). Transitions call for emerging niche-
level innovations, landscape-level changes which create pressure on the regime, and the
unsteadiness of regimes. This in turn create opportunities to niche innovations (Geels and Schot,
2007; Kohler et al., 2019). From the perspective of societal transition, individual firms —as niche
actors — have challenges in advancing changes in the business environment. Firms’ collaborative
business models and stakeholder dialogue could facilitate change by helping new ideas to penetrate
through different societal levels. In other words, collaborative value creation is an important driver
for societal transition (see also Jonker et al., 2020).

1.2 The project and its starting point for developing a transition framework

This study is part of a research project funded the Academy of Finland: “Future-oriented
collaborative business models as a remedy for the sustainability transition: Finnish forest-based
sector as an empirical arena for the creation of a transition framework”. The project’s main goal is
to develop a transition framework based on future-oriented collaborative business models, which
can be utilized by firms in their strategic management and in the stakeholder dialogue but also by
a variety of other actors. As a whole, the project builds on three theoretical premises — business,
foresight and transition — and applies them to the Finnish forest-based sector (FBS) and its
stakeholders as an experimental arena. The project explores elements of collaborative business
models and participatory foresight, and their joint contribution to macro-level societal transition.
The chosen sector was seen as ideal for this study for several reasons. The current sustainability
challenges have not only created strong demands to renew their traditional business models in the
FBS, which are based on the intensive use of wood, but also opened up space for new businesses
(Nayha 2019; 2020, 2021; Kunttu et al., 2020). Along with the call for more efficient environmental
management, requirements for more transparent dialogue on these issues with stakeholders have
also increased. From the stakeholders’ perspective, getting comparable information and
understanding the ongoing transition is often challenging. This has led to polarization within the
societal discourse about forests, and commonly accepted future goals for the utilization of forests
cannot often be found (Mustalahti, 2018; Nayha, 2019, 2020).

In addition to revealing key conceptual and theoretical approaches for an overarching view of the
project elements, this proposed paper for NBM 2022 aims at presenting the outcomes of the first
phase of the project. This first phase explores the key actors in Finnish society and the societal
discussion on forests and their sustainable utilization, forest-based businesses and related future
views. More specifically, it aims to clarify the actors’ discourses, relations, positions and power
dynamics.

2 Data and methods

Societal actors and their connections are identified through the textual analysis of policy documents
(Halonen et al. 2022), media sources and grey literature. By including diverse sources in the analysis,
a thorough understanding on the views of the actors can be perceived. The core of the data is
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formed by newspaper articles collected from the Finnish newspapers Helsingin Sanomat and
Maaseudun Tulevaisuus, both of which have nationwide distribution, for a total of around 300
items. The search terms were “wood” and “forest” and their additions. The studied period is from
2019 to 2021. ATLAS.ti used to examine the data.

The analysis leans on the principle of critically viewing organic processes and discussions of the
different actors in society, while aiming to reflect on the phenomena observed in the certain
frames, thus its basis is in critical discourse analysis (Fairglough, 2001) and frame analysis (Goffman,
1974). The analysis framework created for this study combines elements from multi-actor
perspective (Avelino and Wittmayer, 2016), social network analysis (Scott, 2000) and strategic
action fields (Fligstein and Adam, 2011). Power is one of the common nominators in these applied
analytical frameworks. Therefore, power and its manifestations in actors’ statements and relations
was a central part of the analysis. At the end, the outcomes will be structured and the recognized
actors will be positioned in the different societal levels by means of the MLP.

The analysis is currently ongoing. The key outcomes of the analysis will give an overarching
understanding of the organizing societal system in which FBS actors and their stakeholders are
embedded. Without understanding actors and their connections, research on more elaborate
elements for the transition framework is not possible. In other words, collaborative business
models cannot be explored and developed in the next phase of the study without identifying the
key actors and understanding their relations and power dynamics.

3 Upcoming results and discussion

As stated, the media analysis is currently ongoing. Therefore, the findings of the media analysis
revealing the key actors and their relations and power dynamics will be presented at the
conference. In addition to these outcomes from the first phase of the project, | will shed light on
the approach and its theoretical premises to build a transition framework in its entirety during the
project. Overall, the scarcity of studies from a combined perspective on collaborative business
models, corporate foresight and the transition enables a framework that can benefit academia,
practitioners and a range of stakeholders.

In terms of the NBM conference, this study contributes to all the conference themes since as a
whole it explores different societal levels and actors, collaborative business models and their role
in the sustainability transition (track 1.1.) while integrating different conceptual and theoretical
approaches (track 3.1). The author wishes to have a presentation in track 1.1 because the track is
centered around collaborative business models
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collaborative business models, foresight, forest-based sector, transition framework, actor dynamics
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Extended abstract

Introduction

Policymakers, businesses, and scholars widely agree that the circular economy is a promising
sustainable alternative to the current linear economy (Geissdoerfer et al., 2018). After conducting
extensive case studies, Pessot et al. (2019) find that one of the most important business models in
creating a collaborative network is the recycling, re-use, and sustainability (RR&S) model. RR&S is
defined as a system where “resource input and waste, emission, and energy leakage are reduced
by slowing, closing, and narrowing material and energy loops” (Pessot et al., p. 333).

A prominent location in the Netherlands where this new business model could occur is in the
petrochemical cluster in the Port of Rotterdam. The Dutch Government and the European Green
Deal set policy targets for a CO,-neutral future world. The Dutch petrochemical industry is currently
responsible for 20-30% of all CO, emissions in the Netherlands, and a large part of this industry is
in the Port of Rotterdam. Therefore, these policy targets put a lot of pressure on this industrial
sector to transition towards a more sustainable future. Core to this transition is the investment
decisions these companies need to make and the potential change in the business model these
investment decisions cause.

Making these investment decisions is difficult for these industrial players for two reasons. The first
is the changing relationship between petrochemical players. Most industrial clusters consist of “a
geographically proximate group of interconnected companies [...] in a particular field, linked by
externalities of various types” (Porter, 2010). This structure means that these actors are usually
physically interdependent to run their business. With this physical interconnectedness, we mean
that the input that goes into company B is often created by company A linked to this company
through infrastructure. Both companies accept this dependence because the cost of moving the
products from neighboring companies is far cheaper than importing them externally. Even though
this is the case, most business models are organization-centric, focused on being a single
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organization that creates its financial value (Jonker et al., 2020). However, the energy transition
puts pressure on these companies to reduce their CO, emissions. In practice, this means exchanging
waste in the form of circularity or making decarbonization choices of the same category so the
infrastructure can be prepared accordingly. Thus, the transition often requires collaboration with
other companies in a cluster setting to become circular. These companies need to transition from
an organization-centric business model to a collaborative business model. These companies must
collaborate within their value chain to create from a collective perspective and allocate the
necessary resources (Kais and Islam, 2016). However, transitioning to this new business model is
challenging as these business models require a significant build of trust and collaboration among
multiple stakeholders (Pessot et al., 2019). Moreover, it often requires a rethinking of the whole
business logic of industrial stakeholders (Bocken, Rana and Short, 2015).

The second reason that making investment decisions is challenging is that the investment risk of
these companies is very high. This risk is attributed to the fact that these new assets have very high
investment costs, calling for technically specialized processes in place and being characterized by
long lead times before projects are realized (de Vries, 2007). Moreover, the degree of uncertainty
in these clusters is very high (Cuppen et al., 2021). This deep uncertainty is caused by future prices,
(international) competition, security of supply of energy, availability of infrastructure, and policy
intervention.

Purpose of this research

Policy targets and the energy transition put a lot of pressure on industrial companies to transition
from their current business model to a new/collaborative business model. However, in practice,
transitioning to these new collaborative business models is difficult due to the changing relationship
between petrochemical players and the high investment risk in this industry. Decision-support tools
in the form of simulation models are a way for scholars to assist stakeholders in developing a new
business model. This model helps them gain knowledge of the system they are operating in (Bas,
2017; Cuppen et al. 2021). Moreover, testing new business models with stakeholders is essential
for determining the viability of these novel structures (Bocken and Antikainen, 2018; Bocken, Boons
and Baldassarrre, 2019; Weissbrod and Bocken; 2017). After conducting a literature review on
agent-based models, Lange et al. 2017 concluded that no agent-based model had been utilized to
test business model viability from the CBM perspective. After showcasing their model, they
conclude that their method can be applied to all types of CBM in multiple industries. Moreover,
they urge researchers to apply other/similar models in real-life systems. To this extent, we ask
ourselves the following research question: How can implementing a state-of-the-art decision
support tool influence the implementation of circular collaborative business models?

To answer this research question, we develop a model that can provide transition pathways for the
energy transition between now and 2050. In a later chapter, we compare our model to the existing
models in this field. Also, we show why/how our model differs. We develop our model by applying
a participatory modeling approach to a specific case study: the Chlorine Cluster in the Port of
Rotterdam. One chlorine supplier company (Nobian) and three chlorine users (Westlake, Huntsman
and Shin-Etsu) are within this case study. In a recently completed EU-funded project called ZERO
BRINE (https://zerobrine.eu) this cluster was investigated (Xevgenos et al, 2019), while in a follow-
up project called WATER-MINING (Petrik et al, 2022) that was funded recently, Nobian and
Westlake are collaborating to close the loop of the brine effluent (chlorine used stream) generated
by Westlake epoxy plant in Pernis site, in Rotterdam Port (see also Figure 1, brine recycling stream
illustrated with light blue). So currently, the brine is treated as waste, and after Westlake generates
it, it is processed as such. However, by creating the blue link between Westlake and Nobian the
brine is used as input again by Nobian. Instead of Nobian having to produce this brine at the plant
site in Delfzijl. According to Xevgenos (2022), this will reduce water consumption by one-third and
save 25 MWh of thermal energy and six kilotons of CO2 for full-scale implementation.
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Figure 1: Circularity within the chlorine cluster, Rotterdam Port

Methodology

Within our research, we use a design science approach as shown by (Hevner, 2004). Within design
science, two core elements influence each other: the context and the artifact. Artifacts are broadly
defined as constructs, models, or methods. A context is often the object of study (Hevner, 2004).
Figure 2 shows how our framework for the design science approach looks. We base our approach
on the work of Wieringa (2014) and Xevgenos (2021).

Social context:

Phase 1: Background studies The owners of the plants (Nobian and Westlake Chemicals), the owners of the ground (Port of Rotterdam), technology
providers, infrastructural providers and governance bodies

Phase 2: Problem identification Investment choices and requirements Different type of business models:
to act on investment decisions circular or non-circular

Phase 3: Design & development Artifacts & context to investigate

Design 3
e Investigation
Artifact:
- fac . Develop a new state-of-the-art model
Phase 4: Design validation a decision-support tool to simulat the

energy transition in the chloriine clsuter Knowledge & design problems

N New . New answers to
Existing problemsolving . Existing answers to

. problemsolving knowledge
knowledge, existing

Phase 5: designs new knowledge, knowledge questions questioins
evaluation new designs

Knowledge context:
v

Phase-ﬁ: COmmunicatinn & The current installed plants (the technical domain), expectation on the energy transition development, forecast,
implemenation exisiting models and the knowledge on existinig business-models

Figure 2: Overview of the design science approach in our research

Preliminary results and discussions

Our first results are derived from the background study (phase 1) we conducted on the existing
tools available for the actors in the chlorine cluster to assist them in making investment decisions.
We see that these tools are lacking in three key areas. First, most models utilized by businesses
themselves (outside of the scientific realm) that are utilized to simulate investment decisions are
based on cash flow and thus ignore the physical flow of molecules, which is key to getting
fundamental insights into how the system operates. On the other side, inhouse models that include
physical flows are highly detailed and thus do not provide insights into the cash flow or are
computationally feasible. A prominent methodology utilized in these models is based on Aspen
(Haydary, 2019). Second, in most models, investment decisions are exogenous decisions that arise
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from the cash-flow analysis; this methodology asks for time series as input for possible investment
decisions to be made in the future, as shown in (Cuppen et al., 2021). Third, in industrial clusters,
there are models that also endogenously model investment decisions; however, these models
optimize these investment decisions (Boix et al., 2015). They do not account for myopic investors
that base their investment decisions on limited information. Moreover, these optimization models
are not suited to explore the impact of different business models. These models exist outside the
industrial sector, mainly in energy, incorporating these elements, thus providing fruitful cross-
modeling avenues (Chappin et al., 2017). Lastly, most models are made to look at only a few
scenarios or use historical trends. As the energy transition is going to change the system, historical
data is not reliable; moreover, only looking at a few scenarios does not significantly increase the
confidence in actors. Based on this we conclude that there is a gap in the current existing models
utilized in this field (the knowledge context). Due to this reason, there is no decision-support tool
(artefact) that is able to produce ‘realistic’ transition pathways. This in turn leads to a situation
where the decision-support tool is not seen as reliable/valuable enough by stakeholders, to
influence the implementation of circular business models.

After this, we have identified, co-designed, and validated (phase 2,3,4) the artifact. We started this
phase by interviewing over 15 stakeholders, where we focused on understanding their problems in
the energy transition and presented our found dilemma regarding the decision support tool. Based
on the interviews and our previous literature review, we saw that there was a need for a tool that
could consider the following three elements: 1) model that can account for the physical flow in the
chlorine cluster, 2) modeling the investment decisions made in the industrial cluster based on
imperfect information and different business models and 3) simulate the model under deep
uncertainty, account for thousands of equally likely futures (Bankes, Walker & Kwakkel, 2013). This
will enable the realistic simulation of transition pathways for the energy transition in the chlorine
cluster from the current year till 2050. Figure 3 shows a conceptual flow-chart on realizing this, and
how this generates many transition pathways. It shows the logic of the investment choices where
a specific investor calculates the profitability of all his investment options based on the
configuration of a particular business model and uncertain external factors such as demand, price,
policies, or previous investment choices of competitors. This is done for all actors until no more
choices are left, and then a new year starts. Figure 3 shows how this generates pathways between
2020 and 2050, where every node in the graph is an investment choice made. Our final goal is to
communicate how a certain business model works in all the grey futures and in all the orange
futures not. This overview will lead to a generic and systemic level of insight for the relevant
stakeholders, through which we hope that actual change is realized.

We are currently deep in phase 3 of figure 2 and are almost finished with the first version of our
model and hope to display demos to the previously interviewed stakeholders soon after. Then,
based on the stakeholders' feedback, we will develop a second, more defined version.
Consequently, we will walk through phases 4, 5 and 6, which will enable us to answer our main
research question.

We hope that this decision support tool can showcase how, by elevating the main pain points in the
field of modeling industrial clusters, one of the main problems for investments can be removed.
This could lead to accelerating the energy transitions in industrial clusters. Moreover, it could
showcase for other industries how quantitative studies can contribute to developing new business
models if this is explicitly recognized in the quantitative models.

Keywords

Collaborative Business Models, Industrial Cluster Transition, Quantitative Simulation, Myopic
Investment and Deep Uncertainty
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Abstract

The world is facing an energy transition to keep global temperature increase below to 1.5°C by 2050,
where renewable energy technologies will play a key role. However, the deployment of renewable energy
technologies through circular and sustainable business models is imperative to minimise resource
consumption and negative impacts. The digital transformation, the increasing affordability of energy
technologies, and the growing autonomy of energy consumers have led to the emergence of new
collaborative business models (COBMs). COBMs can drive the decentralisation, democratisation and
decarbonisation of the energy sector. However, research to date has been more focused on exploring
COBMs for solar energy, with little attention on the role they can play to support sustainable wind
electricity generation. Based on Mendoza et al. (2022), this short paper characterizes two COBMs
(community-owned wind parks and aggregation platforms) with application to the wind industry.
Mendoza et al. (2022), developed these COBMs based on a systematic literature review of 125 journal
papers, business cases and industrial reports, by relying on business model categorization and
characterisation approaches. The results show how COBMs can contribute to the sustainable
transformation of the energy sector from an environmental (increased efficiency of wind farms), social
(community engagement and transparency in decision-making) and economic (new employment and
business opportunities) perspective.
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Track 1.2 - Ecosystems in Support of
Sustainability

Track chairs: Nikolay Dentchev and Abel Diaz
Gonzalez (Vrije University of Brussels, VUB)

Ecosystem thinking provides insights on how different stakeholders can be aligned, interact
and collaborate to gain competitive advantage, boost innovation and increase business
productivity. This session focuses the discussion on how to build supportive ecosystems for
the new business models, including their new challenges in light of the pandemic.

Papers from the different methodological background are welcome, including literature
reviews, theoretical-, conceptual- and empirical papers.
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Abstract

We present a novel business model applying the concept of open innovation to the production of
open source insulin. The motivations for Open Insulin Foundation are the economic complexities
surrounding insulin pricing, which renders it inaccessible to many of the neediest patients.
Specifically, we are motivated by two issues: 1) insulin prices are higher than can be justified by the
logic of necessity related to temporary monopolies, 2) industrial organization in the pharmaceutical
industry is such that large players can drive up prices without corresponding welfare gains. Applying
Chesbrough and Christensen’s seminal work, we propose an innovation, not to the production of
insulin, but to the business model by which it generates value for both consumers and shareholders.
Our business model is underpinned by the logic of stakeholder reductionism or the elimination of
unnecessary intermediaries in the value-generation process. We believe that our organization - and
a move to this model more generally - stands to rectify sub-Paretian equilibria resulting from the
industrial organization of the pharmaceutical industry, thereby redistributing value from firms to
consumers.

Keywords

Open Innovation, Business Model Innovation, Social Entrepreneurship, Ecosystem Emergence,
Grand Challenges

Introduction

A particularly pressing grand challenge of today is the adequate distribution of healthcare solutions,
especially for the chronically ill (Couture et al., 2021; Jarzabkowski, 2019). These challenges have
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caused policymakers, managers, researchers, and theorists to derive new lenses through which to
conceive of organizations (Jarzabkowksi, 2019). One particular way to address some of these needs
is to import business models from one sector to another (Christensen, 2016). For instance,
subscription-based businesses have often supplanted low-level attorneys, accountants, and
economists in ways that render their services more accessible (Acemoglu & Autour, 2011; Autor et
al., 2003; Christensen, 2009). Similarly, the introduction to the global communities of “platform”
businesses allowed new stakeholders to enter businesses as diverse as movie production, in the
case of Netflix, and hospitality, by way of AirBnb (Jacobides et al., 2018; Orlikowski & Scott, 2002;
Wareham et al., 2014).

In each of these aforementioned cases, industries were restructured with the goal of expanding the
ability of consumers to access their products. Moreover, each of these shifts in business models
involved importing a business model from the digital world to the material world (Orlikowski, 2000):
platforms were initially popularized in multi-sided digital markets and brought to bear on real-
estate by way of AirBnb, for instance (Orlikowski & Scott, 2002). A similar shift has occurred
regarding open innovation (Chesbrough, 2000; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002): businesses that
specialize in the production of material goods are beginning to allow for distributed ownership in
the production and dissemination of their products throughout the value chain. Though the
dynamics of this “translation” of open innovation to brick-and-mortar businesses is still being
examined (e.g. Mason et al., 2019; Mollick, 2016; Assenova et al., 2016; Sorenson & Assenova,
2016), we believe that this process is a powerful lens through which the observe the process by
which organizations re-create themselves to address grand challenges (Davis & Marquis, 2005;
Scott & Davis, 2015).

In this paper, we present an initial theoretical model of the process by which this translation takes
place. Therefore, the paper is structured as follows: as a first step, we review the literature on
complementary dynamics and business ecosystems (e.g., Adner, 2017; Jacobides et al., 2018) as
well as open innovation (e.g., Chesbrough, 2003; Chesbrough & Brogers, 2014; Chesbrough et al.,
2006) (Section 2). Then, for collecting empirical data, we report on a single case study (Eisenhardt,
1989; Yin, 2015) of a small nonprofit organization that is attempting to disrupt the insulin industry
through open source business models. We decided to rely on qualitative data from a case study as
this allows us to get first-hand insights from a naturalistic environment in which a company actually
strives for open source options in the insulin domain. This case study is relevant to the theoretical
challenges of organizations developing new business models in the face of grand challenges
because the issue of insulin distribution is non-trivial: more than 50% of those who require insulin
cannot access it for various reasons (Cefalu et al, 2018). Thus, this is a societal problem that hitherto
lacked an organizational solution but is presently being addressed through open innovation.
Following the case study methodology, we then present a process model from observations of a
young organization in the insulin industry. Thereby, we shed light on the organization’s ecosystem
and stakeholders, business model, and expected advantages (Section 3). Afterward, we provide
some reflections on the benefits and shortcomings that need to be taken into account when it
comes down to open source business models for insulin and also the broader landscape of
pharmacy (Section 4). Finally, we conclude with the study by discussing implications and future
avenues (Section 5). Ultimately, from a domain viewpoint, we aim to respond to challenges in terms
of access and availability of insulin. From a business perceptive, we aim to help inventors and
entrepreneurs in their endeavors of following a social mission and contributing to sustainability
goals (Ludeke-Freund et al., 2018; Schoormann et al., 2021), which is important as particularly
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health businesses tend to fail due to missing and clear value propositions and strategies for making
a sustainable profit (Mettler and Eurich, 2012).

Literature Review

Complementary Dynamics in Business Ecosystems

Business ecosystems are often defined as “the alignment structure of the multilateral set of
partners that need to interact in order for a focal value proposition to materialize” (Adner, 2017:
p. 40; Jacobides et al.,, 2018). In particular, this literature emphasizes the importance of
complementary products and services. In this context, “complementary” is the economic quality
such that, when we have products A and B, greater availability of product B raises the value of
product A, and vice versa (Milgrom & Roberts, 1995). A common example of these dynamics comes
from the canonical battle between Sony and Betamax (Anthony, 2008). In this case, the DVD was
able to become the predominant mode of film recording and distribution because the installed base
of DVD players was much higher than that of Betamax players at the time; thus, due to the greater
complementarities afforded by another product (DVD players), DVDs were able to provide much
greater value than was their rival, Betamax.

This emphasis on complementary dynamics has led management scholars to study the impact of
ecosystem dynamics on firms’ propensities for innovation (Kapoor & Lee, 2013) and survival (Adner
& Kapoor, 2016). Of particular interest in this literature has been an understanding of the
complementary products that are required for a firm to be successful, and how a focal firm may
marshal their support for their products and services. For instance, Hannah & Eisenhardt (2020)
study an emerging solar panel ecosystem in California. They find that a startup’s likelihood of
success was a direct function not only of their ability to marshal the support of necessary
complementors, but also of their ability to marshal the right support at the right time; this latter
qualifier is particularly important, given that ecosystems are not static - the value they provide
evolves over time, thereby necessitating shifts in the arrangements of firms and complementors.

Though this literature has shed ample light on the myriad ways in which firms interact with their
complementors to remain relevant in evolving ecosystems, it has tended to take a narrow view of
what constitutes a complementor. In particular, the literature has tended only to look at
complementarities in the production process (Adner, 2017; lansiti & Levien, 2004; Jacobides et al.,
2018; Mclintyre & Srinivasan, 2017). As an illustration, Adner (2017) studies the challenges faced by
Michelin tires as the firm sought to release a new brand of tire that could be driven on while flat. A
key challenge they faced was that of independent auto mechanics - a key complementor: none of
them wanted to invest in the capabilities necessary to service this product, which created an
ecosystem challenge for Michelin. Importantly, these mechanics were essentially co-producers of
the tire’s value proposition: Michelin manufactured and distributed it, and the mechanics provided
after-sales service. Similar instances have been explored in the case of solar panels (Hannah &
Eisenhardt, 2020), software platforms (Mcintyre & Srinivasan, 2017), and hardware tools (Mitchell
& Singh, 1996).

In this paper, however, we will argue that this narrow definition of what constitutes a
complementor has led to an incomplete view of ecosystem dynamics, especially as they relate to

grand challenges, such as healthcare (Couture et al., 2021; Jarzabkowski et al., 2019). In particular,
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we suggest that important ecosystem dynamics are present not just on the production side of
products and services, but also on the consumption side. In many industries, the consumer and
payer of a product are often different individuals, but the propensity of either to purchase a product
will depend on that of the other. Hence, we argue that, in such cases, we will observe
complementarities among these parties: more of consumption by one of the two parties (e.g. the
payer) will result in more consumption by the other (the consumer), and visa versa (Milgrom &
Roberts, 1995). We will outline the dynamics of this process in the context of the insulin industry.
In this industry, however, there are at least five key stakeholders - each with complementary
consumption habits — that must be satisfied before any of the others will consume. We will also
argue that the Edgeworth complementarities previously outlined are operative here. Importantly,
we will develop a theoretical framework that highlights how firms may engage in business model
innovation (Christensen, 2009; Christensen et al., 2016) in the context of such strict ecosystem
dynamics. We begin our exposition of this argument by discussing a trend toward open business
models.

Open Source Business Models and Grand Challenges

Open source business models are those in which loosely coordinated individuals realize that they
may draw on each other’s resources, capabilities, or other services to enhance the value
propositions they offer (Chesbrough, 2003; Leone, Faraj, Mantere, 2021; Sandberg & Alvesson,
2021). Such arrangements have allowed for the creation of products and services also product-
service systems that provide economic value for consumers at a greatly reduced cost, thereby
increasing the ability of consumers to access them (Chesbrough, 2003; Chesbrough & Bogers, 2014).
Perhaps even more importantly, however, open-source business models democratize the
production process, inviting individuals to derive value from it who ordinarily could not. For
instance, crowdfunding has been argued to represent an open form of risk capital; the benefits, in
this case, are not only increased efficiency, by also the ability of common individuals (not just
venture capitalists) to benefit from the value offered by investing in young firms (Fleming &
Sorenson, 2016; Sorenson et al., 2016). These two effects - increased economic efficiency and
democratization of the value capture process — have rendered “open” services much more
accessible, thereby minimizing hitherto persistent market frictions.

Given that open source business models have the benefit of drastically increasing access to a
business’s products and services to their markets, we will argue that this paradigm stands to
mitigate many of the grand challenges facing us today (Jarzabkowski et al., 2019). Davis & Scott
(2005) have suggested that organizations are mankind’s most powerful tool for marshaling
resources and aligning populations to action, suggesting that they have been at the root of many
weals and woes of the 20th century. But, the role that organizations could have in solving grand
challenges by “opening up” has not been systematically explored.

A key grand challenge facing us today is access to relevant, affordable healthcare (Weeramanthri,
2015). Many individuals — especially those in compromised conditions and/or plagued by chronic
illnesses — struggle to find access to the healthcare they need, which thereby lowers their quality
of life. A particular setting where this is observable is in the market for insulin. Given that the
commercial market for insulin is dominated by an oligopoly of a few major players (Gallegos et al.,
2018 Knox, 2020), the organization of the industry is such that significant welfare losses are present
because of producers’ ability to increase the prices of insulin without similarly increasing its quality
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or accessibility (Bain, 1986; Porter, 1980). This has created a crisis among diabetic patients that has
been difficult to resolve with public policy because such measures often move slowly and require
extensive support across bipartisan stakeholders (Knox, 2020).

In the balance of this paper, we will argue that an open source approach to insulin production and
distribution can help to address the grand challenge of insulin access. In particular, we will argue
that this process will broaden access to insulin by both driving down costs and minimizing
“gatekeepers” in the production process. However, this process will not be without its frictions: as
previously mentioned, healthcare is a sector in which powerful ecosystem dynamics (Adner, 2017;
Jacobides et al., 2018) are present and in which complementarities (Milgrom & Roberts, 1995)
create “chicken-or-the-egg” problems for firms (Roth, 2015). Hence, we outline an archival case
study of a small firm in this space and detail the unique challenges that face firms attempting to
“open” ones in the face of these pressures. We contribute to the innovation and strategy literature
by suggesting that business model innovation, even when motivated by support across
stakeholders (as open innovation is) can be stymied by ecosystem pressures; we also outline
recommendations for firms undertaking such initiatives.

Open Insulin Foundation

Diabetes is a chronic condition that affects more than 30 million people in the United States. The
condition is treated with insulin, a medicine developed in the 1920s, the price of which has
skyrocketed to prices that are unaffordable to many (Cefalu et al, 2018, Knox, 2020). The Open
Insulin Foundation (OIF) originally named the Open Insulin Project, began their work to develop a
less expensive insulin product in 2015 at Counter Culture Labs, which is a community biology lab in
Oakland, California. The Foundation was launched with a crowdfunding campaign that raised about
$16,000. The Open Insulin Foundation is currently engineering microorganisms to produce long-
acting (glargine) and short-acting (lispro) insulin analogs using standard techniques in
biotechnology. Their project includes work with both bacteria and yeast.

Open Insulin Foundation intends, as its first deliverable, to provide an FDA-approved sterile insulin
product (glargine or lispro) produced via appropriate GMP registered facilities and available
through a predefined supply chain network at greatly reduced prices compared to currently
approved insulin products. Insulin will be available in 10mL vial sizes for diabetic patients using
indirect injection for the management of blood glucose levels. Longer-term goals will be to expand
the network of manufacturing locations and distribution channels while maintaining the cost-
competitive nature of the insulin product. Our success with this model will lay the foundation to
expand into other medicines.

Ecosystem and Stakeholders

Open Insulin is focused on creating a model for insulin production that centers sustainable, small-
scale manufacturing and open source alternatives for production. They are working on developing
organizational structures for co-operative based production of medicine, taking inspiration from
such precedents as frameworks for health insurance cooperatives, state-level frameworks for
producing generic drugs and for cultivation of cannabis for medical use, and other state-level
frameworks for activities heavily regulated at the federal level, such as California’s Direct Public

Offering system for equity crowdfunding. The open source business model allows for a simplified
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distribution process with fewer stakeholders. This efficient supply chain has a focus on the 5 P’s
(patient, physician, provider, policymaker, payer) and the interrelations between these different
groups are as follows:

Patients — The type 1 diabetics and their families and caregivers are the primary stakeholders that
will have a say in how the problem is solved. The solution should be tailored to the means by which
it will be most beneficial to them (e.g. prices they can afford, accessible distribution sites, integrated
plans).

Physicians — The physicians want the best possible option that will increase the health of their
patients. They have a say in how the problem is addressed because they are key sources of
information by which they can recommend the insulin to their patients and give it a source of
credibility. They are also important because they advocate for the use of state of the art insulins
(glargine and lispro) in order to overcome current influence from pharmaceutical companies. The
product will need to be endorsed by physicians in order to increase community trust for the product
in comparison to current monopolies in the medical market.

Professional Healthcare Administrators — Want a way to integrate the current insulin pricing
strategy with current plans. Administrators still want to make revenue so they won’t endorse a
product that patients are not willing to buy. They will no longer be used as key gatekeepers but
rather will be informed of lower cost options separate from traditional health insurance integration
plans.

Policy Makers — Want to have more equitable laws for people of varying socioeconomic
backgrounds. They are stakeholders as the problem involves helping disadvantaged patients. In
order to ensure monopolization does not continue to occur, policies must be passed. Can impact
current healthcare pricing policies.

Payers — Are the ones that have to bear the burden of the problem as they have to be able to keep
up with current insulin price increases. They want lower prices so that it is easier to afford the
medicine that they need without having to compromise on other aspects of their lives. The direct
payment method advocated by Open Insulin would be the most feasible to overcome the current
market monopoly.

Business Model

As a non-profit organization, Open Insulin relies on raising money to continue operations and to
manufacture cost-effective insulin options. There are several different streams by which Open
Insulin can make money. One of the primary methods is through the use of donations from
individual and group donors as well as scientific and small business grants. Partnerships with labs
and other scientific institutions are another source of money and sales to non-insured patients and
others that are financially challenged at the break-even cost. Sales from profit sales are made from
a smaller portion of the incoming revenue streams. Donor funding and funds derived from diabetic
philanthropic drives will fund the research and development phase under a single coordinated
effort. The significant nonprofit potential exists after the product is delivered to the market, which
can be used to drive insulin costs even lower.
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Distinct Advantage

The open source model is different from the industry standard because it focuses on making insulin
accessible rather than purely profitable. Current standard models focus on making pharmaceutical
companies the most revenue without regard to patient accessibility. Moreover, the current models
prevent smaller companies from entering the insulin market with their dominating and exclusive
tactics. However, the open insulin model provides a more supportive and adaptable model to
change the insulin market composition into one that is more patient-driven and less profit-focused.
With the commonly used freemium model, the company that developed the model has full control
over its distribution leading to further monopolization of the medical market. The open source
model allows the model to be developed and maintained by a community of independent scientists.

This model provides value because it allows for the production of more cost-efficient insulin that
patients from a wide range of socioeconomic levels can access. It also helps to overcome issues
with patent evergreening by giving companies a structure to follow that isn’t monopolized by
current industry members. By providing an open source model for insulin production, one of the
major issues worldwide will have a more feasible solution and flexible model for other
companies/organizations to adopt. The model allows for lower barriers to entry to the insulin
market and provides a solution with a less complex and more effective supply chain to directly
provide patients with their medication without middlemen rent-seeking. In addition, the model is
to be sustainable and affordable. The model allows for the collaboration of non-profit research
efforts under a single open source business model that will make the value chain more efficient as
a whole, making the realization of modest profits possible while also alleviating crushingly high
insulin prices. The value proposition, value capture, and lower costs will potentially also attract
insurance providers to provide open-sourced insulin to their clients, thus providing access to a
wider market segment. The introduction of this cheaper alternative into the market will
theoretically drive pricing of other analogues downwards, thus readjusting market segmentation.

Current Findings and Contributions

Our current work with OIF has involved a qualitative case study (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt &
Graebner, 2007) and extensive field work (Yin, 2015). Due to LUMSA’s length restrictions, we do
not detail all of our findings in their entirety; rather, we present a few key highlights.

First, the desire to re-shape the business model came not from a desire to earn abnormal profits by
eradicating market inefficiencies (Kirzner, 1997; Knight, 1921). Rather, the founder who founded
the project was motivated to found the firm in order to address what they believed to be a grand
challenge (Jarzabkowski, 2019); namely, the inability of needy individuals to access insulin. In this
way, the case of OIF is a unique instance of business model innovation: being motivated by social
needs, the evaluation criteria employed by both the team and its key stakeholders were often non-
financial. For example, while the team was evaluating potential profit formulae (Christensen, 2009),
the focus of the conversation was not on costs and margins, but rather on access. In other words,
OIF’s conversations about financial sustainability were anchored to the question of: “How do we
provide the greatest amount of insulin to those who need it most?”, not “how can we achieve the
highest margins possible?”.
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This approach to pricing, however, was not uniformly embraced by all of the key complementors
(Adner, 2017; Jacobides et al., 2018) in OIF's ecosystem. Like other firms in industries marked by
intense ecosystem dynamics, OIF depends heavily on a few complementors to generate value for
consumers: there are physicians who prescribe insulin, payers (insurance companies) who pay for
the insulin, and distributors like pharmacies that stock the insulin and work with physicians to
ensure that patients are aware of their options. The reason was that many of them saw a conflict
between their own immediate interests and OIF’s broader social mission: supporting OIF often
meant lower profit margins for payers and providers. And, given the pressures on payers (especially)
to provide returns via quarterly earnings statements, the opportunity cost associated with OIF’s
business.

A second and related issue concerns the ecosystem emergence challenge (Adner & Kapoor, 2016).
Namely, key complementors in OIF’s potential ecosystem were hesitant to accept OIF’s open source
model because doing so would undermine their roles as the sole holders of key resources. For
instance, physicians felt that their role as the unique source of expertise in the diagnosis and
treatment of diabetes would be undermined by an open-ecosystem approach. Relatedly, physicians
were wary of undertaking the learning required for them to truly understand the open source
business model; without this learning, however, they would not feel comfortable with prescribing
OIF’s products to patients. Thus, the ability of patients to purchase OIF insulin - and OIF to become
sustainable - was stymied by these and related ecosystem pressures.

Though these ecosystem emergence challenges are not new (e.g. Adner & Kapoor, 2016), they have
tended to only be documented in the context of traditional, market-based innovation. For instance,
Adner & Kapoor (2016) argue that a key challenge in the early days of the photolithography industry
was that there was little incentive for incumbents in well-developed ecosystem to support an
emerging innovation that may disrupt their current roles in the existing ecosystem. In this case,
however, most ecosystem complementors desire the business model innovation because of social
reasons: all of them tend to appreciate the challenge faced by those who need insulin but cannot
obtain it. Hence, this emergence challenge is not merely one of economic incentives, but also of a
conflict between economic and normative pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1984; Meyer & Rowan,
1977).

These preliminary findings suggest that, even when the threat posed by certain grand challenges
may be accepted and appreciated, and even when ecosystem players express the desire for a new
technological configuration, change can be stymied. In particular, our current case study highlights
a key tension between the drive for open source business models (Chesbrough, 2003; Chesbrough
& Bogers, 2014) on the one hand, and the entrenched interests of ecosystem complementors on
the other (Adner, 2017; Jacobides et al., 2018). What these findings suggest is that, even though
open source business models are often advanced as an approach to resolve societal tensions (e.g.
Mollick, 2018; Sorenson et al., 2016), they may meet a unique set of challenges. Namely, businesses
do not exist in isolation; rather, they exist in complex ecosystems in which complementary sources
of value must be coordinated in order to generate a coherent value proposition for a customer
(Adner, 2017). Open source business, by bypassing many of the current complementors within an
ecosystem and advocating for a new constellation of roles and responsibilities within them, thus
face particularly strong ecosystem emergence challenges (Adner & Kapoor, 2016). Hence, and
despite the value that open source business models stand to add - especially in the face of grand
challenges - they may flounder in settings where ecosystem dynamics are particularly salient.
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Conclusion

In this paper, we have outlined some of the preliminary findings involving a case study of a small
nonprofit that is attempting to disrupt the insulin industry via an open source business model.
Throughout, we have argued that despite the acknowledgment of open-source businesses as a
valuable tool for overcoming grand challenges (Jarzabkowski et al., 2019; Mollick, 2015), moving to
an open-source business model can be difficult; these difficulties will be exacerbated in contexts
where high levels of complementarities between firms lead to tightly linked ecosystem dynamics
(Adner, 2017; Jacobides et al., 2018). In particular, our case study of OIF suggests that even when
grand challenges are acknowledged by ecosystem players and a shift towards open source
distribution is accepted, this transition can be stymied by ecosystem emergence challenges (Adner
& Kapoor, 2016).

Our contributions to this literature are threefold. First, we highlight the potential challenges that
may arise in a particular instance of business model innovation —open-source production. We argue
that, even when there is a near-universal agreement of the societal challenge faced within an
industry and a concomitant understanding of the value that open-source can provide, innovation
may stall because of emergence challenges. Second, we highlight that these tensions may arise even
when a strong ideological consensus exists among players within an industry. Finally, we highlight
the ecosystem dynamics that arise on the demand side of the process — between physicians, payers,
and patients. This contrasts with prior work, which has predominantly emphasized supply-side
ecosystem effects.

References

Acemoglu, D., & Autor, D. (2011) Skills, tasks and technologies: Implications for employment and earnings. In:
Handbook of labor economics. Elsevier, vol. 4, pp. 1043—-1171.

Adner, R. (2017) Ecosystem as structure: An actionable construct for strategy. Journal of management. 43(1),
39-58.

Adner, R., & Kapoor, R. (2016) Innovation ecosystems and the pace of substitution: Re-examining technology
S-curves. Strategic management journal. 37(4), 625-648.
Anthony, S. (2008) Sony: Winning the DVD battle but losing the innovation war. Innovation Insights. Harvard
Business Review. Available from: https://hbr.org/2008/02/sony-winning-the-dvd-battle-bu.
Assenova, V., Best, J., Cagney, M., Ellenoff, D., Karas, K., Moon, J., ... & Sorenson, O. (2016) The present and
future of crowdfunding. California Management Review. 58(2), 125-135.

Autor, D. H., Levy, F., & Murnane, R. J. (2003) The skill content of recent technological change: An empirical
exploration. The Quarterly journal of economics. 118(4), 1279-1333.

Bain, J. S. (1986) Structure versus conduct as indicators of market performance: The Chicago-school attempts
revisited. Antitrust L. & Econ. Rev. 18, 17.

Chesbrough, H., & Bogers, M. (2014) Explicating open innovation: Clarifying an emerging paradigm for
understanding innovation. New Frontiers in Open Innovation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Chesbrough, H., Vanhaverbeke, W., & J. West (2006) Open innovation: Researching a new paradigm. Oxford:
Oxford University Press on Demand.

Christensen, C. M., & Johnson, M. W. (2009) What are Business Models, and how are They Built? Harvard
Business School Module Note 610-019. Available from:
https://www.hbs.edu/faculty/Pages/item.aspx?num=37729.

101
LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022



NBM @ ROME 2022 Full Conference Proceedings

Christensen, C. M., Bartman, T., & Bever, D. V. (2016) The hard truth about business model innovation. MIT
Sloan Management Review. Available from: https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/the-hard-truth-
about-business-model-innovation/.

Couture, F., Jarzabkowski, P., & Le, J. K. (2021) Assessing the Unintended Consequences of Legitimating
Responses to Grand Challenges. In: Academy of Management Proceedings. Briarcliff Manor, NY,
Academy of Management, vol. 2021, No. 1, p. 10117.

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and collective
rationality in organizational fields. American sociological review. 147-160.

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989) Building theories from case study research. Academy of management review. 14(4),
532-550.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. (2007) Theory building from cases: Opportunities and challenges.
Academy of management journal. 50(1), 25-32.

Fleming, L., & Sorenson, O. (2016) Financing by and for the Masses: An Introduction to the Special Issue on
Crowdfunding. California Management Review. 58(2), 5-19.

Hannah, D. P., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2018) How firms navigate cooperation and competition in nascent
ecosystems. Strategic Management Journal. 39(12), 3163-3192.

Jarzabkowski, P., Bednarek, R., Chalkias, K., & Cacciatori, E. (2019) Exploring inter-organizational paradoxes:
Methodological lessons from a study of a grand challenge. Strategic Organization. 17(1), 120-132.

Kapoor, R., & Lee, J. M. (2013) Coordinating and competing in ecosystems: How organizational forms shape
new technology investments. Strategic management journal. 34(3), 274-296.

Kirzner, I. M. (1997) Entrepreneurial discovery and the competitive market process: An Austrian approach.
Journal of economic Literature. 35(1), 60-85.

Knight, F. H. (1921) Risk, uncertainty and profit. Houghton Mifflin, vol. 31.

Knox, R. (2020) Insulin insulated: barriers to competition and affordability in the United States insulin market.
Journal of Law and the Biosciences. 7(1), Isaa061.

Leone, P. V., Mantere, S., & Faraj, S. (2021) Open theorizing in management and organization studies.
Academy of Management Review. 46(4), 725-749.

Ludeke-Freund, F., Carroux, S., Joyce, A., Massa, L., & Breuer, H. (2018) The sustainable business model
pattern taxonomy—45 patterns to support sustainability-oriented business model innovation.
Sustainable Production and Consumption. 15, 145-162.

Mason, C., Botelho, T., & Harrison, R. (2019) The changing nature of angel investing: some research
implications. Venture Capital. 21(2-3), 177-194.

Mclintyre, D. P., & Srinivasan, A. (2017) Networks, platforms, and strategy: Emerging views and next steps.
Strategic management journal. 38(1), 141-160.

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977) Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth and ceremony.
American journal of sociology. 83(2), 340-363.

Mettler, T. & Eurich M (2012) A “design-pattern”-based approach for analyzing e-health business models.
Health policy & technology. 1(2), 77-85.

Mitchell, W., & Singh, K. (1996) Survival of businesses using collaborative relationships to commercialize
complex goods. Strategic management journal. 17(3), 169-195.

Milgrom, P., & Roberts, J. (1995) Complementarities and fit strategy, structure, and organizational change in
manufacturing. Journal of accounting and economics. 19(2-3), 179-208.

Mollick, E. (2014) The dynamics of crowdfunding: An exploratory study. Journal of business venturing. 29(1),
1-16.

Porter, M. (1980) Corporate strategy. New York, New York.

Roth, A. E. (2015) Who gets what--and why: the new economics of matchmaking and market design. Boston
and New York, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

Sandberg, J., & Alvesson, M. (2021) Meanings of theory: Clarifying theory through typification. Journal of
Management Studies. 58(2), 487-516.

102
LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022



NBM @ ROME 2022 Full Conference Proceedings

Schoormann, T., Stadtlander, M., & Knackstedt, R. (2021) Designing business model development tools for
sustainability—a design science study. Electronic markets. Forthcoming, 1-23.
Scott, W. R., & Davis, G. F. (2015) Organizations and organizing: Rational, natural and open systems

perspectives. London and New York, Routledge.

Sorenson, O., Assenova, V., Li, G. C.,, Boada, J., & Fleming, L. (2016) Expand innovation finance via
crowdfunding. Science. 354(6319), 1526-1528.

Weeramanthri, T. S., & Bailie, R. S. (2015) Grand challenges in public health policy. Frontiers in Public Health.

3, 29.
Wareham, J., Fox, P. B., & Cano Giner, J. L. (2014) Technology ecosystem governance. Organization science.

25(4), 1195-1215.
Yin, R. K. (2015) Qualitative research from start to finish. New York and London, Guilford publications.

103
LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022



NBM @ ROME 2022 Full Conference Proceedings

Social Entrepreneurship and the Use
of Sustainable Business Models in
Developing Countries and the Need
for Coherent Intersectoral
Collaboration: The Case of North
Macedonia

Stefan Chichevaliev!”
Vrije Universiteit Brussel

*scicevaliev@gmail.com

Abstract

In this paper, we explore the intersectoral collaboration for social entrepreneurship development -
a grey area that lacks critical investigation. Social entrepreneurship is directly connected to
sustainable business models, fostering partnerships and collaboration while alleviating and
mitigating societal issues. Social enterprises are implementing sustainable business models in their
operations on the market to achieve the economic and societal impact they are striving for. Social
entrepreneurship has intersectoral influence, and consequently, intersectoral collaboration is one
of the prerequisites for developing social entrepreneurship that alleviates and mitigates the already
made adverse effects on the economy, society and environment. We portray the case of North
Macedonia, a developing country, at the beginning of the social entrepreneurship and sustainable
business models development through the experience and practice of four pioneering social
enterprises. We investigate ‘To what extent collaboration across sectors contributes to social
entrepreneurship and sustainable business model development?’. The evidence shows that
coherent collaboration across sectors is vital for the development of SE. The evidence also shows
that in North Macedonia currently, there is an incoherent system of support. The need for coherent
moving forward across sectors and levels is highlighted as key to enable effective and efficient social
enterprises to deliver on their objectives.
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Introduction

Sustainable business models (SBM) are the future of socio-economic development (UN, 2014). The
overzealous exploitation of natural resources to accomplish economic development and growth
negatively impacted the natural environment and harmed society (OECD, 2011; 1ISD, 2021). It might
seem that the short-term results were worth it; however, in the last decade, the world recognised
that it is more costly if we devour natural resources without thinking of the long-term
consequences. If we want to preserve the liveability of the planet, we must double global circularity
from 8.6% to 17% (Circle Economy, 2021). What is also astounding is that 90% of the business
leaders imply that the consumers will hold them accountable for their environmental impact, which
is an increase of 12% compared to 2018 (Environmental Defence Fund, 2019). Economic growth is
no longer achievable without coupling it with social value and lessening environmental impacts.
The extensive economic, social and environmental issues that the world is faced with cannot be
bridged if we work divided. That is why we need ethical and SBMs to foster partnerships
collaboration and be more sensitive to the footprints they leave on the global environment.
Nowadays, the companies that adopt SBMs are more likely to succeed (Lingardt et al., 2009), and
business sustainability is the single most effective way to ensure longstanding success (Fedeli,
2019).

Social entrepreneurship (SE) is directly connected to the use of SBMs, fostering partnerships and
collaboration while alleviating and mitigating societal issues. Social enterprises are implementing
SBMs in their operations on the market to achieve the economic and societal impact they are
striving for. SE has intersectoral influence and consequently, intersectoral collaboration is one of
the prerequisites for developing SE that alleviates and mitigates the already made adverse effects
on the economy, society and environment (EP, 2017). Intersectoral cooperation for SE development
remains a grey area which lacks critical investigation. We are exploring an area that have huge
impact in both academic and practical areas.

In this paper, we seek to respond to the question ‘To what extent collaboration across sectors
contributes to social entrepreneurship and sustainable business model development?’ - an
explanatory and specific question focused mainly on the added value of support and partnership.
We aim to contribute to the SBMs literature and practice by portraying a national case — the Case
of North Macedonia.

Intersectoral Collaboration for Social Entrepreneurship

The subject of SBMs is a contemporary topic with continuous and increasing focus, especially for SE
(Dentchev et al., 2018). SE directly connects to activities contributing to the economic, social and
environmental system.
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Waddock (1988) and later on Sagawa and Seagal (2000) described SE as a socially responsible
practice of business undertakings engaged in cross-sectoral partnerships. Alvord et al. (2004) stated
that SE is a catalyst for alleviating social problems and fostering transformation. For Thompson and
Doherty (2006) “social enterprises-defined simply- are organisation seeking business solution to
social problems” (p.362). The commonality in most definitions is ‘the practice of commercial
activities to accomplish social mission’ (Boschee & McClury, 2003; Lasprogata & Cotten, 2003; Mort
et al., 2003; Hibbert et al., 2005; Cho, 2006; Harding, 2004; Haugh, 2005; Hartigan, 2006; Thompson
& Doherty, 2006; Tracey & Jarvis, 2007). Kuratko (2020) provides a more modern definition stating
that SE “is a form of entrepreneurship that exhibits characteristics of non-profits, government, and
businesses; it applies traditional (private-sector) entrepreneurship’s focus on innovation, risk-
taking, and large-scale transformation to social problem-solving. (p.459)”. Chichevaliev (2020)
combines business, innovation and social mission by stating “social entrepreneurship should be
understood as an innovative approach to societal issues, not just social, utilising business models
and entrepreneurial activities to provide funds to invest into the attainment of social objectives,
and provide transformative social change” (p.24).

Reviewing these definitions, we can find indisputable evidence that SE is using SBMs including
innovation to provide sustainable solutions that contribute to society’s transformation. In order to
do achieve its purpose, SE need every sector to pitch in and do their part.

Spear (2006) raises the matter of the significance of intersectoral cooperation for the development
of the field. This area has gained increased recognition for SE. It is highlighted in the literature as
an imperative to cooperate on a local and national level. Such collaborations and joint efforts create
shared goals and values, which are particularly important (Finnis, 2011). Bosma (2005) states that
maintaining a close partnership between organisations fuels synergy and mutual learning
experiences. Pachura (2021) adds that “interorganizational cooperation and collaboration are
based on combining the potentials of different organisations to achieve social goals, active and
genuine commitment, as well as the creation, maintenance and taking advantage of lasting and
continuous social relationships” (p.5). Dacin et al. (2011), state that SE research requires a more
holistic view, seizing the transdisciplinary and multifaced nature of the field.

What we have found in the literature is that many scholars research the institutional environment
and the role of the institutions in the development of SE. However, they do not refer directly to
intersectoral cooperation and to what extent such collaboration contributes to SE development. It
can be concluded that it is a grey area that lacks critical investigation and addressing this issue from
the institutional environment perspective seems justified, reasonable and relevant to the research
gap that currently exists.

Method

We use the qualitative case study method for this paper by utilizing desk research, semi-structured
interviews, video calls, attendance at various events and phone calls as data collection methods
(Bryman, 2012). This method was chosen as the most suitable given that we wanted to explore in-
depth the experience of social enterprises concerning the collaboration with and the support
received from the authorities. It also allowed us to start with an open mind about the themes and
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subthemes we need to know about so that concepts and theories can emerge from the data
(Bryman, 2012; Adams, 2015).

This method and research strategy have helped us with generalization efforts and the replication
possibilities. This research was constructed to be replicated in both developed and developing
countries to measure the contribution extent of intersectoral collaboration to SEs development. It
provides a replication model that contributes to national and regional comparisons (Bryman, 2012).

We explored and presented a national case study (North Macedonia) through the experience of
four social enterprises (Pokrov, HumanaS, Mama Organa and Treebanks) across a period of four
years (2017-2021). We chose North Macedonia because it is a developing country at the beginning
of its SE development. It provided us with an excellent opportunity to explore the impact of the
institutional support and collaboration for pioneering social enterprises at their nascent.

We have conducted four interviews per social enterprise (16 in total). The analysis was completed
using the TAMS analyser (Text Analysis Mark-up System), a qualitative coding and analysis program.
The coding was done by creating a directory of central themes and subthemes. The main themes
were organizational form, experience in the field, social mission, collaboration with institutions and
institutional support. The subthemes involved a starting list including level of collaboration
(national, local) type of support, best practices and lessons learned.

The cases were chosen based on their experience in the respective fields and for the different levels
of support received from the other sectors (government, business, third sector) extended across
their different establishment periods and legal forms. They are the perfect example to present an
overview of the economic, social and environmental impact made by social enterprises in North
Macedonia. All cases are working on a national level with their activities in the following areas:

Pokrov is a pioneer in SE, a therapeutic community supported by the church, working on
rehabilitation and reintegration of people suffering from hazards by working in the production
process of organic food.

Humanas is also a pioneering social enterprise that offers a range of social services (e.g., palliative
care) and integrates vulnerable populations in the labour market.

Mama Organa is a social enterprise working in a circular economy and helping vulnerable single
mothers integrate into the labour market.

Treebanks is a green social enterprise fighting pollution, reducing CO2 emissions by foresting
deforested places.

Results and Evidence

We found evidence that coherent collaboration across sectors is vital for the development of SE.
Political focus specifies support. Legal support delivers recognition. Institutional support provides
the tools, and financial support the means to realise their role as change agents.

The Case of North Macedonia

The evidence also shows that in North Macedonia currently, there is an incoherent system of
support. To attest to such evidence, we must overview the country's context and the development
of these social enterprises. In the last five years, the country was and still is concentrated on
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developing social services that define the political focus (Chichevaliev, 2019a, 2019b). This situation
has resulted in the design and adoption of policy and legal documents, including a new Law on
Social Protection, National Strategy for Deinstitutionalisation 2018-2027 “Timjanik”, National
Strategy for Development of Social Enterprises with an Action Plan and other (Ministry of Labour
and Social Policy, 2018, 2019, 2021). However, there is no legal framework for social
entrepreneurship, and consequently, the country does not recognise social enterprises as legal
entities, which contributed to adopting the hybrid form of operating. The lack of legal recognition
of social enterprises fosters hybridity to be eligible for various institutional and financial support.
An example of these developments is the Fund for Innovation and Technology Development call to
support social enterprises, which was conditioned with establishing a trading company in 30 days
if the applicant applied as a non-profit and was one of the winners. Legal framework lacks behind
political support for SE in the country: coherent advancement of both SE policy and the law as its
extended arm will create a solid positive push to social enterprises and enable those to deliver more
to their key objectives.

On an institutional level, the authorities still lack the capacity and options to contribute to the
sector's development. They are finding pathways to collaborate with social enterprises, making it
difficult to increase the level of cooperation between the actors.

The country's scarce financial support for social enterprises does not facilitate sector development.
The funding is mostly comprised of small grants and donations, which limit their capacity, activities
and consequently theirimpact. There is a pressing need to develop financial mechanisms to support
social enterprises and provide them with the means to realise their goal.

The support from the business sector remains the most insubstantial contribution to their
development. Many businesses recognise the work of social enterprises, but only an insufficient
quantity of trade companies get involved in supporting and collaborating with social enterprises.

The third sector remains the sector that supports social enterprises; however, this is expected given
that most of the social enterprises in the country are registered as associations and foundations.
Their support is primarily seen in advocating for the sector’s development and collaboration.

The scale of the sector remains inconclusive. Many non-profit organizations are declaring
themselves as social enterprises and with the lack of criteria and legal framework this information
cannot be verified.

The Case of Pokrov

Pokrov is a therapeutic community, a Center for social rehabilitation of persons who use or abuse
drugs and other psychotropic substances. The organization provides social services and
accommodation in an institution for the treatment and rehabilitation of persons with addiction
problems, with a capacity for 30 people (Kamilovska Trpovska et al., 2021).

The social enterprise is a pioneer in the field, working for over a decade on social entrepreneurship
development through advocacy and implementation of various projects while helping a vulnerable
group of persons.

They are also a hybrid organization with an established trade company and a non-profit
organisation. ver the years, they have scaled up and employed the persons who once were
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unemployable in their bakery “Bagel”. They work on a complete integration cycle of persons with
addiction problems.

Being a pioneer in the field combined with their mission eased the way to receiving political
recognition and governmental grant to advance their development. They are also collaborating with
the local authorities (municipality Strumica), where most of their operations are.

Pokrov is the social enterprise that has received the most support from the super and
hypermarkets, which opened their channels and stores for their products. It is a classic example of
what can be achieved if the business sector gets involved and contributes to the development of
social enterprises.

The Case of Treebanks

Treebanks is a hybrid organisation with a mission to fight pollution and reduce CO2 emission levels,
specifically to produce treebanks a million of trees worldwide. They are pioneers in the
environmental area. It is a Social Impact Award winner 2019 and World Summit Awards 2019
nominee in the sector of environment and green energy.

Treebanks use affiliate marketing (links) to fund their tree planting. They have partnerships with
travel platforms, including Booking, Kiwi and Agora. The social enterprise plant a tree for each
booking made from these sites.

They started as a trade company with a social mission. They are both a civil society organization
and a limited liability company.

Treebanks received a grant from the Fund for Innovation and Technology Development by applying
to a call for green solutions, proving that political focus is vital for social enterprises' support.
Treebanks also collaborates with municipalities to obtain licences for planting trees in deforested
places. To ease their way into getting a licence for foresting deforested places, they have been
planning their actions and initiatives in accordance with the urbanisation plans of the
municipalities.

They have received strong support from civil society organizations and social enterprises, a grant
from a governmental institution and collaborate with local authorities for their initiatives. It is a
case of an intersectoral collaboration led by Treebanks which resulted in planting more than 15.000
trees with various activists, supporters and constituents. In their latest activity in collaboration with
the company Endava they have planted 3.200 trees.

The Case of HumanaS

Humanas is a social enterprise with a double-fold mission. They offer social services such as
palliative care and employ long-term unemployed persons at social risk to become caregivers and
assistants. They have an accredited and certified training program to educate and increase the
capacity of the persons who want to become caregivers and assistants.

Humanas is a pioneer in providing the said social services and currently are scaling up on a national
level. They were one of the social enterprises at the forefront of solutions during the Covid-19
pandemic, offering their services as volunteers delivering medications, hygiene and other products
to the elderly’s home to mitigate the risk of exposure. This activity was conducted in cooperation
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with the local authorities (municipality Centar). The municipality and the social enterprise have
been cooperating and offering social services for the elderly. Currently, Humanas services are being
offered across the country, hoping to increase its coverage in partnership with local and national
authorities.

They collaborate with other civil society organizations offering social services and offer accredited
and certified training program to educate and increase the capacity of their caregivers and
assistants.

It is a practice that should be replicated if the local authorities are more open to collaborate with
social enterprises.

The Case of Mama Organa

The social enterprise Mama Organa is a registered handicraft company. They work in the field of
circular economy. It fosters work integration of vulnerable groups of people, focusing on socially
excluded single parents and gender equality. They collect food waste and transform it into soil
substrates and organic fertilizers.

They have tried to collaborate with the municipalities but have not received any support. It seems
that their mission is still not attractive to the local or national authorities despite being multiple
award winners (Best Green Business Idea, “Get in the Ring’ startup competition) and a 'Startup
Europe Award 2019' special winner in the category "Best Job Growth Startup".

The lack of support from national and local authorities did not stop their progress only hindered it
and slowed it down. They currently have a vast portfolio of products, but the most interesting is
the antibacterial and biodegradable solution that attracts the attention of EU companies and
countries.

They established an online shop during the pandemic, which contributed to their financial
sustainability and scaling up. Despite bridging the lack of state support in the early days, now it is
essential to be recognized and valorised to ease the way to the next development stage.

Discussion and Conclusion

As evident, vertical coherence across levels is yet to be achieved since it is a vital contributor to the
overall intersectoral coherence for SE support.

Intersectoral collaboration to foster SE is a necessary process that requires commitment from all
stakeholders. SE is a multisectoral area where all the sectors and enterprises need to play the
fundamental role of promoting intersectoral collaboration (Goyal & Sergi, 2015). Working towards
alleviating and mitigating social issues is a societal issue that concerns all the sectors and
stakeholders and influences social enterprises' operations and the well-being of the population
overall. In addition to boosting SE and its key protagonists - social enterprises, intersectoral
initiatives are paramount for creating and implementing innovative solutions for societal problems
(Matos & Silvestre, 2013; Dembek et al., 2018). Such initiatives go beyond the governmental and
market limit. Such evidence is found in both developing and developed countries (Sagawa & Sega,
2000; Snow, 2001; Korsching & Allen, 2004). Intersectoral collaboration is essential for increasing
the mutual learning experience, knowledge sharing and technology transfer (Squazzoni, 2009).
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Interestingly, international companies have accepted such partnerships, but it is still questionable
for the national business sector. Mama Organa has received small-scale support in buying their
product to increase revenue. However, this support is insignificant with a view of the bigger picture.
Financial and business sectors’ support lags behind the politics and policy for SE and leave social
enterprises behind the political statements, struggling to find themselves the way forward in a
fragmented sectoral environment.

Intersectoral cooperation intensifies and grow social capital which is seen by Squazzoni (2009) "as
a catalyst for establishing intersectoral initiative and strengthening self-reinforcing collaboration
between participants and across sectors" (p.2). By developing such arrangements, the involved
actors can learn best practices and then improve their modus operandi. Austin (2000) and
Squazzoni (2008) add that innovation predominantly originates from horizontal partnerships
between profit and non-profit, diversified partnerships, and intersectoral initiatives at a regional
and community level.

The practices of social enterprises Pokrov and HumanaS show us that with support from the sectors,
social impact is very much possible, visible and easily recognizable. The combination and
collaboration with business and civil society sectors have increased Treebanks foresting actions by
one fifth.

However, for such development to be possible, many factors should be aligned, including:

Political factors (Aldrich and Fiol, 1994; Griffiths et al., 2013;), such as stability (Kaufmann and Kraay,
2007; Klapper et al., 2009), will (Wronka, 2013; Chichevaliev, 2020), culture (Diaz Gonzalez and
Dentchev, 2021), behaviour, activity, (Chowdhury, 2007; Heckl et al., 2007);

Legal factors (Nicholls and Cho, 2006; Light, 2006; Fici, 2015), comprising definition (Dees &
Anderson, 2006; Light, 2006), identity (Lasprogata and Cotton, 2003; Yunus, 2008; Fici, 2015), rules
(Pache & Santos, 2010; Greenwod et al., 2011; Abdulmelike, 2017), judiciary (Frye & Zhuravskaya.
2000; Johnson, 2000; Chemin, 2007);

Institutional factors (Mair & Marti, 2009; Zahra et al., 2009; Dacin et al., 2010; Estrin et al., 2013)
involving support (Dacin et al., 2010; Stephan et al., 2014; Hoogendoorn, 2016) and voids (Khanna
and Palepu 1997; Danviboon, 2018); and

Financial factors (Dacin et al., 2010) including available sources of funding (Hoogendoorn, 2011;
Harris et al., 2013) and access thereof (Rangan et al., 2008).

Each of these clusters represents an additional dimension that can facilitate or hinder the
development of SE. However, only a coherent moving forward of those clusters across sectors and
levels could enable effective and efficient social enterprises to deliver on their objectives. In North
Macedonia, clusters and sectors move at different speeds, which slows even harms the

development of a conducive environment for social enterprises.

This paper covers an underrepresented area in an academic sense and presents a starting point in
filling the gap in SE literature related to the effects of intersectoral collaboration for SE development.
In terms of practical relevance, it shows the practitioners practical examples and experiences to
learn from and reminds them that openness to intersectoral collaboration is fundamental to their
success. It also provides policy and decision makers with best cases and lessons learned to foster
intersectoral collaboration for SE development and growth.
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Abstract

This paper describes a dialogic prototyping approach for identifying collaboration pathways to
enable Canadian post secondary business models to develop new methodologies to maximize the
co-creation of socio-cultural value and the co-construction of social infrastructure. Using the
workshop outlined in the paper, we offer a preliminary framework for engaging actors in the
process, share our inspiration for the convening, and propose where and how the process could be
adapted to design a post-secondary business model innovation for system change exercises.

Keywords:

Social Impact, Dialogic Design, Ecosystem Actors, Relational Systems Thinking, Flourishing
Business Models

Context Setting

Building social infrastructure is a noble call to action; it offers both a vision and a call to practical
implementation. This speculative paper evolved out of the convening of three Canadian ecosystem
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actors work within the context of maximizing social impact and social innovation in Canada. The
ecosystem actors included a Canadian Ashoka Fellow, two Canadian Ashoka Changemaker
Campuses and Ashoka Canada to explore the ‘do’ in building social infrastructure nationally.

In 2017 the McConnell Foundation, its RECODE program, and Simon Fraser University co-published
the white paper Maximizing the Capacities of Advanced Education Institutions to Build Social
Infrastructure for Canadian Communities (Strandberg et al. 2017). The paper examined ‘the social
imperative and the business case for accelerated social innovation, by introducing a typology of
instruments that could support advanced educational institutions in amplifying social infrastructure
capacity for Canadian communities. (Strandberg et al. 2017)

Ashoka Canada is a non-profit that recognizes, supports, and connects a national network of leading
changemakers. These changemakers operate within communities as leading social entrepreneurs
(Ashoka Fellows) and within advanced educational institutions (Ashoka Changemaker Campuses)
as skilled intrapreneurs. In 2020, Ashoka Canada contributed to the A Milestone Report & Three
Year Retrospective Review Maximizing Social Impact in Canadian Post-Secondary (2020) as an
ecosystem actor engaged in national conversations about post-secondary institutions as
contributors to societal-well being, conversations that were energized by the 2017 white paper
(Strandberg et al. 2017).

Ashoka Canada's interest in hosting this generative collaboration opportunity with key ecosystem
actors is anchored in its strategic goals to expand its bridging work through the engagement and
activation of trusted relations with Fellows and Changemaker Campuses. Pre-paper all three actors
noted above had thematically commented that collaboration across sectors, while promising, is
complex and rife with structural and epistemological barriers. There was an agreement that
working to dismantle these barriers required shared vision, common language, new tools and trust;
all of which necessitated sacred spaces in which these relational elements can be seen and
understood (Goodchild, 2021).

This paper documents how we used a generative co-design approach to build out a framework for
visualizing collaboration pathways, and to actualize the definition of Social Infrastructure as “the
organizational arrangements and deliberate investments in society’s systems, relationships and
structures that enable society to create a resilient, just, equitable and sustainable world. It includes
social, economic, environmental and cultural assets.” (Strandberg et al. 2017). Our work together
started with a shared perspective that ecosystem actors in community, post-secondary, and other
sectors are increasingly called upon to design collaborations for solutions to complex social
challenges, it was determined by the stakeholders above to use a values-based approach to
conviviality (lllich and Lang, 1973) in constructing this framework.

Introduction Through An Overview

It was the intention of workshop outcomes outlined in this paper and adjacent recommendations
of the 2017 McConnell white paper (Strandberg et al. 2017) to open up broader generative
dialogues on the future pathways for “post-secondary institutions beyond teaching and research to
include their contributory roles in the communities of which they are a part.” (Strandberg, 2017).
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Within the 2017 McConnell white paper, a historical overview was provided on the higher
education Commercialization Pivot of the mid 1990’s. This was a movement supported by the
Federal Government to adjust academic institutional paradigms towards the Entrepreneurial
University. The intent was to increase commercialization outcomes from research funding through
collaborations with industry as a strategy to support societal well-being through economic
development and measured return on public funding investments

Today, that shift to the commercialization narrative has become the dominant frame in which
Canadian Post-Secondary measures contribution to the community. Importantly, the
commercialization shift provides precedent that the sector can shift again. With this historical
overview as a starting point, it provides the provocation for the 2017 McConnell white paper’s
typology. The typology covers institutional tools and instruments (Fig 1) available to Post Secondary
stakeholders to support community ambition for flourishing, once this community ambition has
been accepted as a core institutional objective. (Strandberg et al. 2017)

As no definition was provided for flourishing within the 2017 white paper and based upon how
Social Infrastructure was described in the text (Strandberg, 2017), we have selected to define
Flourishing as cited from An Ontology for Strongly Sustainable Business Models (Upwards and Jones,
2015). Upwards and Jones established Flourishing as Strongly Sustainable, pulling from sustainable
development and management literature to articulate “a strongly sustainable firm... if it were to
exist, an organization that only enabled strongly sustainable outcomes as one that creates positive
environmental, social, and economic value throughout its value network, thereby sustaining the
possibility that human and other life can flourish on this planet forever (Upwards and Jones, citing
Ehrenfeld, 2000a; Willard et al., 2014).

Figure 1. Typology of Instruments for Institutional Engagement (Strandberg et al. 2017)

Financial Research

Physical Education

Relational

The 2017 white paper concluded that “Net new funding is not necessarily required to rethink and
reengineer an institution’s asset base toward social infrastructure benefits. The biggest investment
is in fostering the paradigm shift, from which the innovations and impact should follow.”
(Strandberg, p 26) This was identified by a Continuum of Beliefs (Fig 2) and a Continuum of
Practices. (Fig 3) that could provide a preliminary framework for institutional champions to utilize
the report’s typology (Strandberg et al. 2017) and mobilize a field building movement for Canadian
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Post-Secondary Institutions to 1) activate the instruments; 2) further the development of social
infrastructure; and 3) prioritize and address critical social issues in Canada. (Strandberg, p 29)

Figure 2. Continuum of Beliefs (Strandberg pg 28.)

Continuum of Beliefs

There is a range, or continuum, of beliefs that will affect the take-up of this idea
within an institutional setting. It is helpful to anticipate there will be pockets of
support and opposition and to focus efforts where there is momentum.

Here are some of the opinions that champions will come across

Institutions were Institutions are indset shift and
not designed to be already engaged but ove e framework
change agents lack the resources
and funding institutional response

Figure 3. Continuum of Practices (Strandberg pg 26.)

Continuum of Practices
All institutions are active and engaged in community endeavours. Depending on

their priorities, they will be active at different points of the following continuum of
community engagement and social infrastructure practices.

Strong ad hoc Community ity ommunity
community embedment in Str c pillar i integration across
practices teaching and research institutional plan the enterprise and
its governance,
relationships and roles

Since 2017, A Milestone Report & Three Year Retrospective Review Maximizing Social Impact in
Canadian Post-Secondary has been published that outlines developments, “the visions, objectives
and (post-secondary) activities of these initiatives arising from the (2017) White Paper’s Call to
Action” (Dioury, Varga-Toth, Strandberg et al., 2020). Included was the addition of a Social
Innovation Pathway (Fig 4) to add to the typology (Fig 1) outlined in the 2017 Whitepaper. The
Social Innovation Pathway (Dioury, Varga-Toth, Strandberg et al., 2020) identified key strategic
planning elements that post-secondary institutions could leverage to unlock institutional assets and
instruments for the greater good.
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Figure 4. The Social Impact Pathway (Dioury, Varga-Toth, Strandberg et al., 2020)
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Hypothesizing New Value Co-Creation Logics

The 2017 McConnell white paper identified the effort required to make the system change it
proposed - transitioning post-secondary institutions’ business case to that of systems intervenor
(Meadows, 2008) for community social innovation - to be predominantly an investment in fostering
a paradigm shift (Strandberg, p 26). It further outlined this paradigm shift could be measured
through fostering a Continuum of Beliefs (Fig 2) and a Continuum of Practices (Fig 3), facilitated
through a Social Impact Pathway (Fig 3) and inspired by the typology of Instruments for Institutional
Engagement (Strandberg et al. 2017)

In consideration of this foundational work, and building on maximizing social infrastructure as a
noble call to action, the stakeholders involved in this paper (Ashoka Canada, an Ashoka Fellow and
Ashoka Changemaker Campus) determined this as a strong starting point to speculate how the Firm
- the post-secondary institution itself - may need to consider what types of business model
innovations might happen at each stage of the Continuums. Explicitly, the capability of a post-
secondary institution to transform its service offering into a relational systemic value co-creation
that “1) activates the firm’s instruments; 2) furthers the development of social infrastructure in
collaboration with community ambition; and 3) prioritizes and addresses critical social issues in
Canada as an actor within a larger post-secondary sectoral environmental, social and economic
ecosystem” (adapted from Strandberg, p 29) (Jones and Upwards, 2014).
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This paper’s stakeholders went on to further inquire how might the post-secondary institution’s
business model evolution be conceptualized and communicated to non-institutional stakeholders
or ecosystem actors - including diverse cultural groups within community - along these continuums
(Fig 2 and 3) and; what tools and methodologies might be used to best co-design collaborations
between these stakeholders to realize a flourishing future together. (Dioury, Varga-Toth,
Strandberg et al., 2020). This inquiry was done through the design of a dialogic workshop that
convened actors working within post-secondary institutions, Ashoka Canada and social
entrepreneurs working in the community.

Prior to this workshop, as part of the design process and literature review, a three horizon
framework (Sharpe, 2015) was used to make meaning of how a ‘flourishing future’ paradigm shift
might evolve. We identified that post-secondary institutions would need to take into consideration
social ecologies of culture as the ‘community ambition’ (Strandberg et al. 2017). Integration of this
community ambition would thus require institutions to consider as part of their strategic plans “the
future viability of human generations within groups associated by settlements, arts, religion and
cosmological beliefs, and the continuity of knowledge practices.” (Jones, 2017). This hypothesized
value co-creation would need to be a co-designed relationship between ecosystem actors and
stakeholders within post-secondary institutions to reposition the post-secondary institution as
primarily a socio-cultural actor, as opposed to a socio-economic actor.

The tension of repositioning the post-secondary institution’s ecosystem actor role suggested that,
if we sought to accelerate social innovation that could contribute to a strongly sustainable future
for all, then activation should start with community-based cultural epistemologies. This aligned to
the pluralist framework outlined in Melanie Goodchild’s Relational System Thinking article
(Goodchild et al., 2021) about co-creation of the sacred space between systems. In her article,
Goodchild, in conversation with Indigenous and Western systems thought-leaders, presents an
Indigenous-European dialogical framework that produces visual cultural artifacts “for how healthy
relationships between peoples from different ‘laws and beliefs’ can be established.” (Goodchild et
al., 2021). Identified as the Two-Row Methodology, the concept and spirit has been suggested as a
framework or model for simultaneous intellectual co-existence recognizing the independence and
interdependence of cross-cultural relationships - specifically in Indigenous-settler relationships.
(Goodwin citing, McGregor 2011, 2009 and 2008)

Designing Our Approach

Through its Changemaker Campus network, Ashoka Canada works with social intrapreneurs -
“Change Leaders” - staff and faculty who identify as innovative, creative, collaborative, imbued with
a sense of public purpose, and with a bias to action. Embedded in the complex bureaucracies of
higher education institutions, they are operationally situated at the institution’s boundaries, where
it meets the community. They deliver their programs and teach and conduct research; and they
also develop workarounds to hack processes and policies, overcoming unnecessary barriers to
getting resources deployed in service of both community and higher education goals.

Ashoka Fellows are leading social entrepreneurs working with and for their communities on the
front line, addressing society’s intractable challenges. Many have struggled to establish and
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navigate meaningful and useful partnerships with post-secondary institutions. Ashoka has observed
what was evidenced in the 2020 milestone report (Dioury, Varga-Toth, Strandberg et al., 2020) that
when community social entrepreneurs and institutional social intrapreneurs are successful in
establishing collaboration pathways, the benefits are the co-construction of social infrastructure
for Canadian communities. (Strandberg et al. 2017).

The efforts needed to establish these successful collaboration pathways though, are often
epistemologically difficult and energy intensive for resource strapped stakeholders and generally
have no accessible or culturally inclusive place-based roadmap to convene the stakeholders.
Ashoka’s role as a trusted intermediary and holder of value aligned relationships both with
community-based social entrepreneurs, campuses and national funders allows it to be a systems
intervenor between these ecosystem actors, who do not commonly engage with each other. It is
from this vantage point Ashoka identified it could invite actors from its Fellows and Campus
networks to convene and surface, through democratic dialogue and co-created visualizations, the
patterns of intersecting interests and values that could ultimately lead to a framework for designing
mutually beneficial collaborations for socio-cultural flourishing.

With intention to create a convening event, and inspired by 1) the definition of a Strongly
Sustainable Enterprise, (Upwards and Jones, 2015); 2) the ecosystemic repositioning of the post-
secondary institution as socio-cultural actor (Jones, 2017) and; 3) the epistemological approach of
the sacred space between systems (Goodchild, 2021) we selected the following approaches to build
out a Connector Workshop between an Ashoka Fellow and several Ashoka Campuses:

Liberating Structures: User Experience Fishbowl - used to facilitate a storytelling dialogue to
surface how value is expressed both implicitly and explicitly within each stakeholder’s business
model. (Lipmanowicz and McCandless, 2013)

Flourishing Business Model Canvas (Fig 5)- used to capture and visualize how Fishbowl participants
understand how value co-creation happens in each business model. (Upward and Jones, 2015),
(Hoveskog, Norris and Ostuzzi, 2020)

Flourishing Wayfind Cards (Fig 6) - used to sense make new relational pathways for collaboration
between stakeholder’s business models (Norris, 2019)

Figure 5 - Proposed Flourishing Business Model Canvas 2.1 (Upward and Jones, 2015), (Hoveskog,
Norris and Ostuzzi, 2020)
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Figure 6 - Flourishing Wayfinding Cards (Norris, 2019)

Convening Actors

The convening itself was designed as a series of fishbowls held within a four hour workshop
(Lipmanowicz and McCandless, 2013), leveraging the relationships of trust that existed between
Ashoka, community (Fellows) and post-secondary (Changemaker Campus) partners. Ashoka Canada
invited participants from its Ashoka Fellows and Ashoka Campus networks, to listen to what
conditions are needed for collaborations across two very distinct sectors (community social
entrepreneurs and higher education). At the same time, participants were asked to hold space for
simultaneous intellectual co-existence, recognizing the independence and interdependence
relationships (adapted from Goodchild, 2021).
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Our workshop design team of Ashoka Canada, Georgian College (Changemaker Campus) and
Life.School.House (Fellow) considered: How could we hold space for people to tell their stories, and
for their stories to be seen and heard with curiosity, and empathy? What would enable listeners to
find relational meaning in these stories? How might we enable participants to self-inquire about
long-held assumptions that actors from community or postsecondary had of each other and even
of themselves.

As part of this workshop dialogue our intention was to make implicit narratives explicit, and surface
the frustrations to systemic barriers that each actor experienced differently, and the agency (Geels
and Schot, 2007) each actor feel they had in affecting the transitional space of moving towards a
third horizon of “flourishing’ (Sharpe, 2015). Post discussion participants were then asked to
sensemake themes and pathways from the dialogue by visualizing the benchmarks of each actor’s
landscape including goals, value co-creation, needs, activities and how relationships are developed
over time. (Upward and Jones, 2015) (Norris, 2019)

Facilitating The Fishbowl Dialogues

In the fishbowl process, one actor (or actor group) was in the ‘fishbowl’ at a time. While there, they
are asked a series of questions by a facilitator. All other participants were listening. An in-person
gathering would see the interviewee and the questioner face to face with other participants seated
within a series of expanding circles around them but due to the pandemic our virtual “fishbowls’
were facilitated as online gathering via Zoom and using MURAL (Fig 7). Participants in the workshop
who were not “in the Fishbow!l” being interviewed were assigned the role of active listener and
documentarian. They were instructed on how to use a specific area on the MURAL to capture key
questions, insights, and observations from what they were hearing. In this variation the interviewer
and interviewee were ‘pinned’ to the video conferencing screen and all other participants were
asked to turn off their videos.

Interview questions were drafted by the facilitation team of Ashoka Canada and Georgian College
and were based upon the Flourishing Business Model canvas lexicon and a consultation with the
Ashoka Fellow and selected Changemaker Campus Change Leads. The final questions were shared
with interviewees several days in advance of the session. Each interviewee was also offered a
second pre-workshop briefing session to walk through the process and the tools - Flourishing
Business Model canvas and Flourishing Wayfind Cards - to be used in the workshop and ensuring
they were comfortable.

Figure 7 - Fishbowl Workshop MURAL Board. MURAL is a digital-first visual collaboration tool,
where everyone can contribute equally.
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As the Fishbowl interviews were being conducted and the active listeners documented their
observations in MURAL, research assistants scanned and clustered the listeners’ observations and
guestions making sense in real-time. Post Fishbowls, participants were then invited to reflect and
make sense of themes and perspectives that were captured, showing listeners how their
observations were being seen, heard, and respected as well.

Ashoka Fellow Fishbowl - Life.School.House

The first Fishbowl was intended to represent a community narrative through the Founder of
Life.School.House, an Ashoka Fellow. Life.School.House is modelled after a folk school, uniquely
adapted to focus on inclusion and connection using a barter-based trade system of skills with a
vision to scale as a moment across Canada. Life.School.House was also identified by the Founder as
a grassroots organization.

The first Fishbowl surfaced the distinct activities and needs of Life.School.House’s model, as well as
the value that the model is co-creating in its community (Fig 8). Answers to the interviewer
questions were mapped to the Flourishing Business Model canvas as relationships across the
canvas. At the same time participants were documenting what they were hearing as the Ashoka
Fellow outlined the partnerships they believed would benefit Life.School.House around evaluation
and validation of outcomes to further scale the model.

What emerged was a narrative of the grassroots organization’s strong desire to partner with higher
education; a desire based on a sincere sense of potential for mutual benefit and a struggle to gain
access to the typology of instruments as outlined in the 2017 McConnell white paper and outline in
Figure 1. (Strandberg et al. 2017) The Ashoka Fellow had sought out partnerships with higher
education researchers in the past and had experienced epistemological and socio-cultural barriers.
She expressed frustration and confusion about a system in which resources that she valued were
not readily accessible to organizations like hers; and required a disproportionate amount of labor
and time to access on the community organization side.
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Figure 8. Outcomes of Fishbowl #1 the core needs of Life.School.House in collaborating with Post Secondary
Institutions.
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It became clear that assumptions, hypothesized as barriers to mutual value co-creation, could be
behaving eco-systemically as ‘Eroding Goals’ (Meadows, 2008) for grassroots and community-based
organizations. This system archetype might explain how negative feedback loops are hampering
the social imperative and the business case for accelerated social innovation for Canadian
communities (Strandberg et al. 2017) and offer a place to intervene.

Ashoka Campuses Fishbowls - Royal Roads University and Georgian College

The second and third Fishbowls centered around Ashoka Campus Narratives and featured Ashoka
Campus Change Leaders in the areas of Administration, Research and Experiential Learning. Each
participating Ashoka Changemaker Campus was asked a similar series of questions to surface
promising pathways into post-secondary partnerships from a research perspective at Royal Roads
University and experiential learning perspective at Georgian College.

The Campus Fishbowls surfaced the complexity of the post secondary institution’s business model.
This includes public institutional governance structures for designing, funding and delivering
curricular and co-curricular offerings within unionized and academically rigoured constructs.
Educators, researchers, staff and program directors - even the most community-engaged - must
operate within delineated and codified organizational hierarchies to offer a contribution back to
the organization under the dominant commercialization narrative. (Strandberg et al. 2017)

As individual post secondary institutional stakeholders, they also desire to effect meaningful
positive change in their communities and express that affinity in all the ways that their institutional
structures permit and enable. But the systems they inhabit - 13-week semesters, research grant
timelines - limit their ability to show up for a grassroots organization to help them navigate the
system in the way in which the Ashoka Fellow identified in Fig 8. This does not preclude meaningful
collaborations. It only constrains the cadence and resources forcing post-secondary institutions into
a ‘Shifting The Burden’ archetype (Meadows, 2008) and making it harder to build capacity internally
to “prioritize and address critical social issues in Canada.” (Strandberg, p 29).
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Figure 9. Surfacing of Fishbowl #2 the core activities of Royal Roads University that would benefit
community-based organizations and maximize accelerated social innovation for Canadian communities.
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Figure 10. Surfacing of Fishbowl #3 the core activities of Georgian College that would benefit community-
based organizations and maximize accelerated social innovation for Canadian communities.
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When the Fishbowls were concluded, the entire group of participants was invited to explore the
MURAL board and the many different interpretations and reactions documented. This included the
outcomes of the real-time clustering that was completed by the Research Assistants and how the
information shared was interpreted in the context of the lexicon of the Flourishing Business Model
Canvas. Participants were invited to share their interpretations of the clustering, and were
encouraged to contribute their own perspectives to the sense-making. This process surfaced a
diverse range of perspectives and patterns of convergence and divergence around different
pathways or journeys for how Life.School.House, Royal Roads University, and Georgian College
could work together to achieve common goals and co-create economic, social and environmental
value (Upward and Jones, 2015).
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Post-workshop sense-making used the Flourishing Wayfinding Cards (Norris, 2019) to construct
stories of how collaboration journeys might unfold through the engagement of an Ashoka Campus’
activities (Fig 9 and 10) to respond to the needs of the Ashoka Fellow (Fig 8). This speculative
wayfinding can be seen in Figures 11.a and 11.b using the elements of the Flourishing Business
Model canvas constructed in a co-creation of ‘community ambition” within the business model of

the post-secondary institution.

Figure 11.a Sensemaking Clusters for the various Needs of Life.School.House

Figure 11.b Sensemaking Cluster - specific to the Life.School.House Need for awareness of the

social impact and value co-creation.
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Key Insights:

Once the wayfinding journeys were translated using the Flourishing Wayfind Cards (Norris, 2019),
a thematic analysis was done to provide the Ashoka Fellow and Ashoka Changemaker Campuses
with an overview of what surfaced as a result of the workshop for Ashoka Canada and how this
would clarify next steps. This included a preliminary check-list to help a community-based social
entrepreneur co-create effective campus-based partnerships. (Fig 12).

Figure 12 - Steps For Ashoka Fellow (Community) to design collaboration pathway with Ashoka
Campus (Post Secondary Institution)

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5
Determine Figure out Determine
Need of Determine Stakeholder Resources Co-create
Fellow IWREIOfRSE Gatekeeper required to Engagement
engage
. Figure out
Acc.es.s.mg Fellow's Value
Activities
Prop to
they offer Gatekeeper

Other key insights and conclusions identified by listening participants include:

There is promise in what deep connections between fellows (community) and campuses could
bring that could lead to advanced educational institutions building social infrastructure with and
for Canadian communities.

Community organizations that can clearly articulate their needs are better equipped to engage
academic partners. However, this can be a huge reach for many grassroots organizations. They are
quite busy “doing” and may struggle to see the value of putting in effort to learn and then use the
language required to speak to academic partners or do the research to identify what might even be
possible (ie: “capstone projects” hold great potential for community-focused deployment, but if
community partners haven’t heard of it, they cannot reasonably be expected to seek it out).
Community-focused research holds potential for powerful transformational experiences for
undergraduate students.

Bridging collaboration requires complex conversations with complex stakeholders. The
Connector Workshop is one way to simplify complexity and bring increased clarity and empathy for
participants. While the process appears simple, its delivery requires certain conditions and the
people who facilitate it require specific competencies, approaches, and mindsets.

Change-focused research is more effective when characterized by relationship-based co-creation.
Where relationships exist, institutions, and the people within them, can hack their system and make
something happen (the strong ad hoc community practices mentioned in figure 3, Continuum of
Practices). However, the challenge is when a new actor seeks a pathway into a higher ed institution,

without the benefit of an existing relationship. An institutional unit or team that is skilled in building
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and holding relationships could fulfil the important role of the “concierge/matchmaker”: the
institutional front door for potential community partners, or a business development office for
community stakeholders.

Translation is critical. There is a strong need for someone who can way-find and navigate both
systems to find the right fit & the right funder. This is currently a missing piece that is needed to
bridge the relational system space as outlined by Goodchild (2020) The characteristics of these
sacred space stakeholders would need to be moderately fluent in the languages and cultures of
each system to which they are connected, feeling a level of affinity for each system, and sincerely
caring about the best interest of each. The level to which they may identify personally with one
system over the other varies, and ought to. Within post-secondary workforces today, there are
fragments of these people or intrapreneurs dispersed across large complex institutions. Their
offices or titles include terms like: community engagement, civic engagement, social impact, social
innovation, social entrepreneurship, social justice, equity, diversity and inclusion, reconciliation,
sustainability, procurement, research etc; The challenge is making those fragments visible and
connected to one another within the institutions.

Provide new tools, competencies and resources to design through the messy middle. There is
opportunity for Ashoka Canada and/or other intermediary organizations to better bridge between
sector actors and offer a ecosystemic value proposition to navigate system complexities.

Conclusion

Based upon the outcomes and insights of the Fishbowls conducted during our connector workshop,
post secondary institutions will need to explicitly acknowledge how the Typology of Instruments
for Institutional Engagement (Fig 1.) (Strandberg et al. 2017) affords a socio-economic position of
privilege within Canadian communities. The inquiry of how to make these instruments accessible
in place-based contexts, and the methodology to leverage them in a post secondary institution
business case for accelerated social innovation, is a gap that needs to be considered within the call
to action of 2017 white paper and subsequent 2020 follow-up report.

In completing the connector workshop we were able to explore ‘how’ a community-organization
(Ashoka Fellow) might access the Instruments for Institutional Engagement (Fig 1) of Research and
Education within a Post-Secondary Institution (Ashoka Campus). Through the workshop’s Fishbowls
we surfaced the question: What organizational self-awareness around the capacity of their strategic
planning elements, as outlined in the Social Impact Pathway (Fig 4), are required by the Post-
Secondary institution to collectively explore, test and scale [new] higher and [inclusive] impact
strategies with the privilege held in current political, economic and cultural system narratives?
(Dioury, Varga-Toth, Strandberg et al., 2020)

From here our key insights revealed a need for a ‘translator’ to bridge the relational or sacred space
(Goodwin, 2020) between ecosystem actors to achieve the types of systems change exercises
needed to build social infrastructure. These insights further confirmed these systems change
exercises needed to be informed by a sense of place, co-designed and embassaged through trusting
relationships with these ‘translators.” These systemic translators should have the ability to visualize
complex systems change scenarios, inspire post secondary champions to foster social impact
capacity and field-build democratic convening within the sector. (Dioury, Varga-Toth, Strandberg et
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al.,, 2020). These activities performed by the translator would require new democratic tools,
flourishing capabilities, and culturally inclusive approaches that would enable “the future viability
of human generations within groups associated by settlements, arts, religion and cosmological
beliefs, and the continuity of knowledge practices.” (Jones, 2017).

Ashoka Canada through its Changemaker Campus Designation framework requires institutions to
establish a cross-cutting Change Team to build the capacity of the designated campus to maximize
the capacities of its institution to build social infrastructure for Canadian communities with its
students, staff, faculty and partners. The connector workshop was a microcosm of the same
relationship the Ashoka Fellow identified in building meaningful collaboration pathways with the
Ashoka Campuses, as Campus Change Teams have in designing meaningful value co-creation to
their institution's current Senior Leadership Teams and key institutional decision makers.

Through the convivial approach (lllich and Lang, 1973) and tools of the Flourishing Business Model
Canvas (Upward and Jones, 2015), (Hoveskog, Norris and Ostuzzi, 2020) and Flourishing Wayfind
Cards (Norris, 2019) we are proposing that the Change Team identify as an internal Business Model
Innovation to the Firm. Using the tools and approach above, the goal would be to provide a model
for Ashoka Campus Change Teams with the explicit structure that supports post secondary
institutions to build the business case for an accelerated social impact field of practice and sector
paradigm shift through solving complex issues in strongly sustainable or “flourishing’ ways. (Upward
and Jones, 2015)

Articulated as Changemaking As A Service - CaAS (Fig 13), we have conceptualized CaAS as a
prototype of the Social Impact Pathway (Fig 4) mapped to the Flourishing Business Model lexicon,
to help Change Teams articulate their value co-creation to the institution. Leveraging changemaking
as a business model innovation in the service of solving complex problems across the institution
itself, the Changemaking As A Service model, proposes to aid post secondary institutions with the
capacity to convene system translators under a governance of do good to do well, unlocking more
of their assets for the greater good, and accelerating further progress towards flourishing
communities, cultures and economies. (Dioury, Varga-Toth, Strandberg et al., 2020)

Figure 13 - A conceptualization of the Social Impact Pathway mapped in a Changemaking As A
Service Postsecondary Institutional Business Model Innovation.
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Abstract

Sustainability-oriented ecosystems help to address grand challenges. Surprisingly, actors’ interests
and values are mostly missing. Therefore, the research question is how do interests/values
influence sustainability-oriented ecosystems. An embedded case-study design is applied. The
findings may show how actors reflect on their interests/values and share them with others.
Comparing actors’ behavior in situations with (in-)congruence of interests/values will provide new
insights.

Keywords
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Introduction

“Morale purpose can be a fertile source of innovation in business” (Damon, 2004, p. 8).

Businesses and society become increasingly aware that the world faces complex problems that
need complex solutions that single actors will hardly accomplish alone (George et al., 2016; Nylund,
Brem & Agarwal, 2021; Snihur & Bocken, 2022). Ecosystems are an essential upcoming research
field of digital technology-enabled change that transcends firm and industrial borders (Rindfleisch
et al., 2020). Notably, the “study of sustainability in innovation ecosystems is still in its infancy, and
much more work is expected in this field” (Nylund, Brem & Agarwal, 2021, p. 33). Waste is a
problem that causes various adverse effects on people and the planet, and Sustainable
Development Goals 11 and 12 refer to waste. Hence, waste is a recurring topic in public discourse.
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The latest examples are the ban on disposable products such as plastic straws in the European
Union, the growing awareness regarding microplastics polluting the sea, or China's ban on plastic
waste imports. Circular economy questions society’s perceptions of waste and spreads the idea to
reframe waste as a resource (Geissdoerfer et al.,, 2017, Neumeyer, Ashton & Dentchev, 2020).
These changes in context and perceptions of sustainability enable new business models and related
ecosystems that apply technologies in innovative ways to contribute to sustainability.

One central and characteristic assumption of ecosystem thinking is that all participants of an
ecosystem share acommon goal, e.g., value creation, innovation, entrepreneurial activities (Moore,
1996; Klimas & Czakon, 2022). Surprisingly, ecosystem actors’ interests and individual goals are
mostly missing in previous research (Lappi, Haapasalo & Aaltonen, 2015). For example, Autio (2021)
mentions ecosystem benefits as actors’ expectations regarding exchanges or compensations for
contributing to the ecosystem. Anyway, he neither discusses benefits in detail nor considers them
in the multi-layered ecosystem orchestration framework (Autio, 2021). This framework
differentiates between four different layers of ecosystem orchestration (technological, economic,
institutional, and behavioral). However, even the institutional layer of ecosystem orchestration that
defines roles, resolves conflicts, and seeks a favorable regulation entails no deeper discussion of
the individual perspective (Autio, 2021).

Additionally, also the work of Schreieck, Wiesche and Krcmar (2021), which deepens the
understanding of relationship-centric activities in ecosystems, remains silent on the topic of
individual interests or personal values. Therefore, related perspectives on the impact of interests
and values may enrich ecosystem thinking. Indeed, future research should look at value (in-)
congruence in stakeholder relationships (Bundy, Vogel & Zachary, 2018) and investigate the
“jointness of interests and values” (Kujula et al., 2022). Similarly, Freeman et al. (2010) called for
future research on shared values and interaction effects of stakeholders regarding “the jointness
of stakeholder interests” (p. 288). Mainly to create win-win solutions in sustainability-oriented
ecosystems, it seems promising to deepen understanding of the role of actors’ interests and values.
Therefore, this study’s research question is how values and interests influence the evolution of
sustainability-oriented ecosystems.

The remainder of this short paper is organized as follows. First, ecosystems and relationship-centric
activities such as orchestration and evangelism are introduced. Subsequently, stakeholder theory
informs arguments on the stakes and interests of actors. Afterward, values are presented as a
distinct theoretical concept. The literature discussion concludes with the consideration of the first
pioneering works that address interests and values in ecosystems. Second, the study’s methods are
described. Third, the expected contributions of this work in progress are briefly outlined.

Literature on interests and values in ecosystems

One well-established perspective on collaborating actors contributing to joint value creation is
ecosystems (Adner, 2017; Jacobides, Cennamo & Gawer, 2018; Autio & Thomas, 2020; Bacon,
Williams & Davies, 2020). In general, an ecosystem is an emergent structure with multiple actors
coordinating their activities to co-create value that includes complex complementarities (Adner,
2017; Bacon, Williams & Davies, 2020). Research on business ecosystems has started in the 90ies
with the seminal works of Moore (1993, 1996). Moore introduced the idea of actors collaborating
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across industry borders to create innovation and predicted that future competition would occur at
the level of business ecosystems. In business ecosystem research, the dominant focus has been
either on the coordinated value creation of different actors like suppliers, complementors, and
customers (Frow, McColl-Kennedy & Payne, 2016; Dedehayir, Madkinen & Ortt, 2018; Kapoor, 2018)
or ecosystem roles such as orchestrators (Lingens, Boger & Gassmann, 2021; Lingens, Huber &
Gassmann, 2021), leaders (Moore, 1993), and focal firms (Adner, 2017). The first research stream
focuses on value creation activities and the resulting strategies of the different actors. The second
research stream concentrates on capabilities regarding the management of ecosystem structure
and ecosystem evolution.

In general, some form of relationship management emerges in an ecosystem. The capabilities
concerning relationships are developing because of complex contribution patterns (Schreieck,
Wiesche & Krcmar, 2021). Orchestration in business ecosystems is “a distinctive governance
challenge that largely arises from the absence of formal 1-to-1 contracts to define relationships
among ecosystem participants and their reliance on the voluntarily created inputs by hierarchically
independent participants for the co-production of ecosystem-level value offering and for the
facilitation of ecosystem benefits” (Autio, 2021, p. 6). Orchestrators can be large established firms
or startups (Lingens, Boger & Gassmann, 2021), and even several ecosystem actors can share
orchestration tasks (Lingens, Huber & Gassmann, 2021). The central mission of orchestration is
building and maintaining relationships between ecosystem actors to enable value co-creation. This
idea of orchestration entails the individual benefits the different actors of an ecosystem get for
their contribution (Autio, 2021). Another activity regarding relationships in ecosystems is
ecosystem evangelism, with the goal “to create a joint vision for the platform ecosystem to
incentivize third-party contributions” (Schreieck, Wiesche & Krcmar, 2021, p. 380). According to
Schreieck, Wiesche and Krcmar (2021), evangelism in ecosystems manifests as creating a joint
vision, a unifying brand image that entails openness, and convincing known actors of ecosystem
participation. In the following, | will argue that another relationship-focused activity in ecosystems
dealing with individual interests and values represents a helpful supplement for sustainability-
oriented ecosystems.

In stakeholder theory, stakes and interests are central but often implicit topics. In this theory, value
creation takes place for all stakeholders, and multiple relationships between actors that have a
stake in the same activities are the basis of any enterprise (Freeman et al., 2010). Having a stake in
activities means the actor can gain or lose through the business activities of the ecosystem. For
example, Freeman et al. (2010) mention the financial stakes of owners and investors, jobs and
livelihood of employees, or resources for products and services of customers and suppliers.
Stakeholder theory claims that the stakes of different stakeholder groups show diverse facets and
connections to each other (Freeman et al., 2010; Freeman, 2017). Stakeholder interests result from
what is at stake for the respective group or the individual (Sturdivant, 1979; Miles, 2017).
Sometimes interest, stake, claim, or risk are used as synonyms (Miles 2017).

In this realm, the jointness of stakeholder interests means actors establish a cooperation system
because together, they can create value that none could create without the others (Freeman,
2017). Freeman (2017) assumes that stakeholders neglecting the interests of other stakeholders to
fulfill their interests will cause disruptions. Consequently, stakeholders with neglected interests will
withhold their co-creation contributions or engage in a competing ecosystem. This assumption
makes stakeholder interests an exciting concept to understand ecosystem evolution. Following
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Freeman’s (2017) assumption regarding the jointness of stakeholder interests, one would expect
that ecosystems where interests are congruent could evolve. In contrast, ecosystems could
stagnate or shrink when interests are not aligned. In these cases of neglected interests, actors may
leave the ecosystem and look for another ecosystem where their interests are considered. Finally,
these actors may mobilize like-minded allies and initiate a new ecosystem.

Actors in ecosystems may perceive different things at stake depending on what is valuable to them
or society. First, this contains individual preferences. Actors in the ecosystem may perceive specific
things, ideas, or resources as valuable compared to other actors. Tsujimoto et al. (2018) introduce
beliefs, decision-making principles, or priorities for such individual perceptions of value. Second,
actors can also ascribe value to other entities like society or nature. This second aspect questions
the behavioral assumption of self-interest (Freeman & Velamuri, 2006). For example, stakeholders
can request businesses to implement responsible practices because they value responsibility. Such
stakeholder interests may support system change towards sustainability (Freeman & Elms, 2018).
For instance, DiVito and Ingen-Housz (2021) introduce an individual’s sustainability orientation as
one aspect that fosters collective sustainability innovation and the emergence of sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystems.

The idea that sustainable business activities entail a more explicit value consideration is broadly
acknowledged, but the operationalization and implementation of different value perspectives are
still contested (Dentchev et al., 2018). For instance, environmental values can refer to personal
beliefs or informal institutions (in contrast to formal institutions like laws; Shepherd & Patzelt,
2011). In value theory, values form the basis for understanding personal beliefs regarding
environmental and social themes (De Groot & Steg, 2008). Values or beliefs describe what actors
consider right or good (or respectively wrong or bad) independent from the specific situation
(Schwartz, 1994). Schwartz (1994) explains that values can guide behavior because individuals
perceive values as personal guiding principles or goals. According to value theory, individuals can
develop values in two ways. First, they can adopt values from others through social interactions
(socialization). This adoption happens with broadly accepted, i.e., so-called dominant, group values.
Second, individuals can also question and change values because of unique personal experiences
(Schwartz, 1994).

Recently, studies began to consider values in ecosystem research, such as cultural values (Alba
Ortufio and Dentchev, 2020) and sustainability orientation (DiVito & Ingen-Housz, 2021). Generally,
individuals who show a sustainability orientation consider environmental protection, preservation,
and social justice desirable and may become sustainable entrepreneurs (Kuckertz & Wagner, 2010;
Shepherd & Patzelt, 2011; Calic & Mosakowski, 2016). Nylund, Brem and Agarwal (2021) argue, “an
ecosystem can become more sustainable as the values of its participants coevolve” (p. 10). DiVito
and Ingen-Housz (2021) observed differences between actors of sustainable ecosystems. First,
actors representing for-profit firms could show a sustainability orientation, but this orientation
caused complex challenges for the actors to integrate social, economic, and ecological perspectives.
Second, actors of non-profit organizations with a sustainability orientation are motivated to change
the institutional status quo.

Stakeholder interests are an established research field (e.g., Freeman, 1984; Reynolds, Schultz &
Hekman, 2006) and research on values from psychology may further inform stakeholder theoretical
arguments (Johnson-Cramer et al., 2021). In addition, stakeholder research supports the positive

impact of shared normative values on cooperation (Freeman and Velamuri, 2006) and firm
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performance (Martin & Philipps, 2021). Finally, as sustainable innovations in ecosystems are
expected to support the preservation and regeneration of natural and social resources (Snihur &
Bocken, 2022), a deeper understanding of interests and values in sustainability-oriented
ecosystems is instrumental in addressing the grand challenges.

Methods

As ecosystem emergence and evolution entails complex interdependencies between actors and the
context dimension, an embedded case study is best to gain a detailed insight into the impact of
values and interests (Gehman et al.,, 2018). Furthermore, an embedded case design allows
combining strengths of single cases with advantages of multiple comparative cases. On the one
hand, classic single cases concentrate on gaining deep insights into one organizational context,
comparisons within this context, and telling a detailed and illustrative story to inform theory
building (Dyer Jr & Wilkins, 1991). On the other hand, multiple case selection allows cross-case
comparisons that show patterns and complementarities combined to form a more nuanced picture
and inform strong theory building (Eisenhardt, 1991; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007).

The cases of this study constitute actors in one ecosystem. All cases (ecosystem actors) share the
same context but differ in their processes. The case selection follows the idea of theoretical
sampling. However, theoretical sampling is not random; instead, case selection concentrates on
finding cases that help understand constructs and their effects (interests and values) (Eisenhardt &
Graebner, 2007). This study’s idea is to select actors that were part of the ecosystem simultaneously
and faced similar initial conditions (e.g., societal developments). Eisenhardt (2021) characterizes
this case selection strategy as “racing” and explains it is “in effect, a natural experiment which
dovetails will with the recent interest in causal identification” (p. 150).

The ecosystem chosen for analysis is labeled “waste as a resource”. The waste ecosystem seems
especially fitting for this research purpose for several reasons. First, waste is one big challenge for
society to become more sustainable, and well-known sustainability concepts like circular economy,
recycling, and innovative materials affect this ecosystem (Neumeyer, Ashton & Dentchev, 2020).
For example, the idea to reduce waste or recycle and reframe waste as resources questions
established business logic in this context (Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). Second, the ecosystem consists
of diverse actors such as for-profit business firms, municipal organizations, communities,
households, etc. These various actor categories help rule out alternative explanations in light of
theoretical sampling as they represent theoretical replication (Yin, 2018). The case selection follows
no strict replication logic. However, these differences are essential to understanding the
mechanisms inside the ecosystem. Third, the societal discourse on waste issues (like the ban on
disposable products such as plastic straws and bags in the European Union, the pollution of the
environment with microplastics, or China's ban on imports of plastic waste) may also raise the
awareness for corresponding interests and values regarding the impact of waste on the
environment.

The data collection builds on interviews with ecosystem actors following the described sampling
strategy and additional public available documents for triangulation (Yin, 2018). The interview
guidelines apply general interview design principles (Rowley, 2012). Interviews will be recorded and
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transcribed. All available qualitative data form the basis for qualitative data analysis to create case
descriptions and comparisons between the cases.

Expected contribution

The findings are expected to enrich our understanding of relationship-centric activities in
sustainability-oriented ecosystems. First, actors may undertake activities to reflect on their
interests/values and share them with others. Second, there may be situations with interest/value
congruence and incongruence. Exploring actors’ behavior in these situations will provide fresh
insights into the emergence and evolution of sustainability-oriented ecosystems and open up new
opportunities for future research.

Research on values and interests is still incomplete. Are all stakeholders aware of their values? Are
actors in sustainable-oriented ecosystems guided by their values/interests? Or does classic profit
logic dominate? How do actors communicate their interests and values to current and future
collaboration partners? How do actors perceive the values and interests of others? Which behaviors
in the ecosystem are influenced by values and interests —and how? This work in progress may spark
exciting discussions on values and interests and their effects in sustainability-oriented ecosystems.
The interviews will start in spring 2022; the first preliminary results are expected during the first
half of 2022.
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Abstract

In this article, we describe how, in addition to their traditional eco-design tool, namely eco-
modulation, Producer Responsibility Organizations (PRO) can now rely on a new tool, called eco-
retribution, in order to create supportive business ecosystems that boost experimentation and
scaling of circular business models in an efficient way.

Key words

Circular Business Models, Supportive business ecosystem, Extended Producer Responsibility, Eco-
modulation, eco-retribution

Addressed problem and first elements of literature
review

In this article, we analyze how Producer Responsibility Organizations (PRO) involved in Extended
Producer Responsibility (EPR) systems can create ecosystems that stimulate experimentation and
scaling of circular business models in an efficient way. More specifically, we conduct a comparative
analysis of two tools respectively called eco-modulation and eco-retribution. The former is the most
common differentiating fees mechanism used by PROs to promote eco-design in various countries
(Eunomia, 2020), while the latter is a new tool, which was developed and launched in 2021 by the
French furniture PRO Eco-mobilier. Instead of focusing solely on product design, it specifically aims
to scale up the circular business models of the actors that are part of the PRO’s ecosystem.

The concept of EPR was introduced in Europe in the late 90’s (Lifset, 1993; Lindhqvist, 2000). It is
based on the “polluter-pays” principle. The purpose is to internalize the cost of waste disposal into
the cost of the product, theoretically meaning that the producers will improve the waste profile of
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their products, thus decreasing waste and increasing possibilities for reuse and recycling. Its
significance and implementation have constantly evolved since then. To fulfill their responsibility,
producers can either implement an individual system or join a collective organization. For
economies of scale motives in collection and treatment activities, in most cases producers opted to
share their responsibility by joining a Producer Responsibility Organization. PROs are collective
organizations that play a major role in the implementation and management of EPR systems.
Although their role has varied widely, one of their main traditional objectives is to create,
coordinate and monitor on a day-to-day basis ecosystems of actors that will be able to achieve the
specific waste collection, recycling and reuse targets set by law. EPR schemes have been
increasingly used since the last decades, to the extent that they have become a key policy
instrument at the European level (Micheaux et Aggeri, 2019 ; Micheaux, 2019).

The traditional funding method for EPR schemes is a fee paid by consumers when they purchase
new products to cover the costs of end-of-life treatment. In collective systems, this fee is collected
by manufacturers and retailers and transferred to the PRO. With these funds, the PRO can
compensate stakeholders for their collection, sorting, preparation for reuse or recycling services.

Eco-design of products, which aims to improve their environmental impact and facilitate their reuse
or recycling, is a fundamental objective of the EPR system (Laubinger et al., 2021). To achieve this
objective, some EPRs in some countries differentiate fees according to eco-design criteria
(Eunomia, 2020). In France, this mechanism is called eco-modulation. Products that meet specific
eco-design criteria benefit from a reduced fee, thereby reducing the financial burden on the
manufacturers and retailers involved (Micheaux et Aggeri, 2021).

Nonetheless, while focused on waste management activities, EPR schemes have been criticized for
their lack of incentive to change manufacturers’ product design (Tojo, 2004; Walls, 2006; Van
Rossem, 2008; Mayers et al., 2013) and business models, and the efficiency of the eco-modulation
mechanism has been debated (Micheaux et Aggeri, 2021). Related administrative burdens have
been highlighted as a critical point (Laubinger, 2021).

In response to these debates, the French furniture PRO Eco-mobilier launched in 2021 a new tool
called eco-retribution, as an alternative way to modulate fees (Eco-mobilier, 2021). As an
organization in charge of building a supportive business ecosystem for furniture circularity, its goal
was to experiment a new tool to try to be more effective in scaling up circular business models
based on recycling activities.

It represents a triple paradigm shift for PROs. First, PROs usually have a product-based approach
targeting eco-design through the modulation of fees, instead of business model and organizational
approaches. Second, its main objective is to encourage economic actors by transferring the
administrative burden to the PRO. Third, this new eco-retribution mechanism incentivizes the
manufacturers and the retailers who use recycled materials, by proposing them a credit on the fee
that they pay to Eco-mobilier for each ton of material bought, with the explicit goal to make
recycled material producers’ business models more competitive compared to their virgin material
competitors. Historically, PROs focused on the previous linkages of recycling value chains, namely
collection, massification and sorting, and not recycled material production and use (Aggeri et al.,
2019). Nonetheless, increasing the use of recycled materials at the ecosystem level is an essential
condition for scaling up the corresponding circular business models (Beulque et al., 2018).
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In this article, we carry out an empirical comparative study of these two mechanisms.

By doing so, we aim at participating in key research paths of the literature on both circular business
models and Extended Producer Responsibility to shed light on the organizational conditions and
policy instruments required to set up ecosystems that drive producers to implement circular
business models (Dentchev et al., 2018; Laukkanen & Patala, 2014; Evans et al., 2017; Pefia-Vinces
et al., 2021; Tsagarakis et al., 2021). There is an extensive literature on EPR systems that seeks to
evaluate their effectiveness in order to improve their performance. Debates are essentially about
the lack of incentive for eco-design in a collective model (Tojo, 2004; Walls, 2006; Van Rossem,
2008; Mayers et al., 2013). In this sense, some authors have proposed individualized cost allocation
mechanisms based on mathematical models (Mayers et al. 2013; Pires et al. 2015). However, the
matter lacks empirical studies. Other research deals with the tension between recyclability and
waste prevention objectives (Huang et al. 2019) or the effect of competition between PROs. By
discussing two mechanisms, one new and one tested for more than a decade in France, we provide
key insights about how to promote eco-design and stimulate circularity business models in
Extended Producer Responsibility collective schemes that lack incentives.

From an empirical perspective, this debate has a key importance for practitioners and policy makers
(Laubinger, 2021). As evoked, Extended Producer Responsibility is increasingly used as an
environmental policy instrument and since 2018, the revised version of the Waste Framework
Directive (2018/851) includes fee modulation amongst the general minimum requirements of any
EPR scheme. This topic has been much debated during the consultation process launched by the
European Commission (European Commission, 2020).
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Methodological approach

From a methodological perspective, we base our work on two longitudinal case studies carried out
with two French PROs. The first one is Eco-mobilier and deals with waste produced by the furniture
sector, and the other one is ecosystem, which is responsible for the EEE (Electronic and Electrical
Equipment) sector in France.

We have chosen to conduct a longitudinal analysis as it is well adapted for case studies, allowing us
to explore “the contexts, content, and process of change together with their interconnections
through time” (Pettigrew, 1990).

Regarding Eco-mobilier, one of the authors carried out a four-year longitudinal action research in
Eco-mobilier’s Innovation Department, with the mission to promote material recycling and End-of-
Life products reuse. One of his missions was to imagine new incentive mechanisms to promote
related markets and business models. As such, he spent four years imagining, designing and
implementing the eco-retribution scheme. As part of this process, he conducted 76 interviews and
working sessions with key stakeholders. Another author has spent over five years studying
ecosystem and the French model’s governance, carrying 68 interviews and participating in
workshops with many stakeholders on major issues facing PROs, such as the modulation of
producers’ fees. In parallel, the three authors undertook additional interviews with a set of key
stakeholders.

As advised by Howard-Grenville (2020), and in continuation of our previous work on circular
business models, we adopt a multilevel perspective that combines analysis of system and
organizational levels.

Amongst the key stakeholders that have been interviewed, the authors exchanged with several
firms that are members of PROs and launched eco-design initiatives in order to understand the
effects of the eco-modulation mechanism (Micheaux et Aggeri, 2021). Indeed, both eco-modulation
and eco-retribution are ecosystem level tools, since they are implemented by all the firms of a given
country that belong to the sector under an EPR scheme and that they can impact all the recyclers
of the related industries.

However, these mechanisms need also to be analyzed at an organizational level. As a matter of fact,
they are implemented by the PRO itself, as well as by the recyclers, manufacturers and retailers
who are members of the scheme. At this level, we proceed to a thorough study of how these two
mechanisms are concretely implemented in firms, through organizational processes and data
management systems that impacts several of their departments.

First results

In this section, we highlight the key differences between eco-modulation and eco-retribution.

First, as evoked, these mechanisms do not target the same objects. Eco-modulation aims at
improving product eco-design. On the other hand, eco-retribution aims at increasing recycled
materials use by manufacturers and retailers. In doing so, it seeks to increase the size of the market
for recycled materials in order to stimulate the growth of secondary material producers' sales,
allowing them to expand their business models. In this optic, eco-retribution provides a financial
incentive to manufacturers and retailers for each ton of recycled materials that they buy. As such,
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as implemented by Eco-mobilier, for each ton of recycled polyurethane that a producer would use
in a mattress, he would receive 50 €.

The second key difference relates to the organizational implications of these two mechanisms.
Therefore, in this section, we also describe the organizational challenges that hamper the efficiency
of eco-modulation as a tool that can boost eco-design in an efficient way, and the organizational
characteristics that make eco-retribution attractive to manufacturers and retailers.

Fees are an additional price paid by customers to manufacturers and retailers when they buy
products and they are used to finance the end of life of the products. Within each given EPR scheme,
different families of products are identified by specific codes, which are created by the PRO and are
composed of a dozen digits. Each manufacturer, a member of the EPR scheme, needs to associate
these codes to each of its products and components, and to the different internal codes that
enables him to identify them, within its design, manufacturing, sales data management systems.
Inside each firm, a single component — or product — has different codes in each data management
system. The same operations must be carried out at the level of the retailers' management systems.

As a result, changes in a PRO's eco-modulation policy are generally not welcomed by its members,
if not opposed altogether. Indeed, it causes an extensive recodification work, which is considered
to be a costly and time-consuming administrative burden. This characteristic often leads PRO teams
to abandon proposed changes, since these changes must be validated not only by their board of
directors, but also by their administration council, which is composed of the country’s major
manufacturers and retailers.

It is on the basis of this analysis that the eco-retribution was proposed, with the main objective of
creating a tool in which traceability would not be ensured by manufacturers and retailers, but
directly by the PRO, as a collective organization in charge of creating and managing the whole
ecosystem.

As evoked, in this mechanism, manufacturers and retailers receive financial assistance based on the
number of tons of recycled materials they buy. Therefore, they have very limited information to
provide in order to identify their suppliers, and the quantities they have bought over a given period
of time. The last additional information to know is the percentage of recycled material that is
contained in the material that they bought from each of their suppliers.

In this section, we will highlight how, thanks to their collective nature, PROs are in a key position to
create this knowledge and control its veracity. Indeed, through the collection network that they
monitor, they know the amount of End-of-Life products collected in a given country. One of their
missions is to recycle the materials that compose them thanks to a network of recyclers. Therefore,
they also know the amount of sorted materials that are sold by these actors to the producers of
recycled materials.

Nonetheless, if eco-retribution appears to be able to alleviate manufacturers and retailers’
administrative burden, its implementation raises other traceability and confidentiality challenges.
In this section, we will describe them thoroughly.
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Preliminary conclusions

In this article, we contribute to key research paths of the literature on both circular business
models, business ecosystems and Extended Producer Responsibility. This is especially the case
regarding the role of public actors in the design of policy instruments supporting the development
and diffusion of sustainable business models (Dentchev et al., 2018; Laukkanen & Patala, 2014;
Evans et al., 2017).

At first, we will enhance the current comprehension of the organizational challenges that hamper
eco-modulation’s effectiveness as a tool that is designed to promote eco-design. We also identify
eco-retribution as a new mechanism to boost experimentation and scaling up of circular business
models based on recycling activity, and as a complementary tool to eco-modulation in order to
stimulate eco-design and increase circularity in EPR schemes.

Nonetheless, our work still faces limits at its current stage. Indeed, more time is needed for
definitive conclusions, since eco-retribution was only launched in 2021. Moreover, this mechanism
has initially been launched primarily to boost circular business models based on recycling activities,
which is the last strategy according to the waste management hierarchy. Therefore, its ability to
promote other circular targets and business models (reuse, eco-design, product as a service, etc.)
still remains to be proved.

Summary

In this article, we analyze how Producer Responsibility Organizations (PROs) can create ecosystems
that stimulate experimentation and scaling of circular business models in an efficient way
(Dentchev et al., 2018). More specifically, based on the two case studies of the French PRO
ecosystem and Eco-mobilier, we conduct a comparative analysis of two tools respectively called
eco-modulation and eco-retribution.

The former is the most common one. However, its efficiency has been debated and its
administrative complexity pointed out (Mayers et al., 2013; Laubinger, 2021). As a response, the
latter was proposed in 2021 by the French furniture PRO Eco-mobilier. Its main objective is to create
a tool in which traceability related administrative work would not be ensured by manufacturers and
retailers, but directly by the PRO, as a collective organization in charge of creating and managing
the whole ecosystem. Instead of product design, it specifically targets to scale up the circular
business models of the actors of the ecosystem.

Through this article, we contribute to key research paths of the literature on circular business
models, business ecosystems and Extended Producer Responsibility. At first, we enhance the
current comprehension of the organizational challenges that hamper eco-modulation’s
effectiveness as a tool that is designed to promote eco-design. We also identify eco-retribution as
a new mechanism to boost experimentation and scaling up of the circular business models, and as
a complementary tool to eco-modulation in order to stimulate eco-design and increase circularity
in EPR schemes.
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Abstract

Circular solutions require a systemic approach involving multiple actors within and across industrial
sectors. This has implications for the structure and dynamics within geographically bounded
entrepreneurial ecosystems. Actors within the entrepreneurial ecosystem assume the role of
‘system coordination’ but very little is known about this role. As circular solutions and
transformations cannot be realized in isolation, a better understanding of this coordination role is
pertinent, which actors perform it and the strategies they use to overcome challenges. We conduct
a comparative study of two sectoral cases in the Netherlands. Our preliminary findings from the
case on circular textiles shows that coordination is distributed among several and diverse
ecosystem actors to close technical material flows, whereas our preliminary findings in agri-food
show that coordination is concentrated among actors that explicitly assume the coordination role
to close biological material flows. We intend to make novel contributions to the literature on
circular economy business transformation and entrepreneurial ecosystems as well as provide
insights on the system coordination role for policy makers and practitioners.

Keywords

Circular economy, entrepreneurial ecosystems, ecosystem coordination, circular startups

Introduction

The circular economy is increasingly becoming a top priority for many national and local
governments. For example, the European Union has adopted The Green Deal, which aims to reduce
carbon emissions and decouple growth from resource use (European Commission, 2021). Many
European governments have also devised plans to transition from a linear take-make-dispose
model to more circular and closed loop production and consumption systems. Among these, the
Netherlands, Denmark, United Kingdom, to name a few examples, have initiated nationwide goals
to achieve circularity in several key sectors by 2050. Additionally, recent legislation on extended
producer responsibility, plastic and textile waste has been introduced in countries like Sweden,
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France, and the Netherlands (Vermeulen et al.,, 2021). Related to these developments,
entrepreneurial action oriented towards the circular transition of key sectors, such as energy, food,
and textiles, has grown. New ventures, termed circular startups (Henry et al., 2020), and
incumbents alike have begun to experiment with technology and business models that transform
linear business as usual to circular solutions and has sparked an emerging literature on the circular
economy, circular business models, and circular strategies (Brown, Bocken & Balkende, 2019;
Konietzko et al., 2020). Scholars of the circular economy point to the systemic nature of circular
solutions and innovations and posit that an ecosystem perspective is needed to advance our
understanding of the circular economy (Kanda, Geissdoerfer & Hjelm, 2021).

Entrepreneurial ecosystems are holistic systems that involve diverse actors in innovative and
entrepreneurial activity. Defined as “a dynamic community of interdependent actors
(entrepreneurs, suppliers, buyer, government, etc.) and system-level institutional, informational
and socioeconomic contexts” (Audretsch & Belitski, 2017, p. 4), entrepreneurial ecosystems
manifest on various levels (e.g. local, regional, national) and cross industrial and geographic
boundaries. Entrepreneurial ecosystems consist of actors and mechanisms (such as accelerator
programs, incubators, competitions) that encourage and support entrepreneurial action and
realization of opportunities (Isenberg, 2010) and regional development and growth (Etzkowitz &
Klofsten, 2005).

Recent work has begun to incorporate sustainable-related entrepreneurship, the fourth wave of
entrepreneurship research (Volkmann et al., 2021), into the concept of entrepreneurial
ecosystems. Sustainable entrepreneurship is argued to differ in substantial ways from traditional
entrepreneurship, where the role of societal activism, entrepreneurial motivations and collective
outcomes influence the constellation of entrepreneurial ecosystems (Cohen, 2006; Mair & Marti,
2006; Dean & McMullen, 2007; Autio et al., 2018). A sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem is
defined by Cohen (2006, p.3) as “an interconnected group of actors in a local geographic community
committed to sustainable development through the support and facilitation of new sustainable
ventures.” The nascent and emerging work on sustainable entrepreneurship ecosystems (SEEs)
highlights the interdependency of actors and co-evolution of opportunities (DiVito & Ingen-Housz,
2021; O’Shea et al., 2021), contextual factors (Pankov, Velamuri & Schneckenberg, 2021) and
outcomes (Wagner et al., 2021) of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems.

Within the broader context of sustainable entrepreneurship, there is a growing interest in
understanding circular innovations, circular business models and circular transitions. Circular
strategies refer to ‘closing the loop’ whereby natural resources are reduced, reused, or
regenerated. As such, the circular economy holds promise for addressing growing ecological
devastation while at the same time offering sustainable entrepreneurial opportunities. However,
entrepreneurial ventures focused on circular solutions cannot ‘close the loop’ in isolation. Prior
work on circular business models and circular strategies argues that circular businesses and
solutions are systemic and require coordinated efforts that involve multiple actors within and
across industries and geographies (Kanda et al, 2020).

We argue that entrepreneurs and actors pursuing circular opportunities need coordination
mechanisms within the entrepreneurial ecosystem. There is scant knowledge about the role of
system coordination in entrepreneurial ecosystems. For circular-oriented entrepreneurs, it is
imperative that circular opportunities are not only identified in collaboration but also realized and
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maintained in long-term cooperative relations. In this regard, circular-oriented entrepreneurship
differs from traditional and sustainable entrepreneurship; it raises questions about which
ecosystem actors assume the role of coordination and the strategies they use to overcome
challenges in coordinating diverse ecosystem actors. In the literature on entrepreneurial
ecosystems to date, the role of ecosystem coordination is ambiguous and unclear. We aim to
contribute to this gap in the literature and bridge work on entrepreneurial ecosystems and circular
entrepreneurship.

We investigate circular entrepreneurship in two sectors — textiles and agri-food — uncovering the
actors within the entrepreneurial ecosystems that coordinate entrepreneurial action towards
realizing circular solutions, innovation, and industrial transformation. We gathered data from in-
depth interviews, field observations, and archival documentation over a two-year period. We
comparatively analyze the role of entrepreneurial ecosystem coordination and highlight differences
and similarities in how intermediaries facilitate interaction between new entrants and incumbent
firms. We find that the coordination role is concentrated among key actors within the ecosystem.
We develop a conceptual framework that illuminates the boundary conditions of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem coordination role. We make important contributions to the sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystem and circular economy literatures. Our study also has important
implications for circular-oriented entrepreneurs and policy makers in that it provides insights into
mechanisms that support circular ventures, business models and industry transformations.

Method

We conducted an inductive, exploratory, multiple case study of two entrepreneurial ecosystems in
the Netherlands that are experiencing growing momentum to transform from linear take-make-
dispose models to circular models that close resource loops. We draw on an engaged scholarship
approach which allows for a closer examination and participation in the phenomenon being studied
(van de Ven, 2007). The exploratory nature of our question and the scant knowledge about
entrepreneurial ecosystem coordination and circular startups call for methods that allow for deeper
insights and understanding of how events unfold over time (Langley et al., 2013).

We focused our inductive study on two sectors in the Netherlands where extensive entrepreneurial
activity in circular solutions and transformation is taking place, namely the textiles industry and the
agri-food industry. These cases provide insights into distinct contexts. The Dutch textile industry is
in the midst of a circular transition that involves many local, regional and international actors along
the textile value chain. Several circular-oriented initiatives and startups have emerged in the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. The textile case includes two embedded cases, one focused on a
regional initiative and the other on an accelerator platform in Amsterdam that operates in an
international context. The value chain actors include organizations such as the waste collectors and
sorters, ecosystem support organizations, circular startups, and local policymakers.

The agri-food industry is also in the middle of a circular transition since conventional agriculture
requires many (artificial) inputs, has biological material leakage (e.g., high nitrogen emissions), and
significantly impacts water levels and quality. Our agri-food case revolves around a Dutch
organization that promotes the recovery of the Dutch peat meadow landscape through nature
inclusive- and regenerative agribusiness supported by sustainable business models. They will
coordinate this transformation from conventional agriculture to regenerative agriculture for 20
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years (i.e., the minimum amount of time it takes for ecosystem to recover and to transform
conventional agribusiness into a regenerative one). To achieve this system transformation, farmers
act as innovative entrepreneurs, while the foundation functions as an accelerator, connector, and
guide for the wider entrepreneurial ecosystem. By doing so, their coordination allows for the
emergence of an entrepreneurial ecosystem that experiments with circular- and regenerative
innovations, develops business cases for scaling these, and ultimately closes biological material
flows.

We use qualitative methods to gather data and are currently in the process of gathering field data.
So far, we have conducted in-depth, semi-structured interviews with various actors in the
entrepreneurial ecosystems, including founders, project managers and experts. We also gathered
data from archival documentation such as news items, web sites, and reports to triangulate our
data sources. All interviews are recorded and transcribed. As we proceeded with data collection,
we analyze each interview for emerging insights and code our data using a coding scheme informed
from previous literature. The process of data collection and analysis is integrative and iterative,
where the analysis guides the subsequent data collection, refining and elaborating on emerging
insights (Sinkovics & Alfoldi, 2012). We aim to complete our data collection and analysis in the
spring of 2022.

Preliminary findings

Our initial and preliminary findings show that the role of system coordination is temporal, fluid, and
distributed, moving between ecosystem actors that share coordination responsibility. We see that
circular-oriented actors in entrepreneurial ecosystem coordination are interdependent, where the
realization of circular opportunities is dependent on the long-term interaction and partnerships of
constituent actors. Closed-loop circular solutions cannot be realized in isolation. Entrepreneurial
ecosystem coordinators not only bring together actors to recognize circular opportunities, but they
facilitate the long-term relations that are needed to realize fully circular transitions. We devise a
framework that outlines the boundary conditions and characteristics of entrepreneurial ecosystem
coordinators that are specifically focused on circular startups and transformations. Focusing
specifically on circular-oriented actors in entrepreneurial ecosystems, we elucidate the role of
coordination, which actors assume the role and the mechanisms used to facilitate coordination. We
posit that entrepreneurial ecosystem coordination is a necessary condition for the realization of
circular-oriented entrepreneurial opportunities and circular transformation of industries and
countries.

Expected Contributions

Our study will make several important contributions to academic literature. First, we aim to
contribute to the emerging literature on circular economy and circular economic systems (Kanda et
al., 2021). Except for the study from Kanda and colleagues (2021), there are few empirical studies
that use an ecosystem approach to understand circular transformations. In line with their study,
our preliminary findings show that firm level circular entrepreneurship is dependent on system level
integration. We will also contribute to the literature on entrepreneurial ecosystems and the nascent
literature on sustainable entrepreneurial systems (Volkmann et al., 2021). As circular-oriented
entrepreneurship is related to sustainable entrepreneurship and ecopreneurship, we extend our

knowledge about how sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems support and facilitate actors
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focused on circular entrepreneurial opportunities to overcome barriers (Tura et al., 2019). Our
study will also have implications for practitioners and policymakers. For circular entrepreneurs, we
provide practical insights and mechanisms about the support and coordination mechanisms
available in ecosystems. Given that governments have placed a high priority on circular transitions,
our findings will inform policymakers in devising schemes that support entrepreneurial ecosystem
coordination to encourage and facilitate new entrants and incumbent firms to pursue circular
innovations and solutions.
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Abstract

In this work, the business model of “Too Good To Go” is analyzed through the lens of dynamic
performance management, an approach that combines system dynamics and performance
management principles. Thus, the circular causality behind how a digital platform can help
transition towards a more sustainable economy is explored.

Keywords

sustainable business model, digital transformation, food waste, system dynamics, dynamic
performance management

Introduction

Sustainability issues are increasingly asking to redesign modern economic systems, realizing a
transition toward the sustainability paradigm (De Bernardi and Azucar, 2020). Since they control
the majority of both resources and capabilities, companies are considered central actors to address
these issues (Porter and Kramer, 2011) and “important and necessary social change agents”
(Aguilera et al., 2007, p. 857). Therefore, reconceptualizing modern economic systems implies the
redesign of business models around new ways of creating, delivering, and capturing value (Kjaer et
al., 2019; Shams et al., 2021; Urbinati et al., 2017). Environmental goals can be achieved through
maximizing material and energy efficiency, substituting with renewables and natural processes, and
closing resource loops. Social-oriented goals, instead, can be achieved by leveraging functionality
rather than ownership, adopting a stewardship role, and encouraging sufficiency. These goals can
be achieved more easily by engaging a varied ecosystem of actors (Pieroni et al., 2019) who
collaborate through vertical (collaboration with suppliers and consumers) or horizontal
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partnerships (collaboration with universities and research centers) to develop new technologies
and innovative solutions. Moreover, the ongoing transition towards a digitized society, further
boosted by the COVID-19 pandemic (Bertello et al., 2021), is radically encouraging organizations to
develop new products/services, redesign new processes, and disrupt their way of doing business,
relying on participatory architectures and openness-based collaborations (Bertello et al., 2021;
Forliano et al., 2020; Scheidgen et al., 2021).

Against this background, digital platforms have become relevant to enable connections among
people, organizations, and resources in order to enhance valuable interactions between different
stakeholders (Gawer and Cusumano, 2014). Advancements in information technology, mobile
technology, social media, and, more recently, the spread of cutting-edge loT technologies have
dramatically changed the ease and nature of information flows, making multi-stakeholder
collaboration almost imperative (Bogers et al., 2018). However, the literature investigating digital
platforms’ business model is still scarce and there is a need to shed light on what are the drivers
that can ensure the sustainable growth of such businesses and their broader ecosystem (Bivona
and Cosenz, 2021; Tauscher and Laudien, 2018).

The call for engaging with multiple stakeholders when sustainability issues are at stake arises from
the need to deal with complex issues that are characterized by non-linear dynamics and multiple
criteria of worth (Ferraro et al., 2015). Therefore, through digital platforms, stakeholders can
contribute to sustainable business models rather than being exclusively affected by them. They can
thus contribute to extending the resource and the product value (Bocken et al., 2016) through
experimentation and learning processes aimed at combining sustainability solutions at the level of
firms’ business models with system-wide change (Velter et al., 2020). Investigating the case of “Too
Good To Go” (TGTG), a digital platform fighting food waste, this paper aims at filling those gaps by
contributing to the conference track “Ecosystems in Support of Sustainability”.

Methods

Based on a rich document analysis and 5 semi-structured interviews with TGTG’s CEO, Education
Area Manager, and Italian Business Developer, this exploratory study adopts a dynamic
performance management (DPM) approach (Bianchi, 2016) to frame the relationships between the
main end results, performance drivers, and strategic resources characterizing the TGTG's circular
business model.

DPM arises from the cohesion between the system dynamics (SD) methodology (Forrester, 1961)
and performance management in order to support decision-makers to evaluate performance under
a systemic perspective (Bianchi, 2016). More precisely, DPM enables decision-makers to highlight
short-term end-results (i.e., output) and long-term end-results (i.e., outcome) by opportunely
leveraging performance drivers (or intermediate results), activated, in turn, through the
deployment of the strategic resources owned. Finally, these strategic resources usually accumulate
or deplete based on the change rates of the end-results themselves (Figure 1).

Figure 1. The DPM framework.
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The resulting interconnections constitute a system, namely “a regularly interacting or
interdependent group of items forming a unified whole” (Merriam-Webster, 2022). Over time,
those system components positively or negatively affect one another based on diachronic or
synchronous interrelationships that constitute the so-called feedback loops (Gnoffo, 2021). In SD,
the latter typically shape the model structure, while the way through which they develop over time
constitutes the system behavior (Sterman, 2000). Accordingly, this paper makes use of primary and
secondary data to build a DPM chart depicting the structure of the causal mechanisms linking the
end-results, performance drivers, and strategic resources underlying the successful TGTG’s circular
business model.

To better visualize the feedback structure thus identified, we also depicted an SD model in the form
of a causal loop diagram. Indeed, causal loop diagrams are particularly useful to visualize the
circular logic that defines the connections between distinct variables that compose systems
characterized by multiple feedback loops (Richardson, 2011). Figure 2 offers an example of a causal
loop diagram, where A, B, and C represent the system’s variables, while the arrows connecting them
represent causal relationships. These causal relationships can be positive or negative (Sterman,
2000). Positive links mean that there is a direct causal relationship between two variables. For
example, if A increases (decreases), also B will increase (or decrease). Differently, negative links
mean that the causal relationship is inverse. So, if B increases (decreases), C will decrease (or
increase), thus showing an inverse behavior. Feedback loops that include null or an even number
of negative links are defined as self-reinforcing (usually labeled with an “R”) and associated with
exponential growth or decay behaviors. Feedback loops that include an odd number of negative
causal links, as in Figure 2, are defined self-balancing (usually labeled with a “B”) and associated
with a target-seeking behavior.
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Figure 2. A simplified representation of a causal loop diagram.

Source: own elaboration.
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The dynamic cause and effect relationships underlying the model are shown in the DPM chart in

Figure 3 and the causal loop diagram depicted in Figure 4. In the following sections, each of those

causal relationships is presented and discussed in detail.

Figure 3. The DPM chart of the causal relationships underlying TGTG's circular business model.
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Figure 4. The causal loop diagram of the causal relationships underlying TGTG's circular business
model.
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Too Good To Go and the reduction of food waste

The accomplishment of the TGTG’s primary mission to reduce food waste at the retail stage of the
supply chain (De Bernardi et al., 2021) can be measured by the intermediate result “food recovery
ratio”, indicating the social performance driver of the overall TGTG’s project. Particularly, it
compares the amount of food recovered to that of food unsold and positively impacts TGTG’s brand
reputation as food recovered equals food unsold. In turn, brand reputation, related to an opportune
benchmark (e.g., the best-in-class company’s or the desired reputation level), measures the network
effect that contributes to broadening the demand-side user base as a result of the enhancement of
the main stakeholders’ perceptions of competitive and social positioning of TGTG, thus fostering the
food recouping itself; and vice versa (Loop R1).

With this aim, TGTG allows retail partners to sell their still-consumable food unsold at a competitive
price (Cane and Parra, 2020). Food exchanged on the platform typically encompasses all those edible
products within the timeframe of the “best-before” date (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2015).
Consumers’ reservation price of products with visual or organic flaws is generally lower than intact
food (Yue et al., 2009). In addition, when they “perceive dates on foods as an indicator of freshness
[... they] are willing to pay more for the food [..., meaning that] the willingness to pay for a perishable
product decreases throughout its shelf life” (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2015, p. 6462).

Therefore, when the perceived food unsold storage time does not exceed the average ‘best-before’
date, the performance driver “value for money ratio” generally assumes an acceptable level for
consumers. This further improves the perceived food quality, fostering app usage, increasing sales
on TGTG's platform, and reducing the food unsold storage time perceived by end-users (Loop R2).
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This is consistent with the results of six focus groups conducted by Van der Haar and Zeinstra (2019).
Demand-side users have had diverse reactions and expressed differentiated judgments about the
quality and the mix of edible products found inside the magic boxes, ranging from total enthusiasm
and satisfaction to disappointment regarding packaging, product type, and expiration dates. The
study relied on perceptions and experiences of people with heterogeneous personalities, mindsets,
knowledge, beliefs, and bases of values. Thus, positive or negative feedback mainly depended on
personal preferences, opinions, habits, and convictions about the ‘best-before’ date. Nonetheless,
most of their experiences were considered positive, and rarely food was wasted from the magic box.

Too Good To Go and educational and political campaigns

In addition to food unsold quality, also the “education programs ratio” is a fundamental component
of the platform’s service system. TGTG continuously budgets and promotes educational pathways
against food waste for schools and universities, aiming to mitigate the tendency to care more about
value for money instead of the actual rationale of the so-called “circularity brokerage” (Ciulli et al.,
2020). This effort represents one of the four pillars sustaining the TGTG’s ambition to reduce food
waste by “teaching the next generation how to value our resources and to protect our planet” (Too
Good To Go, 2021a), thus purposefully reawakening the people’s inherent driving power of ethical
purchase choices detected by Watson and Meah (2012). As a result, launching educational programs
against food waste has allowed TGTG to attract new end-users, enhancing the “expected profits
ratio” and, in turn, encouraging their access to the platform (Loop R3).

Previous research detected how consumers’ ability to properly understand the meaning of the
expiration date on product labels (Van Boxstael et al., 2014) is one of the most significant variables
influencing the decision to use or throw “sub-optimal” food away (Aschemann-Witzel, 2018). In this
regard, TGTG has started to foster policies aimed at making labels more transparent and
comprehensible for everyone across all of their marketplaces. Indeed, product labeling generates a
great impact on the consumers’ perception of the food expiration date (Aschemann-Witzel et al.,
2016), which is generally understood as the exact best-before one (Williams and Wikstrém, 2011).
With this aim, TGTG has committed “to work hand in hand with governments and policymakers to
change regulations that currently cause food waste [... so as] to impact the political agenda in at least
5 of [their] key countries through [their] own campaigns and initiatives with fellow partners” (Too
Good To Go, 2021b). Hence, the budget fraction devoted to campaigns and initiatives for regulation
change constitutes the social and environmental driver (i.e., “CIRC ratio”) of the TGTG's business
model, which positively affects its brand reputation and the app usage. Thus, it encourages new
retailers to join the platform, sustaining the self-financing source for novel campaigns (Loop R4).

The surprising factor and the three self-balancing feedback loops

The content of a magic box can randomly vary in quality and product type, depending on what retail
partners' customers buy or not each day. TGTG has made this potential business weakness, linked
to uncontrollable market dynamics, one of its strong points. Indeed, the “surprise factor” stimulates
individuals to purchase and discover products they might not have ever known otherwise (Cane and
Parra, 2020), becoming one of the drivers for the company's value creation. Surprisingly, as it
emerged from the exploratory study conducted by Van der Haar and Zeinstra (2019), who conducted
an online survey reaching 611 respondents, the surprise factor was the second driver spurring users
to use the app. Indeed, while 35% of respondents installed the app to fight food waste, 26% did it
due to such a factor. This is coherent with Caillaud and Jullien (2001), stating that “the value of an
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intermediary for a buyer relates to the number of goods and sellers that can be reached through this
intermediary, as the value for a seller depends on the size of the demand it will face with it” (p:798).
Hence, the amount of food unsold offered on the platform should be enough to address the
expectations of the demand-side users, who in turn shape the demand size attracting new retail
partners (Ciulli et al., 2020). On the one hand, it means that the more retail partners are present on
the platform, the more it will be the surprise factor and the subsequent likelihood to find various
and diversified products inside each magic box (Loop R5). On the other hand, the greater the number
of orders on the platform, the less the surprise factor will be due to a broader demand to satisfy,
balancing its positive effect on value for money (Loop B1).

It follows that the number of still-edible products should actually be demanded on the platform
(Ciulli et al., 2020). Otherwise, a side effect may arise: as the stock of food unsold increasingly
becomes available on the platform, it approaches or passes the best-before date (i.e., “food unsold
storage time” increases). This reduces value for money, the demand-side users, the following
expectations on profits of potential retail partners, and, so, TGTG's capability to attract new sellers
on the platform. Consequently, the unsold food amount will compromise itself (Loop B2). Although
an amount of unsold food exceeding that of recovered food may generate adverse brand reputation
outcomes (Loop B3), it represents the underlying assumption behind TGTG’s existence, as well as
the main aspect of its own mission.

Conclusion

Despite the great success of TGTG, finding a sustainable equilibrium between each of the three pillars
of sustainability has turned out to be not easy. A more widespread usage of the app may allow
overcoming the crucial aspect of customers’ preeminent attention on value for money at the extent
to which it may reduce the length of food unsold storage time (Loop R2) and attract new retail
partners to balance supply and demand (Loop B2). Such an effort requires stressing the importance
of the social performance of TGTG by means of performing effective educational programs and
promoting campaigns and initiatives for regulation change. Indeed, both activities have been proved
essential to improve people’s awareness of food waste implications, better understand the actual
purpose of the platform, and stimulate their conscience on what still needs to be done to cope with
such a ‘wicked’ problem as fighting food waste. Hence, addressing complex issues characterized by
multiple feedback loops and non-linearities like food waste requires multi-stakeholders engagement
and collective efforts from a broad plethora of actors. In this sense, this study tried to shed light on
digital platforms, investigating the case of TGTG, as catalysts to spur inter-organizational
relationships within widespread ecosystems that include food providers, users, universities, schools,
investors, and public authorities (Zucchella and Previtali, 2019) while contributing to the 3Ps of
sustainability (i.e., people, planet, profit). Adopting a systemic approach, we proposed a DPM chart
and a causal loop diagram that helped us to frame the circular complexity characterizing such
ecosystems and a business model based on sustainable innovation. Thus, we could capture both the
virtuous or vicious feedback loops encompassing it and identify the different strategic resources,
performance drivers, and end-results adopting an outcome-based perspective. So, the study offers
theoretical contributions to the literature streams on sustainable business models (Bocken et al.,
2016; Velter et al., 2020) and digital platforms as part of broader ecosystems (Ciulli et al., 2020;
Zucchella and Previtali, 2019). In addition to that, the application of DPM enables to offer valuable
insights on what resources can support the success of a company's business model or be leveraged
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to prevent a business failure (Bianchi, 2016; Gnoffo, 2021). By doing so the study can offer several
implications also to practitioners and decision-makers.
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Abstract

Research on entrepreneurial ecosystems acknowledges that entrepreneurship is a local
phenomenon with a reciprocal relationship to the context in which it is situated. However, this
research remains atheoretical and broad, with the majority of empirical studies aiming to establish
a macro-level understanding of these ecosystems for fostering high-growth entrepreneurship in
metropolitan settings. At the same time especially non-metropolitan regions increasingly turn to
entrepreneurship as a means to ignite economic development. Since these regions are structurally
different from big cities in terms of demographic factors, infrastructure and networks, the findings
from research on high-growth entrepreneurship in big cities are hardly transferable. The relevance
of the entrepreneurial ecosystem concept for non-metropolitan regions, as well as how these
ecosystems can be a force for good to contribute to the Sustainable Development Goals, remains
largely unexplored. With our study, we investigate and compare regional sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystems in three non-metropolitan European regions which aim to foster
sustainable entrepreneurs. While we identify particular challenges of smallness, power dynamics
and conflicts as well as resistance to change, we also delineate enabling factors that can — in
accordance with the emergence and development stage of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems
—overcome such challenges. Overall, our theoretical contribution encompasses a novel micro-level
understanding of ecosystem emergence in non-metropolitan regions based on the actions and
interactions of regional actors and in the context of sustainable entrepreneurship.
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Introduction

Sustainable entrepreneurship addresses environmental (York & Venkataraman, 2010) and social
challenges (Zahra et al., 2009) through a viable business (Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011). Despite new
and existing ventures increasingly recognizing the need to adopt sustainable practices (Elkington,
2006), the institutional environment, such as the perceived lack of financial resources and start-up
information or the complexity of administrative procedures, is a barrier for sustainable
entrepreneurs (Hoogendoorn et al., 2019) to address sustainable development challenges at scale.
Therefore, better support structures are needed to help sustainable entrepreneurs form and grow
their businesses. Overall, entrepreneurship is considered an important contributor to (regional)
society (Mitra, 2019; Szerb et al., 2019) and the understanding on its dependence on regional
properties is growing (Mdller, 2016). In light of this, knowledge on entrepreneurial ecosystems,
defined as “the union of localized cultural outlooks, social networks, investment capital,
universities, and active economic policies that create environments supportive of innovation-based
ventures” (Spigel, 2017, p. 49), is rapidly developing (Autio et al., 2018; Spigel & Harrison, 2018;
Stam & van de Ven, 2019).

Despite the growing research interest in entrepreneurial ecosystems, the theorizing of a sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystem is at the nascent stage with inconsistent conceptualization, resulting in
scattered empirical insights (Bischoff, 2021; Cohen, 2006; O’Shea et al., 2021; Theodoraki et al.,
2018; Volkmann et al., 2021). Given the state of the research, we see two major research gaps that
we address in this article. First, drawing on the entrepreneurial ecosystem literature that is
primarily based on urban settings (Colombelli et al., 2019; Kapturkiewicz, 2021; Mack & Mayer,
2016), research on entrepreneurial ecosystems emergence in non-urban settings is scarce. Second,
because the focus of entrepreneurial ecosystem studies is often on supporting high-growth
entrepreneurship centered around commercial values (Audretsch & Belitski, 2021; Spigel, 2018;
Stam & van de Ven, 2019), we identify the role of entrepreneurial ecosystems in supporting
sustainable entrepreneurship, which is driven by social, environmental, and commercial values, as
under-researched.

Elaborating on the knowledge gaps, there are only few studies that focus on non-metropolitan
areas or on how these entrepreneurial ecosystems can be a force for good to foster sustainability
and overall well-being as outcomes (Moggi et al., 2021; Thompson et al., 2018; Volkmann et al.,
2021). These studies have established the need for investigating the entrepreneurial ecosystem
concept for sustainable entrepreneurship (Volkmann et al., 2021), examined the role of different
stakeholders (Bischoff, 2021) and the ways in which a sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems can
form through everyday interactions (Thompson et al., 2018), as well as how entrepreneurial
ecosystems can become sustainable (DiVito & Ingen-Housz, 2021). However, extant research still
lacks a detailed understanding of different actors’ roles to the emergence and development of
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sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems in the context of non-metropolitan regions (Cho et al.,
2022).

Small cities and less-populated regions increasingly turn to entrepreneurship as a means to ignite
economic development and improve well-being (Audretsch & Belitski, 2021; Audretsch & Keilbach,
2004; French, 2022; Welter et al., 2008). However, these cities and regions are structurally different
from metropolitan areas regarding their key challenges, economic, socio-cultural, and resource
characteristics (P. Roundy, 2017; Walsh & Winsor, 2019), and community assets (Reynolds, 2022)
which implies the need for different ecosystem building approaches compared to urban areas. For
example, entrepreneurship research from non-metropolitan contexts have coined the term
‘countryside capital’ (Garrod et al., 2006), to value the “landscape, biodiversity and other material
features that make up a rural area” (Mufioz & Kimmitt, 2019, p. 845). Existing theorizing of
entrepreneurial ecosystems is therefore neither applicable to the context of non-metropolitan
areas nor for advancing sustainable entrepreneurship. Consequently, we believe it is beneficial to
advance the field of entrepreneurial ecosystem research (Alvedalen & Boschma, 2017) to
investigate those undertheorized mechanisms in non-metropolitan regions. Furthermore, given the
significance of the Sustainable Development Goals (United Nations, 2018) for regional
development, it is important to develop a theory of sustainability-driven entrepreneurial
ecosystems to explore the mechanisms that drive sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem
emergence and development.

To develop the theory of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems, we address the following
research question: Why and how do sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems emerge and develop?
We employ a multi case study of the non-metropolitan regions of Friesland in the Netherlands,
Uckermark/Barnim in Germany, and Ostrobothnia in Finland. Building on interviews, focus groups
and observational data, we detail the actions of individual and collective actors who collaborate
across their organizational boundaries to develop an entrepreneurial ecosystem around sustainable
entrepreneurship. In addressing the outlined research question, we want to contribute to the
debate around the phenomenon of entrepreneurial ecosystem evolution. Our theoretical
contribution encompasses a novel micro-level understanding of entrepreneurial ecosystem
emergence in non-metropolitan regions. We offer a process perspective and framework on how
collaborations emerged and developed. In that vein, our study follows a call for more qualitative
research in regional entrepreneurship to challenge the idea of entrepreneurship being primarily an
urban event driven by only economic motivations of the entrepreneurs (Dodd et al., 2021;
Sternberg, 2021).

In the following, we introduce our theoretical background, expanding on entrepreneurial
ecosystem emergence and development, before we introduce more information on methods and
the selected cases. In the findings section, we introduce our process model. We end our article with
a discussion and conclusion in the light of the current state of the literature.

Theoretical background

The entrepreneurial ecosystem concept is based on the agency of entrepreneurial actors that can
shape their own context (Feldman, 2014) and it has been adopted fast. So much that some even
regard it as “The New Industrial Policy” (Startup Genome, 2020), leading to a situation where policy
is leading research, as compared to being informed by it (Stam & Bosma, 2015). Most research to
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date has focused on the actors and factors of entrepreneurial ecosystems (Isenberg, 2011; Stam,
2015). In this line, research has grouped entrepreneurial ecosystem categories into material, social,
and cultural attributes (Spigel, 2017) and structured entrepreneurial ecosystems into structural,
cognitive, and relational dimensions using a social capital perspective (Theodoraki et al., 2018). Yet,
entrepreneurial ecosystem research remains largely atheoretical and static, and only recent
contributions stress their contribution to a more sustainable future (Theodoraki et al., 2021;
Volkmann et al., 2021).

This novel stream of research on sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems explores how
geographically bound institutional networks can foster sustainable entrepreneurship (Cohen, 2006;
Volkmann et al., 2021). Such an ecosystem has been defined as “the interconnected set of
entrepreneurial stakeholders in a regional entrepreneurial environment that directly focus on
fostering engagement in sustainable entrepreneurship to contribute to the transition to a more
sustainable regional environment” (Bischoff, 2021, p. 2). In contrast to conventional
entrepreneurial ecosystems, the main actors within sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems are
committed to sustainable development through supporting entrepreneurship that creates social,
environmental, and economic value(s) (Cohen, 2006). Bound by a common vision, these actors offer
tailored support to foster sustainable entrepreneurship (Bischoff & Volkmann, 2018). To the
knowledge of the authors, empirical research about how these types of entrepreneurial ecosystems
are formed and relevant prerequisites is scarce.

Overall, little is known about how entrepreneurial ecosystems emerge (birth stage) and develop
(growth stage) (Cavallo et al., 2019). Entrepreneurial ecosystems are suggested to follow the
lifecycle stages of birth, growth, sustainment, and decline (Mack & Mayer, 2016) but existing
explanations vary in the role assigned to anchor organizations (Colombelli et al., 2019). Others
indicate that entrepreneurial ecosystems emerge based on uncoordinated, semi-autonomous (P.
T. Roundy et al., 2018) or collective action (Thomas & Ritala, 2021). Literature suggests that both
top-down and bottom-up approaches to entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence are possible
(Colombo et al., 2019), but more knowledge is needed on the processes during which diverse
stakeholders develop into a close-knit community with shared goals that are idiosyncratic for
sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems. The top-down approach which oftentimes aims to
duplicate other successful entrepreneurial ecosystems is likely to fail (Mason & Brown, 2014)
because it disregards the context of such ecosystems, reflected in the region’s history, culture, and
values (Pittz et al., 2019). On the other hand, the bottom-up approach leads to issues of
appropriability (Pitelis, 2012) and collective action (Spigel, 2018) as entrepreneurs have to invest
significant resources into building the ecosystem, while pursuing their own endeavors at the same
time. This approach also disregards governmental organizations that play an important role in
sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems (Bischoff & Volkmann, 2018). Both top-down and bottom-
up approaches can set apart the emergence and development of a sustainable entrepreneurial
ecosystem in comparison to entrepreneurial ecosystems.

Wurth et. al (2021) distinguish between the ontological and epistemological conceptualization of
entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence. The ontological perspective talks about entrepreneurial
ecosystem emergence, allowing us to speak of them ‘being’ there. Studies using this lens employ
established theories, such as institutional (Stephens et al., 2019), evolutionary (Colombelli et al.,
2019), or complex adaptive system theories (P. T. Roundy et al.,, 2018) to study processes of
ecosystem emergence. Epistemologically, entrepreneurial ecosystems emerge within economic
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systems which can enable or constrain entrepreneurial activity to create new value as an emergent
property of the system (Wurth et al., 2021). To understand the emergence and development of
sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems, in this article, we aim at offering an ontological
conceptualization.

In line with recent contributions on entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence and development that
build on institutional entrepreneurship and work (Auschra et al., 2019; Kapturkiewicz, 2021), our
investigation also employs an institutional lens. Institutional entrepreneurship and social
movement theory (Thomas & Ritala, 2021) are concerned with the purposive actions of actors
aimed at institutional change (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006) and offer a useful lens when analyzing
sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence based on actors’ agency. Research on
institutional entrepreneurship acknowledges that these change processes can result from a
collective process, as compared to individual heroic achievements (Battilana et al., 2009), based on
the distributed agency of actors (Garud et al., 2007). Similarly, social movement theory explains
how groups of individuals change institutions through collective action (Weber & King, 2013). Yet,
the question of why and how distributed actors, as the case with sustainable entrepreneurial
ecosystems, can promote system-level change for sustainable outcomes remains open (Ferraro et
al., 2015).

In summary, literature on sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems leaves many questions
unanswered. To some extent it becomes clear that ecosystem emergence and development relate
to three levels of analysis. First, it relates to the collective agency of diverse regional actors (O’Shea
et al., 2019). Second, and related, it links to how these multiple actors collaborate and coalesce in
forming shared intentional action (Bratman, 2014). Third, contextual conditions, such as
institutional infrastructure (Kapturkiewicz, 2021) and place-specific assets (Mason & Brown, 2014),
play a role in that they may or may not nurture the individual and collective efforts. Our empirical
exploration focuses on all three, aiming to increase our understanding of sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystem evolution building on different cases in non-metropolitan areas.

Methods

This study uses a multiple case study design to develop an in-depth understanding of a real world
phenomenon to reveal how the emergence and development of sustainable entrepreneurial
ecosystems can unfold (Yin, 2018). It employs an inductive approach that aims to build theory from
cases, which is argued to be appropriate to address grand challenges such as sustainable
development (Eisenhardt et al., 2016). An inductive research approach is chosen to allow for an in-
depth exploration of why and how different regional stakeholders collaborate to establish
sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems which has not yet been explored empirically. By comparing
different cases in similar contexts, we aim to shine light on the various factors at play in sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence and development. Reflecting on our epistemology, this
study assumes the social construction of reality in which we regard our informants as
knowledgeable agents (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). As we integrate the information of our
informants to a process of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence and development,
our endeavor follows a rather constructivist paradigm (Levers, 2013).

Sampling We conducted purposeful sampling (Patton, 2014) and selected information-rich cases
on the emergence and development of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems in Europe. In that
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vein, we selected the cases according to the following criteria: (1) the case meets the definition of
a sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem (Bischoff, 2021; Cohen, 2006); (2) the case is situated in a
non-metropolitan region based on the World Bank data (data.worldbank.org); (3) the researchers
have access for data collection. Such sampling criteria led to the province of Friesland in the
Netherlands, Uckermark/Barnim in Germany, and Ostrobothnia in Finland. In Table Al in the
appendix, we describe our cases in more detail.

Data The data collection followed a multi-stage procedure: 1) exploratory interviews to obtain a
general overview of the ecosystem and its’ actors, 2) focus groups to generate case-based timelines
(Bagnoli, 2009) and to determine the ecosystems lifecycle stage (Mack & Mayer, 2016) based on
our participants perception, and 3) semi-structured in-depth interviews to refine our understanding
of stakeholder cooperation and organization for sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem
emergence. Corresponding to the access to data, the first three authors took the lead in data
collection in the three different cases. Focus group participants have been identified based on
exploratory interviews, internet searches, and referrals, and based on the criteria that they had
involvement in the formation of the ecosystem. For the purpose of group constellation, close
attention was paid to diversity, in that groups were comprised of individuals from both the private
and public sector to allow for a variety of perspectives and opinions to emerge. The size of the focus
groups was limited to 3 or 4 people which is deemed appropriate when participants have
specialized knowledge or experience to discuss in the group setting (Krueger & Casey, 2015).
Interview participants were then selected on the basis of both the milestones identified as part of
the focus group sessions and the analysis of prior interviews. We also participated in events
organized by and for ecosystem stakeholders, observed interactions and gathered field notes.
Secondary sources such as documents and public reports provided additional information on the
case setting. In Table 1, we present the data sources and uses.

Table 1: Description of Data

Data types Amount and location Use in Analysis
(and dates)

Primary data

Exploratory 6 in Friesland, 2 in Uckermark/Barnim, 2 Identify entrepreneurial ecosystem
interviews in Ostrobothnia stakeholders who influence ecosystem
emergence and development

In-depth semi- 9 in Friesland, 7 in Uckermark/Barnim, 8  Identify strategies and actions of
structured interviews in Ostrobothnia ecosystem stakeholders undertaken for

entrepreneurial ecosystem development
(lasting between 45 and 75 minutes)

Focus groups 2in Friesland, 1 in Uckermark/Barnim, 1  Create a timeline of ecosystem
in Ostrobothnia emergence

Observations 1in Uckermark/Barnim: Year-end event  Yielding insights into ecosystem
of public funded innovation ecosystem stakeholder communication and
development project collaboration, topical issue and assess
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1in Ostrobothina: Vaasa EnergyWeek lifecycle stage of entrepreneurial
2022, annual event that gathers ecosystem maturity
stakeholders, startups and talents meet

with international investors and

executives
Seconday data
Reports from Friesland: Leeuwarden-Ljouwert’s Triangulate exploratory interviews to
entrepreneurial application for European Capital of identify ecosystem stakeholders, add
ecosystem Culture 2018: Criss-Crossing information for timeline construction
stakeholders / Communities: lepen Mienskip (2018) /
various newspaper Innovatiepact Fryslan Beleidsplan 2020
articles (2020)

Uckermark/Barnim: IW Consult (2019):
Recode Uckermark 2030, OECD Local
Entrepreneurship Reviews (2006):
Entrepreneurship in the Districts
Uckermark in Brandenburg, and Parchim
in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

Ostrobothnia: Ostrobothnia in transition
regional report - Roadmap for sustainable
development and circular economy
(2020)

Analysis The focus groups and interviews were transcribed by the data collecting researcher. For
the data analysis, we used Atlas.ti. After coding and drafting an intitial coding-structure for our
initial case of Friesland, the resulting coding paradigm was discussed and critically reflected upon
by the case-uninvolved authors. In this light, we applied a grounded theory approach and utilized
both (analytical) theoretical sampling and the constant comparison method throughout the study
(Charmaz, 2014; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). In pursuing grounded theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), we
first developed open, informant-centric codes which was followed by axial and selective coding,
and facilitated by memoing. This approach allowed us to explore the enablers and mechanisms of
sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence and development in the form of a process
model which has not been explored empirically to date. The process model draws on a substantive
ontology that regards the process as evolution and aims to trace the path of change over time
through events, activities, and choices (Fachin & Langley, 2018). The corresponding data structure
is provided in Figure Al.

Findings

Based on the data analysis, the study finds that the emergence of sustainable entrepreneurial
ecosystems follows the process of developing sustainability opportunities, bottom-up organizing,
creating a shared identity, building legitimacy, and attracting collaborations, which in turn triggers
developing sustainability opportunities. Such process of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem
emergence and development is enabled by a mutual perception of sustainability and influenced by
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the regional contextual factors of both the history and sense of place. Figure 1 presents the process
model of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence and development.

Figure 1: A process model of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence
and development

e Resisting to change Fnrrfqéllzmg of —
organizing efforts
Power dynamics and Looking for
conflicts personal gain

DEVELOPMENT
¥ 1
Recognizin . .

_g . _g Bottom-up Building Creatinga Attracting
sustainability organizin legitimac shared identity collaborations
opportunities g e € Y

L
EMERGENCE
Regional leadership Avoiding conflicts Using culture as an enabler
Looking for inspiration and advice Defining common Pride from New ventures and
€ P sustainability vision accomplishments corporate
entrepreneurship

Strong informal networks

Giving back Success stories

Regional
o contextual
factors

- Mutual perception of sustainability —

Having a mutual perception of sustainability across different stakeholders is a fundamental enabler
for sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem evolution. This involves that these stakeholders regard
sustainability as contributing towards sustainable development and realize the importance of
supporting sustainable entrepreneurship as a means to foster sustainable innovation.

“Well, what does sustainability mean to you? That's actually an Earth, which can
continue, which is sustainable in a way that we don't take more than what the Earth is
producing itself. So that means if you. For me it's a kind of a way of life, it has become a
way of life. In that case I look to clean, healthy, and, happy. And if we can combine that,
we developed a complete vision around those three themes, | would say.” (F11)

The empirical study has shown that ecosystem emergence is most successful in a bottom-up
manner. This involves that regional leaders, mostly from the business community and who are
deeply embedded in their economic and socio-cultural context, actively look for sustainability
opportunities.
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“If the government isn't willing to pay, they will take it themselves and they will do it and

it will be even better. The spirit of [sustainable] entrepreneurship...is very strong in this

area.” (04)

Mode of
action

Opportunity
seeking

Inspiration
seeking

Crafting
visions

Evidence from
Friesland case

“So there was a strong
personal motivation, and
yeah, then in this field of
searching, looking to the
profile of Friesland, could it
be one of the first regions
that is very much focused.”
(F8)

“Also is a very well
developed ecosystem. Well,
there was also certain kind
of inspirations that we
needed to do it in a scale
that fits in the Frisian
system.” (F8)

“And what we did is that we
put all the agendas over
each other, and that we
developed a vision on the
region, and also the
perspective from where we
want to head for and what
we did afterwards, which is
aligning all the programs
among the business, among
the education institutions,
and they come from among
the government, just to

LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022

Evidence from
Uckermark/Barnim case

And | call it Grassroot now
because it was about doing small
projects with little effort to make
an impact. So that means budget,
little organization and just get
going. There's then, for example.
Ah, 1 don't know - we built the
first cargo bike with very few
resources in some garage, with
people from Berlin as contacts
and as knowledge carriers, but in
principle we started from scratch.
(UB4)

“We now also have exchanges
with other campuses ... So we also
think that it's good to have a
coworking or also a makerspace.
For example, we know from
Coconat, which is also in
Brandenburg, that there have
been 10 spin-offs there by now,
just due to the collaboration in
coworking alone.” (F_UB_3)

“[T]hey held workshops on which
topics could be particularly
exciting. That was probably quite
an act, and they also brought in a
moderator. Partly because it was
such a conflict-ridden process as
to what they wanted to focus on.
And we ended up with three fields
of action, also supported by the
area of sustainable economy,
namely agriculture and food,
services of general interest and
infrastructure [...]. And the third

Evidence from
Ostrobothnia case

“Ostrobothnia are very
industrious. So that's
something that connects the
all of these people. They have
a strong spirit of doing stuff. If
the government isn't willing to
pay, they will take it
themselves and they will do it
and it will be even better.
That's the basic idea. And the
spirit of [sustainable]
entrepreneurship | think is
very strong in this area.” (04)

“We have a really high
standard of doing things here
in the Nordic countries, like
taking care of the waste or
reusing all kinds of things that
might be able to reuse. And,
that is something that along
the way they [entrepreneurs]
haven't been able to tell the
story to the customer, that we
have solar panels on the roof,
and we are buying green
electricity, and we are taking
care of the waste
management, so we have zero
waste, and so on. And this is
about branding, | would say,
that they [entrepreneurs] are
not good at this.” (06)

“We envision ourselves as a
platform for local innovative
companies to test out ideas
and help them and connect
them also to places and
people and companies that
might be of interest.” (04)
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align those so that so
everybody could develop
their own actions, in which
they could add energy to the
flywheel.” (F11)

“So, | think why are there so
many [networks]. It's | think
dealing with the history of
our province, in our
province, we have a saying
that things happen within
op z'n elfendertigst, en op
z'n elfendertigst [extremely
slow and cumbersome] is
dealing with the 11 cities of
the province, and dertig is
referring to the 30
municipalities. And in
Friesland you had to talk
with the 11 cities and the 30
municipalities to get
commitments. And well, it's
logical that that that amount
of participants takes a lot of
time.” (F10)

“So first of all, we created a
strategy where everybody
can contribute to the
strategy. So everybody had
the same position. There
were no politics on the
table.” (F14)

“It was till now an open
process. And because of the
growth and the common
and mutual agenda, we now
develop the next phase of
the governance. So that
process is more formalized.”
(P14)
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topic was sustainable tourism.”
(UB2)

“I wasn't there yet, was in 2017,
when the HNEE [regional
university] and about 30 actors
from the region got together and
thought about what could be
written into an innovation
strategy.” (UB2)

Or if | have young entrepreneurs
here, 23 years old, and then say:
Watch out, there is the regional
pilot. And there are special
programs for young
entrepreneurs. Young Companies.
Sometimes | call right away and
say: Hello Young Companies, Hello
Migrant Pilot Service, | have
someone here, then sometimes
an appointment is made right
away and if | don't reach anyone, |
give them the contact details they
can turn to. (UB1)

“So a great deal has happened,
[...] and the current status in the
House with a Future is that we
now have the house there. The
University for Sustainable
Development uses this house to
allow students to be creative in
the form of a living lab. We have
announced a space scholarship
and have now also found the
scholarship holders.” (UB6)

Full Conference Proceedings

“Then we realised that we
have lots of knowledge in this
region. But we haven't told
the story, so to speak. And
then we decided we need to
brand this somehow and then
we started to think about how
to do that. So, collectively,
within the EnergyVaasa brand
is nowadays 160 companies
doing (renewable) energy
related business.” (02)

“Our region has the most
experience and longest
experiences in this [circular
economy] and cooperated
very much with high schools
and universities and projects
with Swedes and in Finland
and so on. Still very many
projects to find from the
biowaste and biogas plants
and such things.” (01)

“We have the world leading
companies, sub
subcontractors, entrepreneurs
already within the region
here, but they are still
increasing in numbers,
increasing in size. Overall |
would say we are still in a very
strong growth phase.” (08)
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These individuals feel strongly about their region and are driven by an emotional culture
perspective to protect and preserve the region. As such, they have an intrinsic interest in supporting
the regions’ sustainable development.

“Basically, the vision behind arcadia is that we said, okay, our main challenge right now
as a region, is the question of how we will be a good ancestor? How will we give this
region to the generations that come after us as a great country to grow up in and to

have a good climate, good ecology, an open society, etc.” ( F12)

It is especially in this early phase of ecosystem development that individuals assume a leadership
role to take and organize initiative. These individuals are willing to take risks and look for inspiration
to find ways in which they can develop and advance their sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem.

“We visited YES!Delft, for instance. Also is a very well developed ecosystem. Well, there
was also certain kind of inspirations that we needed to do it in a scale that fits in the
Frisian system.” (F8)

They also realize that an ecosystem approach is needed to capitalize on these opportunities and
they organize in a bottom-up manner by leveraging their strong informal networks to build a
coalition of the willing. This initial group of people believes in the cause and is motivated by
supporting the sustainable development of the region but they also recognize a long-term benefit
for their own organization from engaging in these activities.

“I think that one of the main success factors was that the early adaptors are the first
group innovators, they, they were an inspired group, they were a group of a coalition of
the willing, but also a coalition of people who had who had entrepreneurial skills.” (F10)

After a coalition of the willing is found, they collectively organize and involve other stakeholders,
notably from the spheres of industry, government, and academia and engage in activities related
to creating a shared identity. In doing so, they organize to discuss and formulate a joint
sustainability vision for the region which is then translated into the different organizations’
agendas.

“And what we did is that we put all the agendas over each other, and that we developed
a vision on the region, and also the perspective from where we want to head for and
what we did afterwards, which is aligning all the programs among the business, among
the education institutions, and they come from among the government, just to align
those so that so everybody could develop their own actions, in which they could add
energy to the flywheel.” (F11)

Furthermore, creating a shared identity is aided by both drawing on the unique aspects of regional
culture which is used to create a common sense of community, as well as by instilling pride through
achieving regional accomplishments.

“The idea was to use culture as a driver for social change for sustainable, sustainability
actions. So it wasn't.. it was always the idea to use culture as a driver for something else.
And that something else was mainly that shared goal of this area that it's just good to
live in.” (F6)
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The importance of creating this shared identity is influenced by people’s sense of place. For
instance, people from the province of Friesland may have the perception that they are on the
“outskirts of the Netherlands” (P13) or have the feeling that “you don’t count, that you’re at the
periphery” (P12) which, coupled with the history of the province, has led in the Frisian case how to
be self-sufficient and solving their own problems. However, this also resulted in many closed-off
Frisian networks which is an impediment to collaboration.

“So, | think why are there so many [networks]. It's | think dealing with the history of our
province, in our province, we have a saying that things happen within op z'n
elfendertigst, en op z'n elfendertigst [extremely slow and cumbersome] is dealing with
the 11 cities of the province, and dertig is referring to the 30 municipalities. And in
Friesland you had to talk with the 11 cities and the 30 municipalities to get
commitments. And well, it's logical that that that amount of participants takes a lot of
time.” (F10)

In order for people to be willing to collaborate across organizational and regional boundaries, it is
therefore necessary to open-up these networks and create a mutual story that everyone can
identify with. In Friesland, this has been achieved in the process of becoming the European Capital
of Culture 2018 which had the slogan of ‘iepen mienskip’, where ‘iepen’ is the Frisian word for open
and ‘mienskip’ represents the sense of community.

“So mienskip is a very relevant thing for the Frisians. We are proud of our mienskip, we
think our mienskip can be something a little bit different than other mienskips. That is
partly true and partly not true. For us, mienskip is not only a sense of community, it's

also something very active. It's something you do, you practice. But we also realize that

this mienskip can be very closed. So our challenge is to open that mienskip up. And part
of our story is to open up that mienskip for European future.” (F12)

Another step in the emergence of the sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem is that of building
legitimacy. This involves that regional leaders convince other stakeholders of why the opportunity
is worthwhile to pursue and invest in. Ultimately, it is essential that governmental actors are
included in these discussions and convinced to support the sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem
as they can provide funding, create markets for sustainable products and services, and include long-
term sustainability targets in policies. While envisioned change towards new ways of organizing for
sustainability will naturally lead to resistance by some, commitment can be obtained best if the
ecosystem building activity is not in conflict with other initiatives or organizations and when the
process is open so that everyone can contribute. The achievement of external recognition through
success stories facilitates the building of legitimacy but multiple bottom-up initiatives may be
required until enough stakeholders are convinced.

“So first of all, we created a strategy where everybody can contribute to the strategy. So
everybody had the same position. There were no politics on the table.” (F14)

Once there is perceived legitimacy around sustainable entrepreneurship, described by a wide
acceptance and embracement of the desired future vision, more collaborations are attracted for
its” materialization. These collaborations are comprised of actors from industry, government, and
academia and aimed at further developing the ecosystem but they also reinforce the mindset of
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stakeholders of belonging to an ecosystem which acts as a positive feedback mechanism. At this
stage, formalization of agreements occurs to put in place a structure for long-term cooperation.

“It was till now an open process. And because of the growth and the common and
mutual agenda, we now develop the next phase of the governance. So that process is
more formalized.” (F14)

Once the ecosystem has emerged, the next step is to develop it further and make it resilient. Thus,
the process will return to recognizing sustainability opportunities and iteratively repeat to develop
the sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem. The main output of this ecosystem can be sustainable
entrepreneurship in the form of both new ventures and corporate entrepreneurship. In particular,
the Frisian case has shown that business leaders from more established companies that have been
pursuing sustainable entrepreneurship for some time can be in the lead of developing a support
structure for emerging sustainable entrepreneurs. Furthermore, the above described process is
strongly influenced by the history of place. As such, resistance to change and regional power
dynamics can serve as barriers. Regional actors from any sector, often representing smaller
organizations, may resist change and are unwilling to take risks as they mostly look for personal
gain and don’t recognize or expect long-term benefits. Some of these actors may have significant
power in decision-making processes and can act as gatekeepers to ecosystem development. Lastly,
the liability of smallness from being a rural region can provide a background for action in that it sets
limits on the resources or entrepreneurs available but it can also serve as a motivating factor, for
instance when tackling challenges such as brain drain.

“So as we know, as a region, we do not have enough entrepreneurship, and how do we
stimulate it? Well, we try to stimulate by becoming a startup ecosystem, because that is
the best way to build sustainable companies.” (F3)

This liability can be overcome by identifying and leveraging the regions assets. However, it will start
with a few inspired individuals that believe in the possibility and necessity of building a sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystem and that have the skills required to create a movement around
sustainable entrepreneurship.

Discussion and Contributions

This research makes several theoretical contributions to entrepreneurial ecosystem literature. First,
our research develops sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems theory by offering new theoretical
insights into the causal mechanisms of why and how such ecosystems emerge and develop in
regions. While prior studies take either the incubator (Theodoraki et al., 2018) or an innovation
project within an industry cluster (DiVito & Ingen-Housz, 2021) as the unit of analysis, we have
focused on the process, dynamism, and influencing factors at the regional level. In doing so, the
regional element of entrepreneurial ecosystems that hosts the actors and factors, as stressed by
Stam (2015), takes center stage again and we can explain why and how geographically bound
stakeholders from different spheres of society establish the ecosystem.

Second, we have highlighted how a bottom-up approach to sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem
emergence and development can unfold. While the top-down approach has received increased
attention among policy makers (Bell-Masterson & Stangler, 2015; Mason & Brown, 2014), we show
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how regionally embedded individuals can take a leadership role and organize wider stakeholder
support to create institutions around sustainable entrepreneurship in a bottom-up approach. This
adds insights to the importance of leadership in entrepreneurial ecosystems (Stam, 2015; Stam &
van de Ven, 2019) and how it affects other ecosystem elements. Entrepreneurial ecosystems exhibit
some form self-organization from their complex adaptive nature (P. T. Roundy et al., 2018) but it
has been acknowledged that this still requires coordination (Miles & Morrison, 2020). While it is
argued that entrepreneurial ecosystems should be entrepreneur-led, with only a limited role
assigned to the governments (Feld, 2012; Stam, 2015), we observe a more distributed approach to
leadership to discover and develop opportunities. These stakeholders pursue both self-and
collective interest in that they believe in a joint vision and are driven by altruistic motives such as
commitment to place (McKeever et al., 2015) but also realize that running in packs with other
collaborators will ultimately benefit themselves and create an entrepreneurial community (Van de
Ven et al., 2007). As such, entrepreneurial leaders provide an important stimulus for the emergence
of the entrepreneurial ecosystem through recognizing and developing sustainable opportunities.
The concept of opportunity recognition has been established in sustainable entrepreneurship
literature in the context of sustainable businesses (Enthoven, 2021; Patzelt & Shepherd, 2011) but
we show that it also holds relevance for sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems. While it may not
be surprising that entrepreneurial actors take the lead at this stage as these likely possess most of
the action-enabling elements of entrepreneurial agency needed for structural transformation
(McMullen et al., 2021), these actors also realize that they must convince other stakeholders from
industry, government, and academia.

Third, we identified concrete activities performed by regional leaders to mobilize collective action
for sustainable entrepreneurial emergence and development. In doing so, we complement the
work on business and innovation ecosystem emergence by Thomas & Ritala (2021) in that we see
process of ecosystem legitimacy and identity construction in action in the context of sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystems. The organizing efforts of regional leaders benefit from a mutual
understanding of sustainability which is framed around the notion of a circular economy. We do
not find one dominant orchestrator in facilitating the process of building legitimacy and creating a
shared identity. Rather, there are multiple actors that assume different roles for emergence and
development processes that affect both social and cognitive aspects of identity (Polletta & Jasper,
2001). Literature stipulates that collective action is necessary for collective identity to emerge (King,
2008) and that an identity is a process as compared to a thing (Patvardhan et al., 2015). However,
contrasting Thomas & Ritala (2021) who state that an ecosystem identity facilitates a mutual
understanding of the ecosystem value proposition, we find that this can also be the other way
around in which the process of defining the ecosystem value proposition of contributing towards
sustainable development facilitates the creation of an ecosystem identity.

During ecosystem emergence, business actors play a prominent role as they look for sustainable
business opportunities, convince other stakeholders, and organize a coalition of the willing
comprised of different societal actors, whereas the government plays a more supporting role with
providing financing. Through discourse, the overall vision is defined by aligning different programs
from business, government, and academia. For ecosystem development, processes are already
more formalized and an independent platform organization has emerged that facilitates discussions
among triple helix actors who have the same position. This also coincides with a change away from
semi-coordinated and distributed ecosystem leadership towards a servant leadership model
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(Russell, 2001), with the platform organization serving as a neutral foundation for strategic
decision-making. While these practices relate to the cognitive dimension of feeling connected to a
broader community with the same mission (Polletta & Jasper, 2001), we also find that the feeling
of a sense of community is instilled by both civil and governmental actors that coordinate to build
a common story and create cultural cohesiveness. Both the cognitive and cultural aspect of identity
work are especially important during ecosystem emergence but must continue throughout
ecosystem development. The creation of artefacts to communicate the common story, as well as
achieving more success stories represents identity work that aims to reinforce ecosystem
commitment in this phase.

Fourth, we observe how contextual factors influence the emergence and development of
sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems. While studies on innovation systems highlight the role of
the triple helix model for regional development (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000), and more recently
embraced the quintuple helix model as an approach in line with sustainable development
(Carayannis & Campbell, 2010), these have largely failed to include the entrepreneur as a core
innovator due to their macro-level focus (Brannback et al., 2008). Our model offers insights into
how context influences the intentions of individuals and shapes the interactions between industry,
government, and universities to foster sustainable entrepreneurship. Through these triple helix
collaborations, regional governments can act more entrepreneurially and facilitate the co-creation
of markets for sustainable innovations (Mazzucato, 2011). We observe that these interactions do
not only facilitate the creation of new ventures, as stressed in current entrepreneurial ecosystem
research (Wurth et al., 2021) but also in the form of corporate entrepreneurship, which is novel.

Our study does not come without the typical limitations of qualitative studies. As the case with
interpretive research, the question of credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability
generally arises (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). We have addressed these issues and provided a thick
description to let readers assess the transferability of our findings. While ecosystem emergence
and development may be highly context-specific, we believe that the processes discovered will also
have relevance for other cases. Furthermore, the limitation of a recall effect that is inherent in
retrospective studies (Mills et al., 2010) can be minimized by the fact that first-hand information
could be obtained from those respondents that had direct involvement in ecosystem milestones
that lie in the recent past.

Conclusion

We have put forward a theory of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence and
development. Despite the concept of entrepreneurial ecosystems having attracted significant
interest from academics and practitioners, the majority of studies have focused on high-growth
entrepreneurship, with a particular focus on metropolitan areas. With our study, we contribute to
the understanding of how less-populated regions that have different challenges, resources, and
ambitions from metropolitan areas can build an ecosystem around sustainable entrepreneurship.
The comparative approach has allowed for a more diverse and comprehensive understanding of
factors that lead to sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems. Besides the theoretical contributions,
this study also offers both practical insights and avenues for further research.
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First, we have found that such ecosystem emergence and development can unfold in a bottom-up
manner in which regional stakeholders take a leadership role and organize collective action. These
stakeholders are driven by the motivation to help their own organization but they also want to
serve the collective interest of contributing to the sustainable development of the region. The
organizing efforts are most effective when such stakeholders are embedded in their economic and
socio-cultural context and as such, have strong networks with other regional actors to identify and
engage other entrepreneurs and innovators.

Second, sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence and development is only possible if
policy makers play an active role. This means that they realize that entrepreneurs should take
center stage for the sustainable regional development. As such, they not only provide financial
means to ecosystem building activities but also participate in the formulation of a regional
proposition that is reflected in concrete action plans. This requires that such stakeholders must not
only align on their intentions but also have a mutual understanding of sustainability.

Third, sustainable entrepreneurship does not emerge or develop in a vacuum. It takes actors from
all spheres of the triple helix that must show commitment and actively collaborate to develop the
institutional infrastructure to support sustainable entrepreneurs. These different actors
understand the regional challenges, organize resources needed to address such, and measure
progress. They are committed to supporting the region, willing to explore new ideas, and they
pursue sustainable opportunities by identifying and leveraging the regional assets. While their
interaction may be more informal and uncoordinated in early phases, it must formalize into more
permanent structures in later stages, while still remaining open and flexible.

Fourth, is imperative that a sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem identity emerges. This identity
is closely is intertwined with the ecosystem value proposition and provides the background for
action. This involves engagement with the wider public and creating a narrative that people can
identify with. The achievement of success stories aids this process as it can create regional pride
and help achieve to legitimacy through external recognition.

From an ontological perspective, one can observe a sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem once
there is a close community that is actively supporting sustainable entrepreneurship. We found that
this support can materialize in both sustainable entrepreneurship initiatives of existing businesses
but also in the form of newly founded sustainable ventures. Future research can build on our
findings and assess their relevance for entrepreneurial ecosystems in other contexts and at
different development stages. This can include established conventional entrepreneurial
ecosystem that are starting to build a culture and infrastructure around sustainable
entrepreneurship. Since our study has been of retrospective nature, we recommend pursuing
longitudinal process research to study interactions in real-time as they develop.
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Figure 1: A process model of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem emergence and development
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Figure Al: Data structure
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Friesland Entrepreneurial Ecosystem maturity Focus Group 1

Part 1 (ca. 10 minutes)

Instructions:

1. Take 1-2 minutes to go through the criteria on the right.

2. Drag & drop one of the circles next to your name onto the graph below according to
where you believe the sustainable Frisian startup ecosystem is currently situated

3. Discuss each other’s choice
Question:
Where do you believe the sustainable Frisian startup ecosystem currently stands
in terms of its' maturity or lifecycle stage?

Susainment Deciine

& tompe @ s

Growan

Lonnard

L Ronald

b

sirth Growth Sustainment Decline

Declining firm birth races Low firm birth rates,

e birth < N'mae)ﬁs@ firm biren < firm deaths
t an

Growing firm birth rates and growing

Low fiem birt rates, faw 10 10 exi,
e tirth > firm deatns

Firm entries and exits

Policy

Finance

culture

governmental insttutions

Support

Entreprencurship not seen 25 2 career |
opton anymore

First seral entrepreneurs. educationa repreneurship

Human Capital
(entrepreneurship training

disappear

Friesland Entrepreneurial Ecosystem maturity Focus Group 2

Part 2 (ca. 10 minutes)

Instructions:

1. Take 1-2 minutes to go through the criteria on the right.

2. Drag & drop one of the circles next to your name onto the graph below according to where
you believe the sustainable Frisian entrepreneurial ecosystem is currently situated

3. we will discuss
Question:
Where do you believe the sustainable Frisian startup ecosystem currently stands
in terms of its' maturity or lifecycle stage?
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Teil 2 (ca. 10 Minuten)

Hinweise:
1. Nehmen Sie sich bitte 1-2 Minuten Zeit, um die Kriterien auf der rechten Seite durchzugehen.
2. Ziehen Sie einen der Kreise auf die untenstehende Abbildung, je nachdem, wo Sie glauben,
dass das unternehmerische Okosystem derzeit einzuordnen ist.

Frage:
Wo befindet sich Ihrer Meinung nach das (nachhaltige) Grundungsokosystem der Start-

ups derzeit in Bezug auf seinen Reifegrad bzw. des Lebenszyklusstadiums?
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Table Al: Case description and context information.

Full Conference Proceedings

Friesland

Uckermark/Barnim

Ostrobothnia

Friesland is a rural province
in the Northern Netherlands
that is defined by its eleven-
city structure and its various
streams, lakes, and canals. It
is a minority language region
and there is a relatively
strong regional identification
of firms in Friesland with
their region and Frisian
identity (Van Langevelde &
Pellenbarg, 2001). The
Frisian economy is mostly
devoted to agriculture and it
largely consists of small to
medium-sized enterprises.
While Friesland performs
low on economic indicators,
it scores high on numerous
welfare indicators, such as
happiness, which has been
labelled the ‘Frisian paradox’
(Pennewaard, 2018).
Furthermore, Friesland is at
the forefront of the
transition towards a circular
economy, striving to become
the most circular region in
Europe by 2025 (Circulair
Friesland, 2021).

The focus group discussions
have established that
Friesland is in an advanced
birth stage of
entrepreneurial ecosystem
development (see Appendix
A).

The Uckermark/Barnim
Entrepreneurial Ecosystem is
located between the
metropolitan areas of Berlin,
the capital of Germany, and
Stettin, a Polish border town.
While the OECD LEED
programme attested to the
Uckermark the existence of (1)
support for business start-up,
(2) initiatives to promote
entrepreneurial culture, and
(3) observed examples of in-
migrating entrepreneurs
(Potter, 2006), the observed
entrepreneurial activity is
today average or below. While
more than two-thirds of the
companies participating in the
business survey for Recode-
Uckermark consider the local
start-up scene and the start-
up-related framework
conditions to be important or
rather important for their own
company, they are in majority
dissatisfied or less satisfied
with the regional start-up
scene and start-up-related
framework conditions.

New initiatives like the meBEST
campus or Stadt Land Oder aim
to step into the void and — with
the support and based on the
initiatve of regional
stakeholders — aim at enabling
more sustainable
entrepreneurship.

Ostrobothnia is a region in
western Finland consisting of
15 municipalities with the city
of Vaasa as the regional
center (Regional Council of
Ostrobothnia, 2021).
Ostrobothnia has good
prerequisites for developing
into a sustainable society
where business is based on
sustainable development
goals and the circular
economy (Vaasa Region
Development Company,
2021).

The development of the
region’s sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystem is
at the growth stage because
there is a growing perception
among regional policymakers
about the need to build a
sustainable entrepreneurial
ecosystem; there is growing
support of sustainable
entrepreneurship from
support organizations; there
is also a growing number of
sustainability-driven new
firms and sustainability
initiatives among existing
firms.

This has been confirmed by
the focus group discussion
that has established that
Ostrobothnia is in an early
stage of entrepreneurial
ecosystem development (see
Appendix A).
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The focus group discussions
have established that
Uckermark/Barnim is —
according to the stakeholder
perspectives — between birth
and growth stage of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem
development (see Appendix A).
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Framing the Social Innovation
Ecosystem

A systematic literature review
Irene Paoletti!, Alessia Pisoni?
1University of Pavia; 2University of Insubria

*alessia.pisoni@uninsubria.it

Abstract

Social innovation (Sl) is increasingly attracting the interest of scholars, institutions, and practitioners
due to its potential to tackle societal challenges. Literature on the topic appears highly fragmented
and scattered among different fields of research. In the attempt of systematizing contributions so-
far published, we’ve performed a systematic literature review with the aim to enhance our
comprehension about ecosystems facilitating social innovative activities. In doing so, we describe
the key attributes and features of the context and the conditions under which Sl is developed.

Keywords

Social Innovation (SI), Ecosystem, Social Innovation Ecosystem (SIE).

Introduction

Social Innovation (SI) has recently emerged in entrepreneurship and management literature as the
“mean” to provide “new solutions to meet social goals” (Mulgan et al., 2007). Seeking to empower
SI and make these solutions scalable, scholarly research has recently suggested the need to adopt
an ecosystem perspective, which could be particularly useful in highlighting the interdependence
between different actors in co-production and co-creation of value. In this scenario, some authors
suggest studying SI as an “innovation process” - focusing on “who” can do it, and “how” and
“where” it is done (Edwards-Schachter et al., 2012; Edwards-Schachter & Wallace, 2017) - involving
multitude of actors (Phillips et al., 2015) and knowledge resources (McElroy, 2002).

In this respect, the Social Innovation Ecosystem (SIE) should enable socially innovative initiatives by
providing actors the opportunities, the possibilities, the means and the authorities, i.e. governance
mechanisms, that allow access to resources to pursue their innovative activities (Pel et al., 2020;
Terstriep et al., 2020; Galego et al.,, 2021). Most of the academic literature agrees about the
relevance played by the context, categorizing social innovation as “highly context-sensitive”
(Moulaert et al., 2007; Kaletka et al., 2016; Asheim & Gertler, 2005). Even though SIEs entail - as
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“Innovation Ecosystems” (Granstrand & Holgersson, 2020), “Regional Innovation System” and
“National Systems of Innovation” (Terstriep et al., 2020; Rao-Nicholson et al., 2017) - some
attributes such as the institutional infrastructure supporting innovation, they also enclose some
elements of novelty. First, it has been recognized that Sl brings the ambition of overcoming the
local context and extending its processes to make them inclusive for the population (Unceta et al.,
2016). Accordingly, Sl initiatives have been analyzed as embedded systems of collective actors all
involved in “dynamic arenas” of development (Jgrgensen, 2012). Finally, the social goals driving all
the relations among actors distinguish the SIEs from generic innovation ecosystems.

The main challenge for scholars within this field of research, is to retrieve the key features of the
existing initiatives supporting Sl, to build a shared framework that could help in identifying critical
underlying conditions and common solutions to tackle societal challenges. Despite the progress
recently made in this direction, our comprehension about ecosystems facilitating social innovative
activities remains vague and ambiguous (Terstiep et al., 2020) and there is still a need for further
analysis that investigates the key findings of the literature in the Sl field of research adopting a
holistic/ecosystem perspective.

In this respect, this study represents a preliminary contribution to extant literature by answering
the following two research questions: 1) Which are the relevant themes so far identified in the SI
literature adopting a holistic/ecosystem perspective?; 2) Which are the key elements that
characterize Social Innovation Ecosystems? In the attempt to provide an answer to these questions,
we opted for a systematic approach to review the literature on the topic.

Method and data

As said, preliminary research showed a fragmentated literature scattered among different research
areas. To provide a systematization of the contributions on the topic under investigation, we
perform a systematic literature review (SLR) by following Tranfied et al. (2003) guidelines.

The keywords were selected based on the pre-acquired knowledge (Howaldt & Kopp, 2012; Nicholls
et al., 2015; Domanski et al., 2020) and a brainstorming within the research team. Scopus and Web
of Science were chosen as database of records. We conducted our search on title, abstract and/or
keywords using the following terms: “social innovation” and “ecosystem” or “system” or
“framework”. To obtain publications embracing a holistic view of the social innovation
phenomenon we also included the terms “system” or “framework” as synonyms of ecosystem. The
bibliographic research was conducted according to the following limitation criteria: i) only articles

n  u 7 “

in the “business”, “management”, “economics” and “social sciences” categories; ii) only articles
written in English, to facilitate comparison of different works; iii) only articles published in academic

journals.

We retrieved 765 articles from Scopus and 629 articles from Web of Science, in total 1394
articles. We first identified and removed 402 duplicate articles and then, initiated the screening
phase (see Figure 1). We first screened these documents through their abstracts and then, by
reading the full text articles, we excluded all the contributions that were unrelated to our research
objective. We ended up with 192 articles (see Table | in the Annex) which have been coded
according to bibliometric information, methodology and main objective/research goal.
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Figure 1: SLR flow diagram
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Results

“Which are the relevant themes so far identified in the Sl literature adopting a holistic/ecosystem
perspective?” and more specifically “Which are the key elements that characterize Social
Innovation Ecosystems?” are the main questions guiding the systematic literature review
performed in this study.

We performed, as a first step, some descriptive analysis of the selected contributions that reveal a

|ll

substantial “growth” of the literature about Sl and ecosystem related features over the years.
Specifically, in the past six year, scholars are increasingly devoting their attention to contextual-
related (“ecosystem”, “system” and “framework”) aspects/factors to study Sl processes. In
addition, by categorizing studies according to the adopted methodology, we identified that
empirical studies account for two third of the selected contributions (single case studies are the
most adopted, followed by multi setting case studies, while only a small percentage is based on
qguantitative study or mixed methods). The remaining articles are based on theoretical or

conceptual methodology.

The content analysis performed on the selected contributions reveals that research on Sl and
Ecosystems’ related features could be categorized mainly into four major areas: i) areas of
intervention; ii) context features; iii) key involved actors and their relations; and iv) the role of
technology as key resource. We devote one paragraph to each of the four dimensions above-
mentioned.

Areas of intervention

This category includes the Sl-related activities and their goals (Table 1). Some authors (Tracey &
Stott, 2016; Wittmayer et al., 2019; Pless et al., 2021) point out that the social areas of intervention
are represented by “social and societal challenges”. Society itself represents the most common
target to achieve, when dealing with SIE. More specifically, the initiatives can be directed to achieve
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diverse societal outcomes. A first group of objectives is related to the end of any forms of poverty
(Marakkath & Attuel-Mendes, 2015; Chiodo, 2021; Uzsayilir & Baycan, 2021), a second one to
achieve food security (Edwards & Mercer, 2010; Rover et al., 2016; Prost et al., 2019), followed by
the warranty of healthy lives (Ballard et al., 2017; Ahmed et al., 2021), and the reduction of
inequalities (Weinzierl et al., 2016; Svidronova et al., 2017; Otten et al., 2021), such as gender
disparities (Kluvankova et al., 2019). Based on the reach of the intervention, social innovations can
either tackle a specific social issue affecting a small group of individuals or major structural issues
affecting a vast group of people with large-scale effects (Tabaklar et al., 2021).

Table 1: Areas of intervention — Key findings

Main topic Key aspects Main references
Areas of To achieve diverse “social and societal | Adham et al., 2018; Aksoy et al., 2019;
intervention challenges”, the literature describes the | Andionetal., 2021; Arocena & Sutz, 2021;
areas of interventions with a: Baker & Mehmood, 2015; Bittencourt &

Ronconi, 2016; Chatzichristos &
eFocus on outcome, as based on the SI- Nagopoulos, 2020; Chiodo, 2021; Cornet
related goals: & Barpanda, 2020; Coulson & Woods,
2021; Dahlke et al., 2021; Dayson, 2017;
Farmer et al., 2021; Guerrero & Urbano,
2020; Hart et al., 2015; Hebinck et al.,
2019; Hiteva & Sovacool, 2021; Jensen &
Brandi, 2018; Kruckenberg, 2015;
Lombardi et al., 2020; Ludvig et al., 2021;
Maher & Hazenberg, 2021; Malek &
local Costa, 2015; Marchesi & Tweed, 2021;
global Ornetzeder, 2001; Parziale & Scotti, 2016;
Pel & Kemp, 2020; Peter, 2021; Prost et
al., 2019; Ravazzoli et al., 2021; Rhodes et
al.,, 2021; Schroer, 2021; Sept, 2020;
Super et al., 2021; Svidronova et al., 2017;
Tracey & Stott, 2016; Unceta et al., 2020;
Uzsayilir & Baycan, 2021; Warnecke,
2016; Widyaningsih & Van den Broeck,
2021.

end of any forms of poverty

achievement of food security

warranty of healthy lives

reduction of inequalities

eFocus on development scale, as based on
the reach of the interventions:

Source: own elaboration

Context features

As expected, by approaching the Sl topic under the holistic/ecosystem perspective, the vast
majority of the selected articles focus on context-related issues. In other words, the “context” is
used as a general framework to understand the origins of S| practices/interventions (Table 2).
According to van Wijk et al. (2019), the context can have an institutional connotation and include
wide societal level of institutions as democracy, capitalism, poverty, and exclusion. Within the
institutional context, socially innovative processes can be fueled and hindered as in a dynamic arena
(Onsongo, 2019; Zivojinovi¢ et al., 2019; Agostini et al., 2020). Social innovation is described as a
social shared competence that is dependent on the context, which refers to changes in the agenda
and the agency of the institutions, and which leads to a better inclusion of groups and individuals
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who are marginalized in various fields of society at various scales of organization (Flores & Zapata,
2018; Guerrero & Urbano, 2020).

SIE interventions are frequently associated to a particular local area or region. Very often, they are
negotiated on a local level by agents and organizations with a strong sense of place (Sarala, 2014;
Kluvankova et al., 2018; Sept, 2020; de Fatima Ferreiro et al., 2021; Edwards & Mercer, 2010).
However, sometimes they can have a national breadth of application (Nemec et al., 2016; Windrum
etal., 2016), or they can overcome the national borders to get an international impact (Charalabidis
et al., 2014; Van Rensburg et al., 2019; Ruszkai et al., 2021).

Table 2: Context Features — Key findings

Main topic Key aspects Main references
Context To approach the context as a “framework” to | Agostini et al., 2020; Andion et al., 2020;
features understand the origins of Sl practices and | Anggahegari et al., 2018; Batle et al.,
interventions. The context itself can be | 2018; Bittencourt & Ronconi, 2016;
characterized by: Bosworth et al, 2016; Bozic, 2021;

Canestrino et al.,, 2019; Chatfield &
eInstitutional connotation, including wide Reddick, 2016; Chiodo, 2021; Cipolla et
societal levels of institutions al., 2021; Cornet & Barpanda, 2020;
Cristofalo et al., 2019; de Fatima Ferreiro
et al., 2021; Edwards & Mercer, 2010;
Flores & Zapata, 2018; Gallouj et al., 2021,
eTerritorial connotation, pointing out a | Kadyrova, 2021; Kranzeeva et al., 2021;
specific local, national, or international level | Lindberg et al., 2016; Lubberink et al.,
2019; Ludvig et al., 2021; Marakkath &
Attuel-Mendes, 2015; Morelli et al., 2017;
Nicolopoulou et al.,, 2021; Novikova,
2021; Parahoo & Al-Nakeeb, 2019;
Petersen & Kruss, 2021; Rao-Nicholson et
al., 2017; Rizzo et al., 2021; van Wijk et al.,
2019; Zivojinovié et al., 2019.

eSocial connotation, referring to individuals
and groups in various fields of society

Source: own elaboration

Key involved actors and their relations

SIEs involve a wide constellation of actors. We identified the following categories of actors: public
sector, civil society, and private sector (Table 3). The first category comprises mainly government,
public administrations, local and national authorities, and academia; the second group involves
citizens, social movements, NGOs; the third includes corporations, SMEs, and startups. Actors are
at the heart of Sl initiatives, since they are the main initiative’s developer, i.e. the ones who
conceive and implement social solutions.

Through the provision of public services at the national and local levels, government has typically
played a significant role in the creation of societal value. Public policies are considered a tool for
achieving this aim (Romanelli & Zbuchea, 2021; Ludvig et al., 2021). Universities also actively
participate in Sl activities. They are described as the drivers of knowledge sharing and experimental
learning (Belcher et al., 2021; Greene, 2021; Mdleleni, 2021).
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Table 3: Key involved actors and their relations — Key findings

Main topic Key aspects Main references

Key involved | To identify the “macro | Agostini et al., 2020; Ahmed et al., 2021; Alijani et al.,

actors and | categories” of: 2016; Amanatidou et al.,, 2021; Arocena & Sutz, 2021;
their relations Avelino et al., 2019; 2020; Ballard et al., 2017; Bayuo et
*Involved actors al., 2020; Belcher et al., 2021; Bellandi et al., 2021;

Benneworth & Cunha, 2015; Ber & Branzei, 2010; Bigger
et al., 2016; Biggs et al., 2010; Bright & Godwin, 2010;
Broad & Ortiz, 2021; Bublitz et al., 2021; Cacciolatti, 2019;
Carayannis et al.,, 2021; Castro-Spila, 2018; 2021;
Chatzichristos & Nagopoulos, 2020; Chin et al., 2019;
Correia et al., 2015; Cossetta & Palumbo, 2014; de Fatima
Ferreiro et al., 2021; Desa & Koch, 2014; Diniz & Leitdo,
2016; Farmer et al., 2021; Gasparin et al., 2021; Greene,
2021; Guerrero & Urbano, 2020; Gupta et al., 2016;
Harrisson et al., 2012; Henderson, 1993; Holmstrom Lind
Public Private Partnerships et al., 2020; Jing & Gong, 2012; Kim, 2021; Klievink &
Cross Sector Partnerships Janssen, 2014; Kluvankova et al., 2019; Komatsu et al.,

Public sector (Government,
public administrations, local
and national authorities,
academia)

Civil society (Citizens, Social
Movements, NGOs)

Private sector (Corporations,
SMEs, Startups)

*Their relations

Strategic Alliances 2016; 2020; Kranzeeva et al., 2021; Kumari et al., 2020;
Lee et al., 2021; Lind et al., 2018; Lukesch et al., 2020;
Lythberg et al., 2021; Malek & Costa, 2015; Marchesi &
Tweed, 2021; Martens et al., 2020; Martini et al., 2017;
Mazzarella et al.,, 2021; McKelvey & Zaring, 2018;
Mdleleni, 2021; Mejia et al., 2019; Mirvis & Googins,
2018; Morawska-Jancelewicz, 2021; Mulyaningsih et al.,
2016; Okano, 2017; Onsongo, 2019; Otten et al., 2021;
Parthasarathy et al., 2021; Pel et al., 2020; Pellicer-Sifres
et al., 2017; Petersen & Kruss, 2021; Piccarozzi, 2018;
Presenza et al., 2019; Prost et al., 2019; Purcell et al.,
2019; Rao-Nicholson et al., 2017; Rehfeld & Terstriep,
2016; Richter & Christmann, 2021; Romanelli & Zbuchea,
2021; Rover et al., 2016; Ruszkai et al., 2021; Sabato &
Verschraegen, 2019; Sacchi, 2019; Sanzo-Pérez & Alvarez-
Gonzalez, 2021; Satrustegui et al., 2017; Segarra-Oiia et
al., 2016; Sept, 2021; Seyfang & Haxeltine, 2012; Slimane
& Lamine, 2018; Spinelli et al., 2018; Super et al., 2021;
Tabaklar et al., 2021; Terstriep et al., 2020; Tortia et al.,
2021; Ulug & Horlings, 2018; Unceta et al., 2020; 2021;
Van Rensburg et al., 2019; von Jacobi et al., 2017;
Windrum et al., 2016; Yang & Sung, 2015; Ziegler, 2017;
Zivojinovi¢ et al., 2019.

Source: own elaboration

Literature also stresses the role of civil society in promoting SI, showing the importance of
individuals’ and communities’ direct participation and active role (Seyfang & Haxeltine, 2012;
Chiodo, 2021). More in general, civil society strengthens coalitions and networks with other
organizations or institutions to receive benefits, such as connecting ideas, people, and resources.

Literature also points out a growing interest in SI by profit-oriented actors since social and
environmental considerations are having a greater impact on their bottom line. Through the
adoption of business models sustaining SI, organizations promote sustainable growth while also
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addressing social, cultural, and environmental issues (Gasparin et al., 2021; Lind et al., 2018). The
private actor collaborates with other stakeholders in the search for novel ways of connecting with
the public sector (mainly through public private partnerships (PPP) - Klievink & Janssen, 2014) and
civil society, as well as with other organizations that share similar goals.

Despite startups’ potential to address numerous societal challenges and boost SI (European
Commission, 2021), they have been so-far disregarded by Sl literature (Batle et al., 2018; Cacciolatti
et al., 2020).

The role of technology as a key resource

The literature review also reveals the increasing role of technological innovation as a valuable
resource for SIEs. In this respect, digital technologies are increasingly attracting the interest of
scholar, because of their role in shaping Sl processes (Table 4). Specifically, we group these articles
according to the specific functions of the technology. In the first group, technology is seen as a
supporter of the S| process. Supporting technologies allows the creation of a collaborative
environment which can create experimental learning, which enables users to take active part in the
research, development, and innovation process (Cossetta & Palumbo, 2014; Spinelli et al., 2018).
Platforms are regarded as the point of interaction between actors. Crowdfunding platforms may
represent an example. Recently, scholars in the field start to examine them as a way for
empowering the financing of projects by soliciting investment, creating at the same time greater
legitimacy for social enterprises by promoting early societal interaction and participation (Presenza
et al.,, 2019; Cacciolatti et al., 2019; Marakkath & Attuel-Mendes, 2015). The second group of
contributions examines the technology’s role as a catalyst for SI. A clear example is the use of
various combinations of online platforms and the configuration of online communities and their
relationships with offline communities (Temmerman et al., 2021; Zivojinovi¢ et al., 2019). By
allowing new forms of bottom-up and decentralized collaboration, they have the potential to open
up vast new fields of Sl that we have only begun to glimpse, but do not fully understand (Sept,
2020).

Table 4: Role of technology— Key findings

Main topic Key aspects Main references
Role of To evaluate the “function” played by | Carl, 2020; Charalabidis et al., 2014; Cossetta &
technology technology in Sl processes as: Palumbo, 2014; Dahlke et al., 2021; De Filippi et

al., 2017; De Rosa, 2017; Filler et al., 2012;
Hsuan et al., 2019; Kohler & Chesbrough, 2021;
Morrar et al., 2021; Onsongo, 2019; Oomens &
Scholten, 2020; Ornetzeder, 2001; Presenza et
al., 2019; Sanzo-Pérez et al., 2015; Sept, 2020;
Spinelli et al., 2018; Temmerman et al., 2021;
Van Rensburg et al., 2019; Vasin et al., 2016;
Vézina et al., 2019; Warnecke, 2016.

eSupporting technology, as a solution to
create a collaborative environment and to
favor interactions among the players

*Enabling technology, as a catalyst for the
configuration of Sl interventions, to create
customized solutions

Source: own elaboration
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Conclusion and future research directions

Academic literature on Social Innovation Ecosystems is still embryonic and highly interdisciplinary.
The SLR we conducted reveals first of all, an increasing number of contributions published on the
topic in recent years, thus signaling the increasing interest of scholar in this field of research. The
SLR allows to identify four main themes useful for identifying a tentative framework for SIEs: i) areas
of interventions; ii) context features; iii) key involved actors and their relations; iv) the increasing
role of technology as a key resource.

A paragraph was devoted to each theme to grasp the variety of ecosystem components. More
specifically, the potential areas of interventions in SIEs are inherent to societal needs and can be
identified within the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals. These can either be the core of local
development initiatives or larger scale interventions. As regards the context features, the
institutional framework, including either formal or informal institutions, is the one mainly adopted
by scholars and emphasizes the multidimensional and complex nature of the ecosystem. The third
theme corresponds to the description of the actors involved in the social innovation ecosystem.
The emergence of a wide constellations of players and the fact that each of them is never
responsible of developing these initiatives alone, shape the collective nature of the initiatives and
bring to identify groups, partnerships, or networks, in which most of the actors are involved. Last
but not least, the increasing role of technological innovation to boost SI.

Although in the format of short paper, this contribution has provided a preliminary overview of the
main themes arising from the literature that could be useful to understand “how” SIEs work.
However, there are still further steps to be implemented. First of all, the SLR also reveals a recently
emerging interest of scholars and practitioners in understanding the role that startups aiming at
pursuing social goals play in SI processes and in the ecosystem. Moreover, being startups often
technology-oriented, future research could shed new light about emergent opportunities offered
by the use of technology as supporter or enabler in pursuing social needs. This further step will be
instrumental in achieving a deeper comprehension of SIEs along with a deeper assessment of the
interplay among the existing socially innovative actors, and the importance of engaging in synergic
collaborations in such a dynamic arena. Despite the difficulties in mapping the multifaceted
dimensions of SIEs, and the further research needed to shed new light on the topic under
investigation by adopting a holist perspective, our findings could represent a starting point for
further research aiming to support the decision-making process of both practitioners and policy
makers involved in the development of local initiatives or larger scale interventions.
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Extended abstract

Our conceptual understanding of sustainable business models continually advances, with increasing
alignment among scholars regarding the definition and design of these business models (Bocken,
2021; Breuer et al, 2018). However, there remains insufficient knowledge regarding
operationalization and implementation (Baldassarre et al., 2020; Curtis, 2021; Fobbe and Hilletofth,
2021), with few successful examples of sustainable business models (Ritala et al., 2018). Yet,
success is value-laden, reflecting the foremost priorities within an embedded context (Upward and
Jones, 2015). Perspective also influences success, for example, from the standpoint of the firm, its
customers, its shareholders, society-at-large, or the natural world.

We submit this extended abstract to Track 1.2 Ecosystems in Support of Sustainability. This research
aims to advance knowledge about the operationalization of sustainable business models, by
exploring the conditions enabling or constraining successful sustainable business models in the
Nordic context. Specifically, the research explores organizational context by examining stakeholder
perspectives using the business ecosystem concept. Funded by the Swedish Environmental
Protection Agency (Naturvardsverket), the research triangulates academic literature and survey
data used in a PESTELE analysis to establish an artefact detailing enabling or constraining conditions.

For transparency, we define sustainable business models, organizational context, business
ecosystems, enabling and constraining conditions, among other concepts.

Again, definitions of sustainable business models (SBMs) are merging to offer several guiding
principles: i) SBMs integrate economic, environmental, and social value to create, deliver, and
capture what is called sustainable value (Fobbe and Hilletofth, 2021; Méndez-Ledn et al., 2022); ii)
SBMs proactively consider stakeholders, including the environment, in the value generation process
(Fobbe and Hilletofth, 2021; Geissdoerfer et al., 2018); iii) SBMs articulate explicit sustainability
aspirations, with measurable indicators, which consider a long-term perspective (Bocken, 2021;
Geissdoerfer et al., 2018).
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Context matters, influencing organizations and individuals (Mowday and Sutton, 1993). We define
context as the “circumstances, conditions, situations, or environments that are external to the
respective phenomenon and enable or constrain it” (Welter, 2011, p. 167). Context influences the
opportunities or limitations of a business over time, based on the proximity and similarity within
and between organizations and individuals (Mowday and Sutton, 1993). Therefore, to understand
organization context, we suggest the need to consider the broader business ecosystem.

A business ecosystem is a group of companies and other interdependent stakeholders (e.g. business
developers, funders, suppliers, competitors, customers) that interact, reinforcing the roles of each
company/stakeholder in the ecosystem (Yi et al., 2022; Zahra and Nambisan, 2012). And, research
suggests that network effects within an ecosystem improve efficiency, for example, reducing costs
of product development, production, or distribution (Li and Seering, 2019). Moreover, ecosystems
facilitate sharing of knowledge, experience, and resources, which supports startups and
entrepreneurs (Li and Seering, 2019).

For the purpose of the research, conditions that enable or constrain successful sustainable business
models are considered to be any contextual knowledge that affect financial viability as well as
environmental or social impact of sustainable business models, taking into account a systems and
life-cycle perspective. We chose to define a successful sustainable business model as any
organisational entity operating for at least three years (or to the natural conclusion of the
organisation), which is financially viable and able to demonstrate impact consistent with their
mission. Financial viability describes the ability of the organisational entity to sustain its operations,
either through adequate revenue streams, grants, donations, or volunteer support. This captures
both the relativist and normative perspective on success, as outlined by Upward & Jones (2015).
Therefore, our research is inclusive of commercial enterprises, social enterprises, grassroots
initiatives, and non-traditional organisational forms (see Curtis and Mont, 2020).

The methods for data collection include a narrative literature review and a survey among business
ecosystem stakeholders. A narrative literature review is more suitable for exploratory research
(Efron and Ravid, 2019), consistent with our research aim to investigate potential enabling or
constraining conditions influencing the success of sustainable business models. Literature was
collected on 15 October 2021 from the Scopus database, using a combination of keywords including
“sustainable business models”, “business ecosystems”, “PESTEL analysis” (and related
permutations). The search comprised all document types, including articles, conference papers, and
book chapters. The results returned 231 documents, and their titles, abstracts, and keywords were
screened. This screening excluded 79 documents, resulting in a final sample of 152 documents.
Excluded documents most often conflated sustainable and viable to describe the ability for the firm
to sustain its operations financially. A further 15 documents were unavailable to us.

The final sample is coded qualitatively using NVivo, a computer-assisted qualitative content analysis
software. Researchers engage in open coding, reviewing all articles for contextual knowledge that
is described to either enable or constrain the implementation or operationalisation of SBMs. The
codes are refined to arrive at an artefact — an initial prototype corresponding to overarching
categories in a PESTELE analysis: political, economic, social, technological, environmental, legal, and
ethical conditions (Johnson et al., 2020).

The survey is planned to be executed in March-April 2022. Survey participants will include
stakeholders within business ecosystems in the Nordic context, for example, entrepreneurs,
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managers, business developers, funders, and bureaucrats. The recipients will be known to us,
recommended to us, or found through publicly available information. We do not intend to conduct
any statistical analysis from the survey data; rather, the survey data will be used to complement,
validate, and evaluate the results of the PESTELE analysis. Then, a second prototypical artefact will
be developed.

In April 2022, a planned reference group of five academic and industry experts will review the
artefacts to confirm, refine, and evaluate the PESTELE analysis. The enabling or constraining
conditions are intended to provide insights to business ecosystem stakeholders in order to better
support or advance the operationalisation of SBMs. Additionally, the conditions will be modelled
using causal loop diagrams (CLDs) to identify leverage points relevant for policy intervention or
other targeted support.

Keywords

sustainable business models, organizational context, business ecosystems, PESTELE analysis
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Extended abstract

The socio-cultural evolution of the last twenty years has placed companies in front of new
challenges that require a radical change in the development of their business model. Although the
company is an open system, historically we have witnessed the development of realities oriented
only towards the generation of profit that for too long have ignored the impact of their actions.

In recent years, therefore, an assumption of conscience has been demanded of companies, in line
with what has been done for governments and citizens (Rufolo, 1988).

In this perspective, the company as an open system should be considered in the broader sense of
a company operating according to an ecosystem approach that allows it to create value in synergy
with stakeholders.

The need to develop an ecosystemic approach aimed at sustainability becomes even more
important in the current pandemic period: lockdown, social distancing, and restrictions on
movement have exacerbated social inequalities.

In such a scenario, the setting of the right strategy in terms of ecosystem and sustainability can
represent a valid development tool.

In the absence of an "operating manual” to follow, it seems useful that companies wishing to
respond positively to the social, economic, and environmental call, and at the same time see their
profits increase, can be inspired by the model of Benefit Corporations (B Corps), i.e. those
companies that have a dual purpose: profit and the creation of well-being for the society in which
they operate.
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B Corps have taken it upon themselves to structure business so that the business needs and
interests of people and the environment are harmonized. They meet the highest standards of social,
environmental, and economic performance and strive to consider all stakeholders, not just
shareholders. They represent, therefore, a model to follow for all companies that want to take
action in support of sustainability.

From an academic perspective, research on social entrepreneurship has also become more
prominent over the years (Mair et al., 2016; McMullen & Warnick, 2016; Besharov & Smith, 2014;
Grimes et al., 2013; Dacin et al., 2010). Many authors have focused on so-called hybrid firms that
seek to mediate the pursuit of profit with their impact on the environment (Haigh et al., 2015;
Hoffman et al., 2012; Miller et al., 2012).

Although there is growing academic interest in organizations that want to combine market and
social logic, increasing both their mission for the environment and their business performance
(Battilana & Lee, 2014), B Corps, which are part of a rapidly expanding movement, have been the
subject of an in-depth study by a minority branch of research.

These firms have chosen to undergo an external certification process concerning sustainability goals
by B Lab (Moroz et al, 2018) and it is relevant to understand the possibility of replicating the
business model adopted by B Corps.

Although the B Lab social experiment has only recently emerged from the early adopter stage (Cao
et al., 2017) some scholars believe that it is still capable of making an important contribution in the
field of entrepreneurship as it is considered a true case of innovation (Wilburn & Wilburn, 2014;
Kanig, 2013; Sabeti, 2011). Moreover, this topic is believed to be of particular interest as a growing
number of scholars have become interested in hybrid organizations that, although they have a
vocation for social work, do not always possess a certification whose importance has been studied
(Lytton, 2014; Terlaak & King, 2006). Therefore, the current academic debate legitimizes B
Corporations as an autonomous field of research.

Santos et al. (2015) argues that business models that align profit and social impact are a key
challenge for business leaders and, therefore, it appears necessary for firms to adopt strategies that
can deviate from the traditional capitalist model to meet the sustainable development needs of
society (Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008).

Research on B Corps has crossed the boundaries of multiple fields of study and has been carried
out using knowledge from different areas highlighting the interdisciplinary relevance of the topic.

The interdisciplinary nature of the subject and the growth of scientific attention on B Corporations
make it difficult to systematize the current scientific knowledge on the topic and entail the risk that
the discussion enters a phase of stagnation in which no progress is made. From the above,
researchers’ intent on employing the current knowledge on B Corp fail to have a holistic view of it
and risk delving into issues not relevant to knowledge development. Professionals also fail to have
a clear view of the studies conducted to date and to exploit the insights to make business decisions.
To the authors' knowledge, no study has synthesized the previous literature.

In the light of the above, it is important to investigate the structure of B Corps’ business models and
at the same time systematize the knowledge accumulated to date on the subject. Therefore, the
present study, by conducting a systematic review of the literature and adopting the methodology
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proposed by Tranfield et al. (2003), aims to identify which elements of B Corp have been studied,
highlighting the relevant findings, to bring clarity to this fragmented field of research and outlining
future research directions. It is believed that this study can therefore further advance the scientific
understanding of the topic.

To achieve these goals, we answered the following research questions (RQs):
RQ1: How has the literature on B Corporations evolved since its inception?
RQ2: What themes dominate research in this topic?

RQ3: What future research is needed in this area?

To conduct the literature review, articles were identified through a search of the Scopus database
(de Moya-et al.,, 2007). To analyze the articles extracted from the database, the authors, to
maximize the scientific rigorousness of the study, used the research framework developed by
Paoloni and Demartini (2016) which, consistent with what has been done by previous studies, has
been partially modified (Paoloni et al., 2019, Paoloni et al., 2020).

The analysis of the studies revealed that the literature that has dealt with the B Corp movement to
date has focused on understanding the structural aspects of the business model (Stubbs, 2017a;
Stubbs, 2017b), understanding the motivations that led firms to seek B certification (Del Baldo,
2019; Moroza et al, 2018; Grimes et al., 2018; Gehman & Grimes, 2017), the factors that enable
firms to pass the B test (Hickman & Hickman, 2014), and the possible impact that B certification
could have in the outreach process to other business organizations (Poponi et al., 2019).

The analysis also revealed that only a few studies have addressed the issue related to B Corps’
performance in terms of both profit and sustainability. Therefore, it is believed that future studies
should investigate this aspect to understand whether this model can/will be adopted by an
increasing number of companies.

It is believed that the present study can have a significant theoretical impact as it makes multiple
contributions. Using the framework proposed by Paoloni and Demartini (2016), it allows, starting
from existing knowledge, to highlight the methodological approaches adopted, to identify the most
relevant research topics and to provide guidelines for scholars to follow in future related research
activities.

From a practical management perspective, the study provides a clear view of B Corp studies by
highlighting the characteristics of B Corp firms and their business models. Although it has not yet
become clear whether B certification will be required by a critical mass of firms (Hiller, 2013) it is
believed that the separation between nonprofit firms, which focus their attention on the pursuit of
social benefit, and for-profit firms, which have profit maximization as their goal, is evolving to
become more blurred day by day.

Keywords

B Corp, Hybrid business model, Sustainable business model, Corporate sustainability, Sustainable
entrepreneurship
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Extended abstract

In the past decade, a growing amount of scientific literature has been focusing on the ecosystem
phenomenon, attempting to explain the underpinning conditions, mechanisms, processes,
outcomes and outputs that lead to entrepreneurial growth within a region (Cao & Shi, 2021;
Theodoraki, Dana, & Caputo, 2021). Within ecosystems, universities are portrayed as a central
actor, due to their organic connections and interactions with the industry, government and wider
society thanks to their core missions, technology transfer processes and community engagement
(Guerrero, Urbano, & Gajén, 2020; Roncancio-Marin, Dentchev, Guerrero, Diaz Gonzalez, &
Crispeels, 2022).

Many universities in developing economies are at the forefront of combating complex local social
problems (Roncancio-Marin et al., 2022). The sustainability issues in the global south are more
complex due to the scarcity of resources, poor infrastructure, lack of legitimacy, government failure
and corruption, among other factors (Arocena & Sutz, 2021). Social Entrepreneurs play an
important role in these countries, by providing innovative solutions to their social and
environmental complex challenges (Diaz Gonzalez & Dentchev, 2021). To succeed, SEs need to be
embedded in ecosystems, where they can benefit from the interaction with a variety of actors with
complementary knowledge and assets, including universities (Autio et al., 2014; Roundy, 2017).

Despite the obvious role of universities in the supportive ecosystem for SEs, this topic remains fairly
under-researched (Thomsen, Muurlink, & Best, 2018). Such gap in the knowledge has been
highlighted by Guerrero et al (2016, p. 560) who stress the need to further explore “the
environmental factors (i.e., formal: policies, incentives & informal: attitudes, culture) and internal
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factors (i.e., resources and capabilities), that affect the development of Entrepreneurial Universities
in the new social and economic landscape”.

The objective of this paper is to investigate how universities engage and mobilize different
stakeholders (internal and external) to build a supportive ecosystem for social entrepreneurs in the
global south. We gather insights from a capacity-building project between Belgium, Ecuador, Bolivia
and Uganda, with the main objective to develop university offices and policies to strengthen and
promote social entrepreneurship at universities and thus dynamize the local ecosystems in support
of social entrepreneurs. To do so, we will adopt a qualitative approach (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987),
with interviews with elite informants (Solarino & Aguinis, 2020) from officials, professors, students
and entrepreneurs from four universities involved in SEfficiency3, a two year capacity building
project, combined with different observations and reports from the project activities.

To make build our arguments in this paper, we will borrow insights from institutional theory (Scott,
2005) and ecosystem thinking (Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer, 2018; Spigel & Harrison, 2018;
Theodoraki et al., 2021). The institutional theory has been widely used to examine the influence of
the institutional environment (norms, rules, culture, routines) and the actions of individuals and
organizations, in the process of gaining legitimacy and support. In the context of universities and
entrepreneurship, this theory has provided different insights on how universities interact with
multiple stakeholders, due to multiple environmental factors that shape the university
entrepreneurial activity (Guerrero & Urbano, 2016). Such external factors influence not only the
teaching and research activities, but also the entrepreneurial dimension of the university, including
technology transfer process, entrepreneurial education portfolio, governance structure, and the
entrepreneurial attitudes of the university community (Schmitz, Urbano, Dandolini, de Souza, &
Guerrero, 2016; Urbano, Guerrero, Ferreira, & Fernandes, 2018).

The relevant literature describes various types of support that an ecosystem can offer to SEs,
including access to different types of capital (human, financial and commercial), and other specific
resources, knowledge, information and networking expansion possibilities (Biggeri, Testi & Bellucci,
2017; Goyal, Sergi & Jaiswal, 2016; Letaifa, 2016). In addition, we see evidence in the relevant
literature on how universities engage in the resolution of complex social and environmental issues
by using the support and involvement of their students, faculty, and staff. This occurs mainly
through curricular and extracurricular activities, where students, university faculty, and staff work
with local community groups to resolve real social challenges (Jones, Warner & Kiser, 2010).

In the global south, many universities lack modern infrastructure and technologies, the knowledge
or programs specifically designed to support social entrepreneurs (Diaz Gonzalez, Dentchev, &
Roman Roig, 2020). Nevertheless, universities contribute to local ecosystem dynamics by means of
community service learning (Furco, 2016), where students are confronted with the needs of
communities, which allows them to reflect upon and resolve the rather challenging social issues
that they face. Other examples of activities undertaken by universities to support the
entrepreneurial environment are related to education in entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurship
and sustainability, business simulation competitions, internships, volunteer programs,
collaboration with incubators and accelerators and attracting or promoting grants and seed funding
for students entrepreneurs (Marzocchi, Kitagawa, & Sanchez-Barrioluengo, 2017).

3 https://www.vliruos.be/en/projects/project/22?pid=4432
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Therefore, we can argue that the different university involvement with the community constitutes
a favourable environment to support SE, not only because of the different amount of interactions
and specialized knowledge, but also because of the multiple collaborations with corporates,
multinationals, public intuitions, governments and international organizations, that aim at
developing new knowledge and advancing technologies that will be serving societal needs (Wakkee,
van der Sijde, Vaupell, & Ghuman, 2019). However, the specific aspect of engaging different
stakeholders (internal and external) to build a supportive and conducive environment for social
entrepreneurship remains underexplored (Klofsten et al., 2019).

Our main contribution will be related to characterising the different processes of engagement of
university stakeholders in the process of developing ecosystems for SEs. Many contributions have
mainly explored the ecosystem as a network, with much attention given to map its different actors,
their affiliation, specific roles and interactions (Mars & Bronstein, 2017; Roundy, 2017). This is
partial because one important of the most relevant aspect of an ecosystem is the actor's
interdependence (Stam, 2015). This means that they create dynamic communities, uniting social,
cultural and economic forces (Spigel, 2017) to improve the competitiveness of all entrepreneurs
embedded in the ecosystem. But as in any other system, the engagement processes are key to
maintaining a healthy level of interactions among its members (Colombo, Dagnino, Lehmann, &
Salmador, 2017).
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Extended abstract

Circular business models (CBMs) offer many opportunities to create economic, environmental and
social value. Various circular strategies or combinations of circular strategies such as reuse, repair,
remanufacture, recycling or regeneration can optimize resource efficiency and productivity while
simultaneously reducing or eliminating primary resource extraction and harmful wastes (e.g. EMF,
2020; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). The transition towards a circular economy (CE) requires changes
at a complex systemic level, involving the redesign and reorganization of entire value chain
structures and a need for significant changes to the ways in which multiple key stakeholders
collaborate, coordinate and align with each other. Adopting this perspective means acknowledging
that interaction between different stakeholders is a key factor in determining the success or failure
of CE solutions. In particular, the synergistic alignment of circular value creation and capture
between businesses, investors and societal stakeholders is an important underlying mechanism for
the successful scaling of CBMs and an acceleration of the transition towards a CE.

Scholars have also highlighted some of the potential risks and uncertainties relating to the CE.
Depending on the way that they are configured and implemented, CBMs do not automatically lead
to an improvement in environmental or social sustainability or a reduction in primary resource
consumption (e.g. Hart & Pomponi, 2021; Korhonen et al., 2018; Manninen et al., 2018; Murray et
al.,, 2017; Tukker & Tischner, 2006). For example, Zink and Geyer (2017) conceptualized the
possibility of “circular rebound” whereby CE activities can potentially increase overall economic
production. Other researchers have drawn attention to the inherent uncertainties surrounding
financial and investment decisions pertaining to CBMs, which create barriers to their
implementation (e.g. Dewick, 2020; Linder & Williander, 2017). For example, in product-service-
system (PSS) business models, value is created for the business stakeholder through the retention
of product ownership, which secures the rights and control over product return flows. This creates
synergy with customers who value the convenience of repair and maintenance provisions that non-
ownership affords them and paying only for what they use (Cherry & Pidgeon, 2018). Further
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synergies can be created when PSS models reduce product life cycle environmental impact by
enabling changes in consumer behavior (Bocken et al., 2018). However, financial services
institutions may be reluctant to finance such CBMs due to higher capital investment and longer
payback periods resulting from retained ownership of products and delayed revenue streams,
resulting in a higher credit risk for financial stakeholders (FinanCE Working Group, 2016; ING, 2020).
Attempts to ensure value capture for business and financial stakeholders, such as more restrictive
contractual clauses regarding payment terms or product use, can result in higher risk for consumers
and society, especially in the case of goods or services that serve fundamental personal or societal
needs (Cherry & Pidgeon, 2018; ING, 2020).

The above examples illustrate the existence of interrelated synergies and tensions between circular
value and circular risk. On the one hand, circular value creation and/or capture by one stakeholder
can simultaneously create value for others. On the other hand, circular value creation and/or
capture by one stakeholder or set of stakeholders could potentially generate costs or risks for
another stakeholder or set of stakeholders. In addition, an individual organization may encounter
value-risk synergies and tensions between different elements of its CBM configuration. In short,
value-risk synergies and tensions could occur in the CE on different levels: among a set of societal
stakeholders, within a circular value chain or within a single organization. The relative salience and
importance of value-risk constructions within and between different stakeholders has significant
implications for the successful and sustainable implementation of circular initiatives (e.g. Machacek
et al.,, 2017). That is: synergistic effects will align interests and function as an enabler, whilst
conflicts and misalignment will inhibit progress. Therefore, it is important to investigate and
understand the degree to which stakeholders are aligned or differ with regards to capturing circular
value and their exposure to circular risk.

Several systematic literature reviews have categorized and conceptualized many examples of value
creation, benefits, opportunities and drivers as well as risks, challenges, and barriers that emerge
in the implementation and operation of CBMs and CE initiatives (e.g. Ghisellini et al., 2016;
Govindan & Hasanagic, 2018; Hina et al., 2022). However, there is currently very little
understanding of how value and risk factors are co-dependent and interrelated with each other on
different levels and how they are aligned or misaligned between key stakeholder groups. A
conceptual understanding of the most pertinent value-risk synergies and tensions from different
stakeholder perspectives could lead to important insights surrounding the underlying mechanisms
of enablers and barriers to CE implementation. Insight into this could help to develop more effective
solutions for constructive collaboration among the stakeholder groups in order to support the
growth of CBMs, and to understand how stakeholder interests could be better aligned while doing
so. Therefore, the research paper aims to answer the following research questions:

What circular value and circular risk emerges from the perspective of three different stakeholder
groups — business, finance and society?

How is circular value and circular risk aligned or misaligned between the three stakeholders?

How can value-risk synergies and tensions between stakeholders be identified and conceptualized
in a systematic manner?

The proposed development of a systematic conceptualization of circular value-risk synergies and
tensions requires an investigation and assessment of the current state of knowledge that is
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grounded in the academic literature, thus allowing for the synthesis and extension of this research
domain and the identification of gaps for further investigation. Therefore, a systematic literature
review is currently being conducted in order to identify and conceptualize the most significant sets
or configurations of circular value-risk synergies and tensions between three specific stakeholders,
namely business, finance and society.

A systematic search for literature has been conducted in the Web of Science database and relevant
articles have been filtered according to title, keywords, and abstract. The final data set for full-text
analysis consists of approximately 100 peer-reviewed academic articles that partially or fully
address perceptions or conceptualizations of circular risk or circular value creation and capture
from the perspective of business organizations, financial institutions and investors, or societal
stakeholders such as consumers or local communities. In line with qualitative content analysis,
articles are being coded in Maxqgda to identify patterns of co-occurring and interdependent value-
risk synergies or tensions between the three stakeholders. In addition, we aim to identify how
value-risk patterns or configurations relate to different CE contexts, such as the position in the value
chain, stage of the product life cycle, industry and type of CE strategy or combination of CE
strategies being utilized.

Through a synthesis of the literature, the intended outcome of the review is to create a typology or
conceptual framework of circular value-risk synergies and tensions that highlights alignment and/or
misalignment between the three stakeholder groups, and in which “circular contexts” they occur,
thereby extending the literature and identifying areas for further research.

In conclusion, different perspectives of circular value and circular risk could hinder constructive
collaboration between three important stakeholder groups that are considered vital to the
transition to a CE: business, finance and society. Through the development of a conceptual
framework of value-risk synergies and tensions between these three stakeholders, we offer a more
holistic stakeholder ecosystem approach and deeper insights into CE enablers and barriers. We
intend to provide academics and practitioners with a way of actively and systematically navigating
value-risk synergies and tensions in different CE contexts, so that synergies can be strengthened
and leveraged, while potential difficulties can be preemptively recognized, managed and
reconciled.
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Abstract

Adopting circular business models (CBM) represents a key lever for industry to address urgent
global challenges. Prior research recognizes the need for systems thinking and collaboration, but
existing CBM tools and methods often implicitly assume that the focal firm has direct access to end
customers, usage data and end-of-life phases. However, upstream suppliers who lack this access
often produce key components of the final product — particularly in manufacturing —and could thus
be an impactful actor in driving circular solutions. We therefore aim to explore and explain how
non-end-user-facing manufacturers, i.e. first-tier suppliers, drive CBM adoption through their value
chain and stakeholder partners, and how existing CBM archetypes need to be extended for these
novel constellations. For this purpose, we conduct an action research case study with a Swedish
first-tier manufacturer who is starting to develop CBMs for its marine engine product lines which
are currently sold in a linear fashion through boat manufacturers and dealers to end users. Expected
results include an extended CBM canvas that accounts for CBM archetypes based on more complex
value chain and stakeholder collaborations. By exploring how companies further upstream in the
value chain initiate and build CBMs, we aim to advance and bridge knowledge on multi-actor CBMs
and circular supply chains. We thereby hope to invite more research into how non-traditional actors
can drive circular industry transitions.

Introduction

Adopting circular business models (CBMs), i.e. sustainable business models that focus on “closing,
narrowing, slowing, intensifying, and dematerializing [resource] loop” (Geissdoerfer et al.,
2018:p.713), is a central lever for industry to help address societal challenges, such as resource
scarcity and climate change. This transition away from current linear production and consumption
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systems to circular business models can take different shapes (Geissdoerfer et al., 2020), however,
entails inherent challenges (Linder & Williander, 2017) and often requires collaboration with
multiple actors (Bertassini et al., 2021). In this transformation process, the roles of value chain
partners and stakeholders change (Kanda, Geissdoerfer & Hjelm, 2021; Frishammar & Parida,
2019), with researchers calling for a wider perspective on the surrounding ecosystem (Parida et al.,
2019; Fehrer & Wieland, 2020; Lieder & Rashid, 2016). While such research is growing (Bertassini
etal., 2021; Reim, Sjodin & Parida, 2021), it remains underexplored what happens if other actors in
the ecosystem — not the end-user-facing company — initiate and drive CBM design and
implementation.

Many existing CBM archetypes, tools and design principles implicitly assume that the focal firm is
end-user-facing (i.e. private users in B2C and industrial users in B2B) (Pieroni, McAloone & Pigosso,
2021; Bocken et al., 2014), even in studies focusing on the ecosystem level (Konietzko, Bocken &
Hultink, 2020). For instance, CBM canvas tools subsume possible multi-actor constellations under
the ‘key partners’ (NuBholz, 2018; Antikainen & Valkokari, 2016) or ‘key partnerships’
(Lewandowski, 2016) element, thus oversimplifying the relations and their implications. While this
focus is justifiable and relevant for most CBM adopters, circularity’s inherent need for multi-actor
solutions creates a rich potential for and growing interest from non-traditional, non-end-user-
facing organizations, such as for instance first-tier suppliers in the manufacturing industry. It
remains unclear how such companies initiate and develop CBMs while facing a lack of access to end
customers, usage data or end-of-life stage. Since they often produce key components (i.e. key both,
concerning the final product’s functionality and economic value as well as concerning
environmental impacts in production and use phase), such first-tier suppliers assume a critical role
for circularity, yet need to leverage their value chain partners and possibly additional collaborations
to implement CBMs and boost innovation.

The research aim is to explore and understand how non-end-user-facing manufacturers, i.e. first-
tier suppliers, can drive CBM implementation through their value chain, and thereby contribute to
a circular industry transformation. For this purpose, we first explore the particularities faced by
first-tier suppliers when initiating CBMs in terms of value chain relations, access to customers and
data etc.; second, we compare and contrast this with the CBM literature which implicitly focuses
on CBM implementation by customer-facing organizations; and third, we synthesize suitable CBM
configurations and necessary organizational changes that first-tier suppliers face for transitioning
to CBMs. In doing so, we seek to address the following two research questions: (1) How do CBM
archetypes need to be adapted and extended to fit for First-Tier Suppliers in the manufacturing
sector (marine industry)? (2) How do organizational structures, value chain relations and
collaboration change when first-tier suppliers transition to such multi-actor CBMs?

Method

The research follows a case study approach (Siggelkow, 2007; Verschuren, 2003) which is
particularly relevant for gaining deep and contextual insights into an emerging phenomenon
(Flyvbjerg, 2006). The case company is a Sweden-based multinational manufacturer of engines and
drivelines for marine and industrial applications that is exploring opportunities connected to CBMs.
This particular case focuses on the development of CBMs for their marine leisure segment where
engines and drivelines produced by the case company are currently sold in a linear way via boat
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manufacturers and dealers to end user. The adoption of CBMs by first-tier suppliers — who have no
direct access to customers, usage data and product at end-of-life and, thus, rely on new and
different value chain partners and multi-actor business models to circumvent these limitations — is
arecently emerging phenomenon. Case selection in exploratory studies serves to identify cases that
are novel, extreme or otherwise particular (Verschuren, 2003) and therefore promise rich insights
(Flyvbjerg, 2006) into emerging phenomena (Siggelkow, 2007). The case at hand was chosen for its
unique, real-world setting that provides valuable insights into the new development.

For data collection, the study builds on semi-structured expert interviews with practitioners in the
case company as well as complementary interviews with value chain partners and peers in the
industry. Interviews are triangulated with (a) document review to cross-check background
information, dates and facts as well as (b) observations during field visits to the company plant and
headquarters. We seek to understand the current factual business model and value chain relations,
but also the background to how these structures have grown, what inherent challenges are and
where possible entry points for new value chain relations emerge.

Data analysis is performed as qualitative content analysis in NVivo and takes an iterative approach,
starting with literature-driven coding based on categories for barriers, drivers, CBM archetypes and
value chain relations that emerged from the (not-first-tier-focused) literature. Staying close to the
case data, we will then gradually refine these codes to the case setting and first-tier context as new
aspects emerge inductively from the data.

Expected results

Data collection for this study is ongoing, thus we present expected results here. Over the coming
months, the collected data will be analyzed, transferred into an initial framework and then tested
and validated against the reality of the case company, and adjusted where needed. The expected
results include (1) identification of particularities faced by first-tier suppliers, e.g. connected to a
lack of access to end users or usage data, that hinder or enable adoption of CBMs; (2) insights into
the role of supply chain relations and reconfigurations in overcoming or harnessing particularities
of first-tier suppliers; (3) synthesis of corresponding CBM configurations suitable to these
particularities.

By exploring and demonstrating options for how companies further upstream in the value chain
can initiate and build CBMs, we aim to advance and bridge knowledge on multi-actor CBMs and
circular supply chains. By investigating how actors other than ‘the usual suspects’ can enter the
circularity space, we open up for more future research into these non-traditional agents behind
circular business models.

Keywords

Business model; Circularity; First-tier supplier; Value chain relations; Collaboration
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Introduction

This research focuses on social business model innovation at the example of startup incubator
programs for refugees which promote entrepreneurial activities and support socio-economic
integration (Harima & Freudenberg, 2020; Harima et al., 2019; Meister & Mauer, 2018).

At the example of SINGA Switzerland, this work examines how to innovate its program offering to
accelerate integration. Presented findings are based on a collaboration between FHNW and SINGA
Switzerland, member of the international SINGA network promoting entrepreneurship among
refugees. Seed-funding for an initialization project has been granted by Innosuisse, the national
innovation agency.

The guiding question for this work is how social entrepreneurship in the form of startup incubator
programs for refugees can create social impact by addressing key challenges of integration. In this
work, integration is defined as the process or result of refugees becoming part of the host society
(Ruedin et al., 2020; Ruedin, 2011). Exemplary measures taken by incubators like SINGA to address
these challenges include access to professional support (e.g., relevant training), resources (e.g., co-
working spaces) and the local network (e.g., contacts from mentors and coaches). These measures
create social impact in that refugees feel empowered, become more confident, interact more
proactively, take more responsibility and invest more effort in shaping a better future for
themselves and the people around them.

Methodology

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 22 individuals among two groups across
Switzerland:

15 integration experts at not-for-profit organizations and cantonal and governmental integration
departments who assist integration of refugees in Switzerland
7 refugees in Switzerland who have participated in the SINGA startup incubator program

223
LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022



NBM @ ROME 2022 Full Conference Proceedings

Discussion

Whether social, cultural or economic parameters are considered, experts agree that rapid
integration of refugees is essential (Spadarotto et al., 2014; Marbach, Hainmueller & Hangartner,
2018). However, challenges exist, often related to professional qualifications (and the recognition
thereof), language skills, psychological stress and discrimination (Dustmann et al., 2017; Briicker et
al.,, 2018; Spadarotto et al., 2014). Based on the literature and findings from interviews with
refugees and integration experts, some challenges are discussed here. Language skills: These are
important for various reasons (Bucken-Knapp et al., 2019; Gnesa, 2018) and refugees benefit from
training at the earliest stage possible (Morlok et al., 2018). Interviewed refugees and integration
experts explain why. First, refugees with good language skills face fewer obstacles when engaging
in conversation. Second, refugees are empowered emotionally as the overcome obstacles, which
builds confidence. Third, they are better able to get a foothold in the professional world because
potential employers or co-founders recognize their language skills (Degler et al., 2017). Moreover,
being confident supports refugees to be more outgoing and proactive which increases their chances
to start a business or find employment.

Professional qualifications: Refugees often cannot use qualifications from their home-countries
because they are regarded inferior to the Swiss equivalent or are not recognized. This makes
refugees less attractive for employers and undermines labor market integration (Bucken-Knapp et
al.,, 2019; Spadarotto et al., 2014; Degler, Liebig & Senner, 2017; Gnesa, 2018). Interviewees
corroborate this problem and suggest that policy makers should review approval processes of
foreign qualifications. Moreover, obtaining new qualifications in Switzerland is a time-consuming
endeavor.

Psychological stress: Refugees may have had traumatic experiences causing psychological issues
which may lead to reservations among employers or business partners (Degler, Liebig & Senner,
2017; Dustmann et al., 2017; Efionayi-Mader & Ruedin, 2014; Karlsdéttir et al., 2017). While this is
a severe problem for the affected and their surroundings, psychological issues can undermine
entrepreneurial efforts and job-search activities.

Discrimination: Refugees and integration experts alike share instances of outright prejudice and
discrimination because of different socio-cultural backgrounds. Additionally, interviewees note that
the local network tends to be rather small and homogeneous as it mainly contains compatriots
which magnifies the effect of discrimination. They are often poorly integrated themselves, which is
no help to access the local ecosystem (Ruedin et al., 2020; S6hn & Marquardsen, 2017). Even when
refugees become self-employed or find employment with the help of their networks, their pay
tends to be lower and working conditions worse (Ruedin et al., 2020; S6hn & Marquardsen, 2017).

These challenges need to be addressed to increase success of integration programs (Bucken-Knapp
etal., 2019). Furthermore, interviewees observe that individual needs (depending on socio-cultural
factors, level of education and traumas) are not accounted for in standardized integration
programs. This undermines the effectiveness of standardized approaches (Ruedin et al., 2020;
Degler et al., 2017) and suggests that integration processes should be complemented by voluntary
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engagements at the local level (Schillinger, 2017). Such personal and trusted encounters between
refugees and locals go far beyond typical parameters of integration (Schillinger, 2017).

As interviewees suggest, startup incubator programs can help solve these challenges and create
social impact. Accordingly, SINGA innovates its social business model with special emphasis on its
program offering to build a participative environment where refugees can strive (Hynie, 2018).
Exemplary approaches and respective views of program graduates are briefly outlined:

Participants receive regular and personalized support from the program team, coaches, mentors
and course instructors. This support structure empowers them to shape their future, gain
confidence and self-esteem and make use of their potential. Beyond relationships with coaches and
mentors, participants are encouraged to interact regularly with program peers. This is possible at
various training courses and networking events. These interactions can go even further when
participants engage in constructive discussions, share their entrepreneurial experiences, describe
their challenges, ask peers for feedback or offer involvement in their projects. Program graduates
agree that these interactions have encouraged them to step out of the comfort zone, confidently
pitch their ideas, ask for help if necessary and develop their project further.

In terms of expanding personal contacts, special attention is on helping participants build a strong
local network. Whenever possible, mentors and coaches share their network so that participants
can branch out into the local ecosystem on their own. They can build a more heterogenous network
which assists them in starting a business or finding employment. On average, participants have
connected with close to 50 professionally relevant individuals by the time they complete the
program. Nevertheless, some graduates state that it remains challenging to take the next step in
self-employment. By organizing networking events and growing the community of program
graduates, SINGA intends to support continuous networking and integration in the local ecosystem.
Instead of a standardized one-size-fits-all approach dealing with all participants alike, no matter
what their individual needs, great emphasis is placed on development of trusted personal
relationship among all involved parties. This creates an environment where specific requirements
are considered and personal skills are expanded further. Most gradates confirm that they have
improved professional skills considerably. Nevertheless, the process of becoming self-employed
remains challenging. This suggests that an extended SINGA program over longer periods can add
value.

Language courses are an integral part of the program. Beyond that, all communication and training
courses are done in the local language. This provides a safe environment to build language skills
and gain confidence using it. Nevertheless, some graduates state that language barriers persist
when interacting with locals which undermines the integration process. This suggests that language
training should remain a priority upon graduation from the SINGA program.

As a startup incubator program focusing on entrepreneurial skills, participants are prepared for self-
employment. This represents an attractive alternative to the job market where they face
disadvantages in terms of qualifications and language skills. Program graduates suggest that this
support structure with coaching and mentoring should be available beyond graduation from the
program. SINGA is evaluating this option, however, feasibility depends on the availability of
voluntary mentors and coaches.

Conclusion
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This research illustrates that startup incubator programs for refugees like SINGA have significant
potential to accelerate social integration in the host-country, which enables refugees to lead better
lives. Social impact is created in a way that they feel more “at home”, have more interactions with
others, become more confident and empowered, have higher self-esteem, make better use of their
professional skills and become self-sufficient.

When going through the mechanisms of social business model innovation at the example of startup
incubators, several positively re-enforcing feedback loops become apparent. Gaining deeper
insights into these mechanisms represents promising avenues for further research to create higher
social impact for refugees and their communities.
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Startup incubators for refugees, integration, social business model innovation.
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Extended abstract

Plastics are versatile materials involved in almost every aspect of daily life for i.a. clothing and
footwear, packaging, transportation and telecommunications (Thompson et al., 2009). The
production of plastics has almost 200-folded since 1950 and is estimated to double within the next
20 years (Andrady & Neal, 2009; Schwarz et al.,, 2021). Under a business-as-usual scenario,
however, the manufacturing and disposal of plastics could be responsible for over 56 gigatons of
cumulative greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions globally by 2050, which accounts for more than 10%
of the entire remaining carbon budget to stay below the 1.5°C change in global mean temperature
(Center for International Environmental Law, 2019). Therefore, there is a growing consensus on the
need to move away from a linear, ‘take-make-dispose’ approach to plastics and embrace circular
business models able to narrow (e.g. reducing material use and reduce waste), slow down (e.g.
reusing and repairing products) and close (e.g. recycling) resource flows (Bocken et al., 2016;
Kirchherr et al., 2018; Kleine Jager and Piscicelli, 2021; Schwarz et al., 2021; World Economic Forum
et al., 2016).

New digital technologies such as artificial intelligence, machine learning, Internet of Things and
blockchain can enable and accelerate the transition to a circular economy (Dahl Andersen et al.,
2021). For example, blockchain — a distributed virtual database that maintains a permanent and
tamper-proof record of transactional data — can support the reuse and recycling of plastics by
serving as a trust-based platform for waste segregators, recyclers and manufacturers to exchange
reliable information about the availability, quantity and quality of recycled plastic feedstock
(Chidepatil et al., 2021; Sankaran, 2019). Besides enabling the monitoring and tracking of plastics
waste, blockchain technology can improve resource and waste management practices by
facilitating rewards-based reuse and recycling initiatives, as well as the implementation of
cryptocurrency payments and smart contracts (Steenmans et al., 2021).
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In the last decade, a variety of blockchain-based circular plastics initiatives have been developed
worldwide like those launched by the Plastic Bank to encourage plastic recycling in developing
countries by means of financial rewards paid in cryptocurrency or RecycleGO, which developed a
blockchain-backed chain of custody system for tracking the lifecycle of recyclable materials
(Steenmans et al., 2021). Most of these projects are led by sustainable start-ups, although small
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and multinational companies (MNCs) are also increasingly
experimenting with blockchain-based circular business models. However, the number of existing
initiatives remains rather low and only few of them have reached the piloting or operational stages,
while some others are discontinued after a few years (Steenmans et al., 2021). This can largely be
explained by the fact that the adoption and diffusion of innovative technologies to solve or mitigate
sustainability challenges often require significant socio-cultural, economic, and legislative changes
(Planko et al., 2016).

Technology-innovating firms thus need to engage with a broad range of public and private actors
(e.g. suppliers, customers, governments, competitors, media) to build a supportive business
ecosystem around their new technology (lansiti and Levien, 2004). Planko et al. (2016) identified
four overarching goals (i.e. ‘technology development and optimization’, ‘market creation’, ‘socio-
cultural changes’ and ‘coordination’) and a set of related system building activities that
entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial managers can pursue in order to create such a favorable
ecosystem. However, the strategy framework for collective system building developed by Planko et
al. (2016) draws on insights from the Dutch smart grid sector and its applicability to other industries
and emerging technologies like blockchain requires further examination. Moreover, the framework
does not discriminate between startup entrepreneurs vs entrepreneurial managers in SMEs and
MNCs. Yet, the two types of entrepreneurs have access to different (financial, physical, human,
technological, reputational, organizational) resources and have different characteristics (e.g. firm
age, size and level of diversification in business practices), which may have an influence on what
goals and collective system building activities they (can) pursue and the success of their actions.

This empirical study aims to fill these knowledge gaps by investigating how entrepreneurs (in
startup, SMEs and MNCs) build supportive ecosystems for blockchain-based business models that
enable a circular economy for plastics. This research adopts a qualitative, multiple case study design
(Yin, 2003). Data was collected through desk research and semi-structured interviews. Desk
research was performed to compile a list of active (global) blockchain-based initiatives for circular
plastics and to collect data on their activities, type of blockchain used, stage (i.e. pilot, development,
operational, discontinued), and (inter)national focus of operations. All 20 initiatives identified were
invited to participate in the following round of qualitative interviews. 12 in-depth, semi-structured
interviews (with 6 startups, 3 SMEs, and 3 MNEs) were conducted in March 2022. The interviews
lasted on average one hour, and were recorded, transcribed verbatim and coded by means of
thematic analysis.

The results of the study uncover common patterns in the type of goals and collective system
building activities pursued by different types of entrepreneurs, and how these are influenced by
the resources available to them. Our findings provide practical insights for entrepreneurs striving
to develop and commercialize blockchain-based circular business models and extend existing
knowledge on the processes of creating and orchestrating business ecosystems for the successful
wide uptake of a blockchain-driven circular plastics economy.
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Extended abstract

This paper provides a systematic literature review on circular economy in the fashion industry, with
the aim to elucidate the role of entrepreneurship and its supportive ecosystem in driving a system-
level transition towards circular fashion. By combining insights from the multi-level perspective
(MLP) of sustainability transition literature and circular economy ecosystems literature, this review
highlights how entrepreneurial niches are discussed in existing circular fashion research, how these
niches interact with the dominant linear, fast fashion regime, and how ecosystem actors facilitate
flows of material, knowledge and values at the niche-regime interface, thereby scaling niches and
destablizing the regime.

The fashion industry is characterized as a cultural and creative industry (CCl) that is driven by
constant innovation and entrepreneurship. While the aesthetic and symbolic elements are defining
features of the industry’s value creation activities, its material implications make it one of the most
polluting industrial sectors. The pressing challenges in the industry arise from the industrial
adoption of the fast fashion paradigm, in which the production and consumption regimes are
characterized by a linear, take-make-waste mode of industrial practices and institutions that has
solidified long-distance supply chain management systems, exploitative labor practices, and short
lifetime of clothes (Bhardwaj and Fairhurst, 2010; Moretto et al., 2018; Niinimaki et al., 2020).

Calling for a new textile and fashion economy, the Ellen MacArthur Foundation (2017, 22) defines
circular fashion as an industrial economy where “clothes, textiles, and fibers are kept at their
highest value during use and re-enter the economy afterwards, never ending up as waste.” This
discourse follows the more general circular economy (CE) paradigm, for which scholars and
practitioners characterize as an industrial economy that is restorative and regenerative by intention
and design, where biological components return to the biosphere and technical components are
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collected for reuse, repair, remanufacture, and recycle (Ghisellini, Cialani and Ulgiati, 2016;
Geissdoerfer et al., 2017; Kirchherr, Reike and Hekkert, 2017).

Businesses, entrepreneurs, and their new business models are assessed to be the main drivers in
CE transitions (Bocken et al., 2016; Geissdoerfer et al., 2020; Henry et al., 2020). In the case of
fashion industry as well, business and supply chain management literature has identified various
design and business strategies to practice circular fashion, which could be categorized as (1)
narrowing the resource loop by increasing resource and energy efficiency in the production process
of fashion products, (2) slowing the resource loop that extends the lifespan of clothes through reuse
and repair, or (3) closing the resource loop by recycling textile waste as production input
(Goldsworthy, Earley and Politowicz, 2018; Pal and Gander, 2018).

While there is emerging literature that examines the specific practices of circular fashion businesses,
actors involved, and the challenges they face in narrowing, slowing, and closing the industry’s
resource loops (Franco, 2017; Todeschini et al.,, 2017; Brydges, 2021), how circular fashion
entrepreneurs could make system-level transitions and the kind of ecosystem actors that support
these transitions dynamics are yet to be investigated in depth. Hence, by conducting a systematic
literature review, the key research question that this paper aims to address is what kind of
supportive ecosystem facilitates entrepreneurs to drive system-level transitions toward circular
fashion? | bring in the multi-level perspective (MLP) of sustainability transition literature, thereby
understanding system-level transition of the fashion industry as processes of entrepreneurial
niches in circular fashion disrupting the dominant linear, fast fashion regime (Buchel et al., 2022).
Such system-level transition processes require an understanding of the interaction of multiple
actors that form an ecosystem around the common system-level goal to narrow, slow, and/or close
resource loops of production and consumption in the fashion industry, through which flows of
material, knowledge, and economic values are enabled (Aarikka-Stenroos et al., 2021).

As the intersection of entrepreneurship and circular fashion is still an emerging topic, this paper
reviews circular fashion literature in general and analyzes its explicit and/or implicit arguments on
entrepreneurship and its supportive ecosystem actors. The key databases used for the systematic
literature review are Scopus and Web of Science. The key terms in the search criteria were selected
to allow for the broadest selection of articles written on the topic, with reference to key terms used
in previous literature reviews on circular and sustainable fashion such as lJia et al. (2020), which
takes a supply chain management perspective, and Ki et al. (2020) from corporate stakeholder
engagement perspective. The key terms and operators used in this paper are “circular” AND
“fashion” OR “textile*” OR “cloth*” OR “apparel” OR “garment,” found in the title, abstract, or
keywords in published journal articles from 2010 to 2022. This specification yields 2,019 articles in
total, and 509 articles excluding duplicates. A careful reading of the titles, abstracts, and findings
were guided by the following criteria:

Does the paper contribute to research on emerging entrepreneurship that applies circular economy
strategies (narrowing, slowing, and/or closing) in the fashion industry? In other words, does the
paper address an emerging niche in circular fashion?

Does the paper contribute to understanding of how niches conflict or conform with the dominant
fashion regime?

Does the paper discuss or imply the role of supportive actors that facilitate circular fashion niche
scaling or regime disruption?
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Based on these criteria, a total of 30 articles are selected for the analysis. Guided by the multi-level
perspective (MLP) of the socio-technical sustainability transition literature, as well as Aarikka-
Stenroos et al.’s (2021) conception of the CE ecosystem, the thematic analysis of the selected
articles assesses (1) what kind of entrepreneurial niches are researched, (2) how niches interact
with the dominant, fast fashion regime, and (3) how ecosystem actors facilitate flows of material,
knowledge, and values at the niche-regime interface of circular fashion.

The preliminary findings of this systematic literature review are that (1) the main aspect of the
fashion regime that entrepreneurs have difficulty disrupting is the consumption culture of the linear,
fast fashion paradigm, (2) the forms of niches in circular fashion entrepreneurship are diverse, and
(3) supportive ecosystem actors of circular fashion entrepreneurship need to facilitate the flows of
material, knowledge, and values at the niche-regime interaction to drive system-level transitions,
hence playing a bridging role between niche entrepreneurs and regime actors. These findings
contribute to providing a sustainability transition lens to the emerging circular fashion dynamics
and understanding how niche entrepreneurs and their supportive ecosystem actors could make a
system-level transformation towards CE. The findings also guide tailored policymaking and
business decisions to enable entrepreneurs and their ecosystem to drive system transition towards
the CE. The paper strongly aligns with the theme of Track 1.2 of the 2022 New Business Model
conference, as the track focuses on ecosystem thinking and discussions on ways that a supportive
ecosystem could strengthen the various stakeholders’ endeavors in developing and innovating
sustainable businesses.
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Extended abstract

Abstract

Green business models contribute to environmental benefits and are financially viable. But no
green business model can exist alone and must be understood and measured together with other
business models, both traditional and green business models. There is a gap in the literature
exploring green business models from a business ecosystem perspective. A systematic literature
review provides a such insight from the existing green business model literature. The review
indicates that there are various publications that address green business models in a business
ecosystem perspective, however, there is a lack of categorising the various approaches in a holistic
view.

Introduction

Green Business Model (GBM) could be defined as “business models which support the development
of product and services (systems) with environmental benefits, reduce resource use/waste and
which are economic viable. These business models have a lower environmental impact than
traditional business models” (FORA 2010). Green business models contribute to environmental
benefits and at the same time should be economic viable. There are many articles that review
sustainable business models (Bocken et al., 2014; Comin et al., 2019; Goni et al., 2021; Lideke-
Freund et al., 2018), which could defined as business models that create, capture, and deliver
economic, social, and environmental value (Bocken et al., 2014). To narrow it down, this study
focuses on Green Business Models as the environmental, green lenses of sustainability in the
business model ecosystem perspective.
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The importance of the business ecosystem perspective for green business models has been
suggested by serval authors. Any business model, either physical, digital and/or virtual is a network-
based business model because a business model can’t exist alone (Lindgren and Rasmussen, 2013),
and the same goes for green business models. All green business models in such a network must
be understood and measured to classify the degree of green in the business ecosystem in order to
get a more accurate picture (Lindgren 2021). Sommer (2012) gives a GBM definitions where the
entire value chain is included: “a business model that represents a significant improvement
(discontinuous leap) in overall environmental performance relating to its entire value chain system
vis-a-vis that of conventional business models (i.e., the reference case). A value network could be
described as the focal business together with its users, customers and network that are linked
together through tangible and intangible relations that carry the business model’s value
transactions (Allee 2020).

There is a gap in the existing literature addressing green business models beyond single business
model perspective (Henriksen et. al, 2012 and Lindgren, 2021). The success of green business model
relates to green performance in an ecosystem perspective, and therefore forms the purpose of this
research article; to conduct a systematic literature review to explore the business ecosystem
perspective for green business models. The research question is established:

What Green Business Models in a business ecosystem perspective exists in the GBM literature?
New contributions from this research are related to the field of defining and implementing green
business models in the contribution to sustainable development.

Methodology

The main objective of this study is to explore GBMs in a business ecosystem perspective. A
systematic literature review approach will be conducted to this work to ensure evidence-based
results (Thomas and Harden 2008). The systematic review will have a structured approach to secure
transparent and replicable results, consisting of a data collection part for planning the review; and
a data analysis part for reporting and synthesising the findings of the conducted review. (Tranfield
et. al 2003) Implications of the thematic analysis will be given in the discussion session.

The literature review process started January 2021 to identify publications related to green
business model. Most of the publications were identified by search in the academic databases
Elsevier Science Direct, Elsevier Scopus, Sage, Web of Science with the search term “green business
model” as the first initial screening criteria. This yielded 246 publications. Several publications had
“green business model” just as a reference, or even confusingly only in the abstract or as keyword
without addressing the topic in the text. Such papers along with duplicates were excluded giving
103 relevant publications. The last step was about identifying publications related to green business
models in a business ecosystem perspective to be able to answer the research questions. This
selection criteria gave XX publications for assessment.

Preliminary results

An overview of different approaches of green business models in the business ecosystem are shown
in table 1.

GBMs IN THE BUSINESS
ECOSYSTEM AUTHOR(S) (YEAR)  TITLE
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Table 1: Green business models in business ecosystem
Discussion

The literature review indicates that there are various publications that address green business
models in a business ecosystem perspective, however, there are a lack of categorising the various
approaches in a holistic view. Based on table 1, a categorisation could be carried out to get more
insight into the topic.

Keywords

Green business model, business ecosystem
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Extended abstract

Summary

This paper contributes to the challenges of adequate housing and scalability of social enterprises
by suggesting an innovative sustainable business model. The concept of social franchising will be
illustrated by the analysis of two Belgian cases, Het Pandschap and Renoseec. The research is based
on in depth interviews with relevant stakeholders of these organisations: the founders and
operational managers of the organisation, the owners of the houses, the government, the tenants
and the local community. These two organisations were able to experiment, test and improve
diverse approaches that support owners in improving housing conditions, thanks to an extensive
collaboration with and support from the local government. The projects started in one city, but
expanded to other cities and regions thanks to its bottom-up approach: connection with the local
context, network of local contractors, and collaboration with other local organisations in the civil
society. Vital for this social franchising concept is the open-source distribution of knowledge and
the sharing of sustainable values. These key features of the region-wide network are implemented
by (1) setting up regional campaigns through partnering civil society organizations and local
governments; (2) initiating local spin-offs with shared values after having identified local
opportunities and interest from local government; (3) supporting the spin-offs in order to guarantee
a successful scaling based on the original values and approaches.

Main

Being part of the so-called third sector, one of the main challenges for social enterprises is to
enlarge their institutional visibility (Chaves and Monzén 2013). According to Chaves and Monzdn

240
LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022



NBM @ ROME 2022 Full Conference Proceedings

(2013, p. 17) this third sector remains invisible for mainly two reasons. First, the absence of a
separate category in the national accounts system. Second, the lack of a clear and rigorous
definition. In this paper, we focus on this challenge by elaborating on one of the elements that are
seen as being vital for social enterprises, i.e., scalability (André and Pache, 2016; Portales 2019; ;
Islam, 2020; Shepherd and Patzelt, 2022). If social enterprises succeed in scalability, this might add
to their visibility.

Measuring success in social enterprises is different from profit oriented organisations. This does
not come as a surprise since the aim is not maximising profit, but addressing societal problems.
Being able to scale societal impact is therefore an important component in the assessment of their
success (Portales, 2019; Islam, 2020). According to Portales (2019, p. 4), “scalability of social
enterprises refers to the ability to replicate the business model successfully in other places, to
continue generating more benefits.” Islam (2020, p. 1), referring to André and Pache (2016) defines
scaling impact as “the creation of higher social value by serving large numbers of beneficiaries, as
well as serving them well in relation to specific social problems”. “Spreading excellence within an
organization as is grows” is how Shepherd and Patzelt (2022, p. 255) define it. These definitions
show that upscaling contains a quantitative element as well as a qualitative one. The focus,
however, is most of the time on increasing the numbers and that might be an explanation for the
unintended negative consequences (Islam, 2020 and 2022). Islam’s (2022) suggestion for future
research, i.e. how to avoid the potential unintended consequences resulting from scaling strategies,
is the focus of this research. Scalability is not an easy process because social enterprises often lack
resources. Moreover, scalability is a controversial concept because it is often related to scaling up
to reduce costs and increase efficiency. However, the scalability of social enterprises serves another
goal. Benefits relate to the social impact they can create for economic, social, and environmental
aspects. The aim is to increase impact or replicate a business model that has been proven successful
in solving a societal problem. ‘Het Pandschap’ and ‘Renoseec’ respond to the urgent issue of
sustainable housing. In the paper, the purpose is to focus on the conditions that are helpful in
guaranteeing a successful scaling of social impact by analysing the specific approach of ‘social
franchising’ by these two Belgian cases.

Adequate housing is a universal human right and viewed as one of the most basic human needs
(United Nations, n.d.; Schumacher 1977). Yet, this article 25 of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights is not met, neither in the south nor in the north of the world. In December 2022 more than
forty Flemish social organizations filed a complaint against the Flemish housing policy with the
European Committee for Social Rights, under the Dutch name “Woonzaak”. They aimed for a policy
that guarantees better access to safe and affordable housing for everyone. The universal right to
housing requires attention. In general, human rights are inextricably linked to the 17 Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) that the 193 member states of the United Nations have put on the
agenda by 2030. The core ambitions are: ending extreme poverty, inequality, injustice and global
warming. The SDG ambition in the field of housing is to provide access for everyone to adequate,
safe and affordable housing with associated basic services by 2030.

Only improving the entire value chain of the housing sector can offer a way out, provided by societal
triangulation (Van Tulder and Keen., 2018), i.e. a joint approach by all relevant actors, including
government, profit-driven companies and social enterprises operating in the market and civil
society, all pursuing an unambiguous social objective. Some governments take initiatives to meet
the most urgent needs. For example, several European cities, including Ghent, are committed to
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tackling structural homelessness. Flemish initiatives such as interest-free energy loans, Flemish rent
subsidies, etc. are good examples that partly meet the current housing shortage. However, these
numerous top-down initiatives often involve merely incremental social corrections without
addressing in a systemic way the structural problem, i.e., the lack of affordable housing to all social
groups, including the people with a very low income (Braudel 1979). Some companies join forces
with civil society to address this challenge (Bruni and Grévin 2016; Bruni and Uelmen 2006; Schmidt
and Budinich 2008). They do this for example in collaboration with Social Rental Offices that are
responsible for the social rental of private homes. A company such as ‘Het Pandschap’ in the regions
of Ghent, Antwerp and Bruges sets the bar very high for private entrepreneurship because of their
structurally ingrained social purpose. It also does this by setting up collective neighbourhood
renovations with the ‘RenoseeC project’. ‘Het Pandschap’ and ‘Renoseec’ are two innovative social
housing projects in Ghent and will be used as cases to elaborate on a specific concept of social
franchising. The analysis is based on in depth interviews with relevant stakeholders of these
organisations: the founders and managers of the organisation, the owners of the houses, the
government, the tenants and the local community.

These two cases have been chosen because of their innovative approach of providing affordable
houses for very low income people. In this approach, two principles are paramount. Firstly, the
collective interest of entrepreneurship must prevail. The planet, its resources, the air, the soil on
which we live, are all common goods and must also be managed collectively. Secondly, the social
purpose must be a structural and statutory part of the DNA of the organization and — in addition to
the financial robustness of the company — come first (Bruni and Grévin 2016; Bruni and Uelmen
2006; Linard 2003). Social entrepreneurship does not exclude financial gains. But, profits that are
made on a basic right such as the right to housing and that partly include government funds, have
to be paid out to a larger group of stakeholders including residents and the local community.

Entrepreneurship is understood as a vital aspect of the city as a space where several functions
(working, living, relaxation) intersect (Tjallingii 1995; Versele 2020). Companies operate at the
human scale of local communities (Schumacher 1973). Sustainable housing is a dimension of urban
development that also depends on the collaboration between companies and other local actors
(CEB 2010). As part of an ecosystem of organisations, ‘RenoseeC’ and ‘Het Pandschap’ were able to
thoroughly experiment, test and improve diverse approaches that support owners in improving
their housing conditions, thanks to an extensive collaboration with and support from the Belgian
City of Ghent and the province of East Flanders. This results in a current set of activities that are
solution driven, accessible and tailored to individual needs, rather than top-down and ‘one size fits
all’ approach. An increasing number of requests for the offered services from all over Flanders,
combined with expected adaptations (and accompanying investments) of policies in the near
future, makes scaling of activities across the Flemish region necessary. This not only ensures the
effective use of public resources in helping vulnerable families with their housing situation, it also
helps the ecosystem ensure that future policies are based on activities that have already proven
their success in practice.

The main objective to scale these local activities to the rest of the Flemish region is to maximize
the organization’s impact on affordable and qualitative housing. The ambition is to ensure everyone
in need of support improving their housing conditions. Research mostly focuses on either
organizational growth strategies or ecosystem growth strategies as social impact scaling strategies
(Islam, 2022). Renoseec and Het Pandschap combine both. There is not only a focus on geographic
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expansion (Giudici et al., 2020), but with the specific model of social franchising, contributions are
also made towards expanding the ecosystem by training and supporting the individual social
enterprises. Moreover, the different way of tackling the need for social housing is new in the field
which has the potential of establishing a new sector.

The social franchising concept that is suggested, is different from mainstream approaches of
franchising. The concept is not sold, but shared. Central is the commitment to help the other and
to be part of it. The success of this scaling is based on connection with the local context; specific
needs and focus of the local government, network of local contractors, collaboration with other
local organizations in civil society, ... Hence, the aspiration is to socially franchise the activities in an
open-source way and based on shared values. Socially engaged technical profiles like in Ghent will
be supported in setting up their own local spin off. Finally, this should result in a regional wide
network, increasing the influence on housing policy.

The analysis of the cases has identified key features of the regional wide network or social
franchising: (1) setting up regional campaigns through partnering civil society organizations and
local governments in the 5 Flemish provinces; (2) Initiating local spin offs after having identified
local opportunities and combined interest from local government; (3) supporting the spin offs in
order to guarantee a successful scaling based on the original values and approaches.
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Social franchising, scalability, social impact, local ecosystem, affordable housing
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Abstract

The aim of this study is to examine the trends observed in scientific literature regarding the roles
of universities as actors in ecosystems to support social entrepreneurs. We performed a
bibliometric analysis of the scientific literature covering 302 Scopus indexed publications which deal
simultaneously with universities and social entrepreneurship/social entrepreneurs. The results
indicate where connections are found between the two concepts and allow for the mapping of the
existing research of the role of the university demonstrated in the scientific literature so far.

Keywords

Social entrepreneurs; social entrepreneurship; university; ecosystem for social entrepreneurship;
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Track 1.3 - Natural Ecosystem Services as
Drivers for Sustainable Business Model
Development

Track chairs: Anna Hansson and Niklas Karlsson
(Halmstad University)

Ecosystem services are critical to the function of life-support systems on earth. Due to
human activities, the goods and services that ecosystems provide have been significantly
degraded along with their global financial value. As a result, there is a need to explicitly
consider how ecosystem services can be part of sustainable value creating business
activities. By including ecosystem services in business models, businesses and their
stakeholders can benefit from new innovative business opportunities.

Thus, this track explores how sustainable business models, business resilience, and
sustainable growth can be facilitated through preservation, regeneration, and processing
of services provided from natural ecosystems.
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Extended Abstract

Purpose

This research explores Business Models for Sustainability (BMfS) developed by emerging
enterprises that use digital technologies (DT) and ecosystem services* (ES) as part of their value
proposition and that were born with the purpose of addressing climate change issues (climate
native companies).

One of the first academic articles referring to BMfS was in 2008 by Stubbs (Stubbs, 2008), where a
sustainable business model was defined as “a model where sustainability concepts shape the
driving force of the firm and its decision making”. Under BMfS, sustainability is considered part of
the business strategy itself, not as add-on (Stubbs, 2008). According to Dyllic (2016), a truly
sustainable business reflects on questions that go beyond traditional considerations. In fact, it
reflects on questions, such as: “How can business contribute with its products and services to
resolve pressing sustainability issues in their societies?” (p.165).

In line with this, the rapid development of DT in the last decade has empowered new business
solutions with the potential to significantly contribute to the challenge of climate change (CC).
According to Gregori and Holzman (2020), DT contribute to the development of new value

4 According to the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005), ecosystem services can be defined as the
benefits people obtain from ecosystems. These include provisioning services; regulating services; supporting
services; and cultural services.
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propositions that combine environmental, social and economic value. Digitalization is also seen as
a ‘problem solver’ for CC (Lenz, 2021) and can contribute to the development of smart solutions to
many environmental problems related to CC in sectors, such as: health, farming, food security,
manufacturing, among others (Eteris, 2020).

According to George et al. (2019), entrepreneurs are already employing DT to address key
sustainability challenges, not only through technology innovations, but also through the
development of business models (BM) that provide a new purpose to the innovations. They state
that management scholars are yet to embrace the urgency of CC and sustainable development in
their work, identifying as one of the main avenues for future research the need to investigate
innovative BMfS. In particular, there is a need to understand how ecosystem services can be part
of the value creation of these BMTS, as stated in the call for this Conference.

The research questions addressed in this research are: How are new business models for
sustainability based on Digital Climate Solutions (DCS) supporting and advancing climate change
actions? and How are natural ecosystem services part of these new business models’ value
proposition?

Design/Methodology/Approach

This empirical research is based on multiple case studies. This method offers the opportunity of a
holistic view of a process (Gummesson 1991, in Patton and Appelbaum, 2003), and also allows an
investigation to retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life events (Ying 1984, in
Patton and Appelbaum, 2003). The justification for cases studies also rests on the phenomenon’s
importance and the lack of visible theory and empirical evidence (phenomenon-driven research
questions).

With this aim, semi-structured interviews are primary sources of data. A questionnaire addressing
aspects of company strategy, KPIs and BM design was developed aimed at CEOs and founders of
the companies (near 20 questions in total) in an interview lasting 45 minutes conducted via Zoom.
The type of questions included: market need being addressed, main innovation being proposed,
value proposition and value capture mechanisms, CC objectives and KPIs, description of the DT and
NCS components, among others.

These companies are mainly start-ups, with an average of 10 employees, from the UK and Europe,
and were selected based on recommendations and referral by related official programs (e.g. Net
Zero program, EIT Climate-KIC) and other sources (e.g. Tech Nation program, web searches, experts
on the field). Secondary data was also collected from publicly available reports, websites,
newspaper, journal articles, and internal company documents. In addition, a desk-based research
of companies in the UK Tech Nation Program was conducted together with the review of other
outstanding DT companies of interest, to understand and compare their value proposition in
relation to digital technologies and ecosystem services.

The framework for analysis is based on the systems dynamic’s perspective, particularly looking at
causal-loop diagram, as presented in Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart (2010).
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Findings

As this is an on-going investigation, the following are preliminary findings mainly based on a sub-
set (desk analysis). Thus, two types of value propositions were found: mitigation and adaptation
value propositions. From the group of 60 climate tech companies that are part of the UK Tech
Nation Program, around 90% of the companies focused on mitigation value propositions.

Mitigation value propositions include offerings related to energy efficiency, new materials, waste
management, electric transport, carbon sequestration, among others. In particular, examples
related to ecosystem services include the restoration of habitats, insect’s bioconversion
capabilities, and the provision of information to invest in sound carbon offset projects, with the
visualisation of the impact of the investments, and monitoring over time. Adaptation value
propositions include services to identify, prevent, anticipate, and mitigate the impacts of CC on

companies’ assets.

75% of these companies are CC natives (i.e. companies that were created with the aim of tackling
CC), 70% of them have DT as part of their value proposition, while 5% of these companies have ES
as part of their value proposition. In terms of targeted sectors, the most commonly mentioned are:
transport, energy, construction and food, although very often these companies declare to be
agnostic to sectors (implying that their value proposition is wide reaching).

DT embedded into the BM that were studied include: Artificial Intelligence (Al), Machine Learning
(ML), Internet of Things (loT), blockchain, satellite images, among others, and their business models
(BM) usually consider a combination of these technologies. Some of these companies improve the
CC decision-making process for their clients (e.g. deciding on a portfolio for carbon offsetting),
others deal with CC risks (insurance, smart contracts, climate intelligence) while others attempt to
directly contribute to carbon sequestration through the restoration of ecosystems or the promotion
of tree planting. Figure 1 is a preliminary and simplified model of the value creation of a DT climate
native company. It is a search engine which main aim is to contribute to address CC by using the
natural capacity of trees to capture CO, from the atmosphere.

Provides internet
search services

Contribution to tackling
climate change:

Sell products on-line
for ecosystem

restoration Natural ecosystem service

embedded into its BM:
Carbon Sequestration

A a non-for-profit Value for the Planet:
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Figure 1: Simplified business model of a climate native company that considers natural ecosystem
services in their value proposition.

The barriers to further DCS include: the need to build credibility and climate literacy, the ability to

collect the best possible data, the uncertainty inherent to this complex challenge, plus aspects of
data protection, and confidentiality.

Relevance/Contribution

This research contributes to the debate at the intersection between Climate Change and Digital
Technologies (the Sustainability and Digital Imperatives) from a system dynamic perspective. It

provides an insight on how DT are enabling new value propositions that incorporate ecosystem
services as part of innovative business models for sustainability.

Figure 2 shows a general
preliminary framework to understand this dynamic.

Generic Logic of Business Model for Sustainability: the case of DCS and ES
Adapted from Abdelkafi and Tauscher 2016
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Figure 2: Generic Logic of BMFS: the case of DCS and ES.

The theoretical framework emerging from case-based research can advance and stimulate new
approaches to inspire entrepreneurs, businesses, and institutions to make further progress in DCS
and ecosystem services. It can also support decision makers, managers and entrepreneurs, in

understanding how the business model and its value proposition can benefit the natural
environment.

In particular, this is a contribution to Theme 1 of this conference (“Exploring the system level”),

specifically to the question: How can we design new business models to support value capture from
ecosystem services?
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Preliminary Conclusions

Under the systems dynamic’s perspective, this research is showing the interaction between
innovative BMTS, their value creation and value proposition, the role of ES within this BM, and the
expected benefits for the environment (particularly regarding CC), thus contributing to the research
gap initially stated.

In addition, it seems clear that emerging enterprises face numerous challenges and opportunities
in relation to this ambition to contribute to tackle CC though DCS and innovative BM.

Limitations of these findings include the fact that this research is still ongoing, so it is expected that
new information and data will become available. In addition, the amount of companies to be
interviewed (between 10 and 20) may be considered to some extend limited.

Finally, it is considered that there is a great potential to conduct further research on the interaction
between these concepts in order to improve the understanding of the system and contribute to
both management theory and practical recommendations for policy makers, managers and
entrepreneurs.

Keywords:

Business Models for Sustainability, Climate Change, Digital Technology Solutions, Ecosystem
Services, Case studies, System Dynamics.
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Extended abstract

The agricultural sector has a critical role in creating social and environmental value from natural
resources in addition to its traditional role of creating economic value through food production. In
fulfilling this dual role, the agricultural sector faces what is often viewed as competing pressures:
to operate financially profitable businesses and to create, maintain and benefit from ecosystem
services (ES) in their operations. ES, such as food production, climate regulation, and water
management, are benefits ecological systems provide humans and that are critical to the function
of life-support systems on earth (Costanza et al., 1997).

Previous research shows that agricultural businesses associate maintenance of sustainability-
oriented ES (other than those connected to food production such as climate regulation and water
purification) with increased costs connected to their preservation, and uncertain incomes due to
their intangibility and long-termism (Bocken and Geradts, 2019; Hansson et al., 2012; Smith and
Sullivan, 2014). As a result, drivers, barriers, and changes in the external environment greatly shape
business strategies and decisions on activities for creating, delivering, and capturing sustainable
value (Kaplan, 2011; Teece, 2010; Yang et al., 2019). Moreover, the understanding of such
moderating factors is especially important for realising sustainable business activities that require
radical changes in current business models (BMs) (Liitz and Bastian, 2002; Bocken and Geradts,
2019). A BM describes the business logic of a company i.e., how economic value is created,
captured, and delivered (e.g., Teece, 2010; Zott and Amit, 2007). It can be used to describe and
implement a company’s current and future plans for financial success through producing,
marketing, and selling sustainable goods and services (Karlsson et al., 2018).

Sustainability-oriented BM changes can be realized via a business model innovation process for
sustainability (BMIpfS) that builds on a systematic and holistic mindset of the involved actors
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(Stubbs and Cocklin, 2008; Zott and Amit, 2010). The BMIpfS requires businesses to make strategic
decisions related to market, customers, and value propositions for optimizing social and
environmental value creation (Bocken et al., 2014; Schaltegger et al., 2016). The BMIpfS can thus
be crucial for driving the development of sustainable BMs (Karlsson et al., 2018) for agricultural
businesses in which the creation and processing of ES are important elements. Through BM changes
supported by the BMIpfS, inclusion of ES previously not captured by BMs could become a
sustainable value-creating activity for agricultural businesses and their stakeholders (e.g.,
customers, suppliers, and retailers) by creating financial value from ES while simultaneously
preserving the ecosystems.

Thus, the aim of this study is to further the understanding of drivers and barriers, as perceived by
agricultural business managers, for initiating the BMIpfS based on the inclusion of sustainability-
oriented ES. The study uses qualitative thematic content analysis (Graneheim and Lundman, 2004)
to analyse the data of perceived drivers and barriers to the initiation of the BMIpfS as they are
revealed in semi-structured interviews by ten agricultural business managers operating farms in
southern Sweden.
The results show that business managers’ main business concerns were based on financial
considerations that acted as either drivers or barriers for the initiation of the BMIpfS depending on
whether the managers viewed the inclusion of sustainability-oriented ES as business risks or as
opportunities. The drivers reported by the managers were based on the core idea of realising and
taking advantage of business opportunities, both on a short-term and a long-term basis, in
connection to the uncaptured value inclusion of sustainability-oriented ES in BMs can offer. The
managers were also driven by their belief that sustainable value creation is a business responsibility
in relation to stakeholders and the global population in which challenges to food supplies play an
important part. The drivers included the idea that a breaking point may arrive when profit cannot
be sustained and a new balance between shareholder and stakeholder value is needed. To
proactively avoid such breaking points, they viewed value creation and capture of sustainability-
oriented ES as an important part of sustainable farming systems. The barriers identified revealed
that the business managers’ main concern was the financial risks associated with the sometimes
substantial changes to current farming systems required to include sustainability-oriented ES. They
were concerned with how these changes would affect their long-term profit, especially the impact
on their revenue streams. This was emphasised by their low tolerance for uncertainty when making
decisions about business changes, especially because they thought the proposed changes were
antithetical to their traditional value-creating activities and their self-perception of what it means
to be a food producer. Unclear benefits from meeting sustainability targets added to their doubts.

On a general level, this study contributes to the business model innovation literature by identifying
drivers and barriers that moderates the initiation of the BMIpfS. It complements previous research
regarding the connection between individual, sustainability concerns and organisational values in
a BM change process (Bansal 2003; Rauter et al., 2017). Through the contributions of this study, the
needs connected to sustainable BM change amongst agricultural business managers can be better
understood and met as the managers acknowledge the importance of long-term, sustainable social
and environmental value creation, while addressing their grave doubts about the profitability of
activities associated with the initiation of the BMIpfS based on to the inclusion of sustainability-
oriented ES. The managers would benefit from taking a more proactive, long-term approach to
business model changes for sustainability and from acquiring more knowledge about market
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demand for sustainability-oriented ES. Support is needed by one or several actors that can facilitate
(clarify, motivate, and practically assist) change and improve the turning of profits based on
sustainable value creation (Kundrupi et al., 2021). The results could also be important for policy
makers in the development of agricultural support systems and programmes. These, in turn, can
benefit the implementation of sustainability-oriented BM changes that can play a crucial role in
preservation of natural ecosystems.
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Extended abstract

Introduction

At the example of municipalities seeking to reduce citizens’ energy consumption with digital tools,
this research focuses on Sustainable Business Models (SBM) innovation (Dentchev et al., 2018;
Evans et al., 2017; Schaltegger, Lideke-Freund & Hansen, 2016). A collaboration between
Fit4Digital and FHNW has been the basis for this research, amongst other streams. Fit4Digital is a
program of the Swiss Canton of Aargau to advance digitalization of municipal services with Smart
Service Portals (SSPs) aiming to shape future engagement between public bodies and citizens. SSPs
are digital interfaces of municipalities where citizens can access, manage, submit and retrieve
various official documents (e.g., birth certificates, tax records) and pursue administrative tasks (e.g.,
registration for geriatric care or application for a building permit) anytime from anywhere
(Fit4Digital, 2022).

The potential of SSPs goes far beyond the introduction of online municipal services. As digital
interfaces, they are highly effective to engage citizens in what Zott & Amit (2010) refer to as social
action. This work examines how SSPs can be innovated to motivate social action among citizens to
reduce energy consumption at home (Lindenberg & Papies, 2019; Lehner, Mont and Heiskanen,
2016; Asensio & Delmas, 2015; Zott & Amit, 2010). To gain insights into this matter, essential
aspects of SSPs can be examined in the context of business models (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).
More specifically, sustainable business models (SBMs) focus on how different business model
elements can be adjusted and innovated to account for sustainability issues (Dentchev et al., 2018,
Evans et al., 2017). When innovating business models of SSPs to motivate citizens to reduce energy
consumption at home, two elements appear particularly relevant. Following Osterwalder & Pigneur

(2010), these are channels to customers (i.e., citizens) and the relationships with them. As desired
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by public policymakers, choice architecture can drive innovation of these two SBM elements by
using powerful triggers on citizens to reduce energy consumption at home (Johnson et al., 2012;
Lindenberg & Papies, 2019; Lehner, Mont and Heiskanen, 2016). Derived from that, the guiding
guestion in this research is how choice architecture can be applied on SSPs to better motivate
citizens to save energy at home.

Following a thorough review of literature and case studies, semi-structured interviews were
conducted with experts in the field. Focusing on using choice architecture tools to innovate the two
abovementioned SBM elements, recommendations for campaigns on SSPs are discussed.

Literature

Choice architecture suggests that decision-makers often choose depending on how choice options
are presented and in which context (Johnson et al., 2012; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008; Thaler, Sunstein
& Balz, 2013). Based on dual process theory, two cognitive systems, namely intuition (automatic
and rapid instincts) and reasoning (reflective and deliberate thinking) are engaged (Grayot, 2020;
Thaler & Sunstein, 2008; Thaler, Sunstein & Balz, 2013).

NUDGES and MINDSPACE are useful tools to apply choice architecture systematically and have been
discussed in the academic literature (Dolan et al., 2012; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Given that they
trigger human intuition as well as reasoning for well-balanced decision-making, they are useful
practical tools when policymakers intend to steer decision-makers in a certain direction (Dolan et
al.,, 2012; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). This is particularly relevant for topics like sustainability
(Lindenberg & Papies, 2019; Lehner, Mont and Heiskanen, 2016; Asensio & Delmas, 2015). As
shown in Table 1, NUDGES and MINDSPACE are acronyms for influencing factors that trigger human
behavior (Dolan et al., 2010; Dolan, et al., 2012; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008).

NUDGES “INcentives”, Understand Mappings, Defaults, Give Feedback, Expect Error, Structure
Complex Choices

MINDSPACE Messenger, Incentives, Norms, Defaults, Salience, Priming, Affect, Commitment, Ego

Table 1: NUDGES/MINDSPACE Factors

These factors steer outcomes of individual and collective decision-making (Hausmann & Welch,
2010; Johnson et al., 2012; Lehner, Mont & Heiskanen, 2016) and support sustainability
considerations in various settings (Lindenberg & Papies, 2019).

Methodology

Semi-structured expert interviews were conducted with seven management-level teams of five
governmental organizations and one association and public think tank each, as listed in Table 2.
Sample organizations were chosen because they are not privately owned and not-for-profit
organizations that seek to support sustainability through social action and create benefits for
society. Further, the sample was selected to cover a broad array of different perspectives on
sustainability and energy consumption. Other selection criteria included availability of expert
knowledge on sustainability and commitment to use digital information to trigger citizens to save
energy at home.

Given the Fit4Digital program and the intention of policymakers to establish SSPs across
Switzerland, 13 local organizations were contacted of which five agreed to an interview. To
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complement the picture with insights from other European and Nordic countries, which are
regarded as leaders of sustainability roadmaps (Henriksson & Weidman, 2020), seven organizations
in Germany, Holland, Denmark and Finland were contacted, of which two based in Finland agreed
to be interviewed. Regarding data analysis, interviews were recorded and transcribed using the
clean verbatim method (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Mayring, 2014).

Type of Organization Area of Expertise
Governmental Department Sustainability / Energy Strategy
Ministerial Unit Sustainability / Energy
Ministerial Unit Economics / Sustainability
Regional Governmental Department Energy Efficiency

Energy and Sustainability Think Tank Energy Efficiency

Energy Association Energy Management Strategy
Public Transport Provider Energy Efficiency

Table 2: Classifications of Interviewee Teams
Discussion and Recommendations

Digital campaigns to motivate citizens to reduce energy consumption at home were identified in
Switzerland and beyond with a focus on 42 successful cases: smart energy metering, CO2-footprint
calculators, interactive web portals, energy challenges and gamification (Brandon et al., 2019; Chui,
Lytras & Visvizi, 2018; Darby, 2010; Schleich et al., 2011). Cases were checked for most common
NUDGES/MINDSPACE factors: incentives, salience, understand mappings and structure complex
choices.

Focusing on choice architecture tools to innovate channels to customers (i.e., citizens) and the
relationships with them, recommendations to trigger social action via SSPs to reduce energy
consumption at home are discussed.

Use multiple NUDGES/MINDSPACE factors: In line with what Osman, Schwartz & Wodak (2021) and
Torma, Aschemann-Witzel & Thggersen (2018) suggest, interviewees apply different factors of

choice architecture simultaneously and emphasize that combined factors trigger energy savings
more effectively than single factors. They observe that triggers can cause different individual
responses and design their campaigns accordingly to capture that:

Provide different choice options in a structured and distinguishable manner to facilitate decision-
making like “option 1/2/3 requires A/B/C for impact X/Y/Z” (structure complex choices following
Thaler & Sunstein, 2008)

State comprehensive scientific facts like “we can all reduce climatic impact by doing X/Y/Z”
(understanding mappings following Thaler & Sunstein, 2008)

Provoke attention with memorable images or distinctive colors (salience following Thaler &
Sunstein, 2008)

Trigger intuition and reflection simultaneously: Going beyond the simple number of triggers, this is

concerned with dual process theory. As noted by Grayot (2020) and Thaler, Sunstein & Balz (2013),
responses become more effective when intuitive and reflective reactions are jointly triggered.
Numerous interviewees corroborate this by saying that environmental campaigns need to “hit the
right buttons” among differently motivated citizens. Interviewees state that most incentives are
geared towards financial reward (“what is the financial benefit?”) as a common initial reaction.
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However, if that is unavailable, other approaches with “the right incentives for the right people”
are needed (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). This suggests that other potential benefits (“what else can |
get out of it?”) need to trigger reflective reactions causing social action. Interviewees suggest use
these examples:

Appeal to our ego: publicly awarding “energy champions” through energy competitions

Calling on our consciousness: providing personal versus community-wide CO2-emission data with
emissions calculators

Waking our playful side: introducing gamification of energy saving challenges to collect bonus
points

Understand cause-and-effect of incentives: Incentives influence decisions-making (Dolan et al.,

2010; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008) and steer energy consumption behaviors (Omar & Delmas, 2015).
However, interviewees state that incentives are quite generic and overlap with other NUDGES/
MINDSPACE factors:

Commitment: “what makes me do that?”

Ego: “can |l improve my (self-)image?”

Norms: “why do | follow them?”

This obscures cause-and-effect relationships, makes impact assessment of energy saving campaigns
harder and undermines the recommendation of using multiple triggers. Indeed, this suggests that
different triggers should be launched sequentially rather than all at once. In support of
understanding cause-and-effect, Deterding (2019) proposes experimentation with choice
architecture. This can take the form of measuring the impact on energy consumption of one trigger
before launching the next. At the example of energy consumption applications, experiments could
sequentially increase the power of their triggers and measure impact at each stage: begin with
display of raw data of household consumption, then show appealing charts of CO2-emissions saved,
add costs saved to the chart and finally provide comparative charts of households versus
neighborhood.

Conclusion

With SBM innovation in mind, this research focuses on how choice architecture tools like
NUDGES/MINDSPACE can be applied on SSPs to better motivate citizens to reduce energy
consumption at home. This is particularly relevant for two SBM elements, namely channels to
customers (i.e., citizens) and the relationships with them, where NUDGES/MINDSPACE factors can
be used to motivate desired actions among citizens. Underlying mechanisms which trigger social
action to reducing energy consumption at home are examined.

One limitation is that impact measurement of choice architecture applications is not examined.
Given the digital nature of SSPs, this represents an interesting direction for further research.
Another limitation is the focus on relationships with and channels to target audiences. This
limitation stems from choice architecture and its emphasis on triggering desired behaviors (by using
channels to citizens and relationships with them). Further research can be done into other elements
of SBMs.
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Abstract

Protected areas are sources of natural resources such as unique flora and fauna, and cultural
resources such as historic buildings and practices. In order to foster conservation and sustainable
development consecutively, novelty is required. Sustainable entrepreneurship presents a viable
means by which to achieve social, economic and ecological benefits for protected areas. This study
investigates implementation of sustainable entrepreneurship through the lens of business models
for sustainability. Employing a multiple case study approach, we explored examples of
implemented sustainable business models in a trans-national protected area. This was to determine
how they are able to incorporate nature and cultural heritage assets into their enterprises. Our
study contributes to sustainable business model literature by delineating processes applied by small
and medium sized enterprises (SMEs), in a predominantly service oriented industry (tourism).
Further, it illustrates how business model for sustainability serve as a mediator between nature and
cultural heritage resources, and implementation of sustainable entrepreneurship.
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Agarwal (Edinburgh Napier University)

The Circular Economy (CE) is one of the promising perspectives that might offer innovative
and radical solutions at system level to tackle wicked and pressing problems associated
with our current, linear economy and society that formed around this. Among others, these
problems are climate change, resource shortages, and social exclusion. The linear take-
make-waste economy has shown itself to be inadequate to address increasingly complex
societal challenges, and instead resulting in excessive waste, pollution, and extreme forms
of social exclusion. Radical change is needed. This calls for a reconceptualization of notions
such as value preservation, restoration, and revitalization of raw materials, and natural,
biological, and social systems, as the foundation for a new generation of business models.

A new generation that is based on organising closed and extended loops, driven by
principles such as design for circularity, decomposability, minimum and extended use of
resources and strategies to optimize the use of functionality. We explicitly add to this
exclusive material-oriented view the need to incorporate social inclusiveness. Shaping a
circular economy is not just an adjustment of the current economic fabric by using less and
better commodities, but entails a large-scale overhaul of both economy and society. The
transition to a circular economy requires rethinking of supply chains into value cycles,
forming the building blocks of a system transition.

We will focus this track on large-scale, regional cases in which the principles of the circular
economy become manifest in business models. All domains are welcome, e.g., energy,
waste collection and handling, mobility, et cetera.
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Abstract

We aim to understand the interaction between shifting organizational field logics and field actors’
responses to reconcile logic plurality and maintain legitimacy through business model innovation.
Drawing on a multimethod, longitudinal field study in the fashion industry, we traced how de novo
and incumbent firms integrate circular logics in business models (for sustainability) and uncover
how productive tensions in field logics lead to experimental spaces for business model innovation.
Our findings showed a shift in the discourse on circular logic that diverted attention and resources
from materials innovation (e.g. recycling) to business model innovation (e.g. circular business
models). By juxtaposing the degree of field logic tension and the degree of business model
innovation, we derive four types of business model hybridization responses that actors engaged in
to maintain legitimacy — constrained, limited, integrated, and expanded. Our study generates new
insights on business models for sustainability as vehicles for organizational field change. We make
novel contributions to the literatures on organizational fields, business models for sustainability
and business model innovation.

Keywords

Business models for sustainability; organizational field logics; productive tensions; hybrid
organizations; circular fashion

To achieve its “moonshot ambition” of cutting environmental impact by half, while doubling its
business, we “will need to forget the linear and move to a circular model.”
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Hannah Jones, Chief Sustainability Office, Nike, quoted in GreenBiz, September 20, 2016

Introduction

Business modeling has become ubiquitous with business strategizing, representing a designed
architecture that informs an organization’s value creation and capture activities (Casadesus-
Masanell & Zhu, 2013; Chesbrough, 2010; Massa, Tucci & Afuah, 2017). Although the predominant
underlying logic of business models is a single commercial or economic logic, increasingly business
models embed social responsibility logics, so-called Business Models for Sustainability (BMfS)
(Laasch, 2018a; Laasch & Pinkse, 2020; Liideke-Freund, 2020), leading to organizational hybridity
and dual orientations. Hybrid organizations that combine a variety of logics — market-science logics,
economic-social logics, commercial-community logics — have been studied by prior scholarship
which has shown that they shape and influence organizational fields (Murray, 2010; Smith &
Besharov, 2019). Prior studies have also explored the link between sustainable entrepreneurship
and multiple logics, highlighting the duality of the entrepreneurial orientations and the reconciling
of tensions (Hahn et al, 2014; DiVito & Bohnsack, 2017; Mair, Mayer & Lutz, 2015). However, few
studies have investigated how field actors use BMfS, as representations of organizational hybridity,
to respond to shifts in organizational field logics. Using this focus, we direct attention to the
interactions between field level change and business models innovation, specifically in BMfS.

Organizational fields are socially constructed constitutions of organizations that interact relationally
based on commonly understood, institutionally embedded meanings and rules, or field logics
(Scott, 2001). Field actors engage in strategic action and framing tactics that define the network of
field actors, their shared practices and norms, and a common identity of enterprising. Recent work
highlights that organizational fields form not only around central markets or technologies
(exchange fields) but also around prominent issues (issue-based fields), such as climate change or
environmental protection (Hoffman, 1999; Meyer & Hollerer, 2010; Wooten & Hoffman, 2008;
Zietsma, et al, 2017) often requiring collective action to address the issues (Grodal & O’Mahoney,
2017). Exchange fields and issue-based fields intersect triggering tensions, conflict and plurality in
field membership and logic and influencing the trajectory of field evolution. Extant literature has
shown that firms devise specific responses to tensions that arise from conflicting logics to maintain
their legitimacy in the field (Ansari, Wijen & Gray, 2013; Klitsie, Ansari & Volberda, 2018). We
investigate how field actors adapt their business models in response to field level logic plurality.

Drawing on a longitudinal study in the fashion industry, we traced the field discourse on linear and
circular logics from 2016 to 2020. We focus on how de novo and incumbent firms reconcile and
respond to changing field logics through business model innovation and augmented our dataset
with 27 in-depth interviews with field actors — de novo firms, incumbents, material innovators and
field experts. Using rich, contextualized data from interviews and archival documentation, we
elucidate how field actors respond to shifts in field logic and contribute to field evolution. Our
findings uncovered a shift in the discourse on circular logic that diverted attention and resources
from materials innovation to business model innovation. We derive four types of business model
hybridization responses — constrained, limited, expanded, and integrated — that reconcile the
plurality of field logics and maintain field legitimacy. We make novel contributions to theory on the
intersection of field logic plurality and business models for sustainability.

266
LUMSA University, 23-24 June 2022



NBM @ ROME 2022 Full Conference Proceedings

Theoretical Framing

Logic plurality in organizational fields

Prior literature has established that institutional logics, ‘socially constructed, historical patterns of
material practices, assumptions, values, beliefs and rules’, shape and co-evolve with the structure
of organizational fields (Ocasio & Thornton, 1999, p. 804). Organizational fields are contextualized
and negotiated spaces where organizations and actors purposefully interact and engage in debate,
developing field level understandings or logics of shared cultural and normative practices (Battilana
& Lee, 2014; Scott, 2010). They define which actors to engage with, which problems to debate,
which solutions are appropriate, and result from bidirectional processes in which actors influence
field structures, frames, and logics that in turn influence field actors (Gray, Purdy & Ansari, 2015;
Purdy, Ansari & Gray, 2019). Whereas prior literature understood fields to have a dominant logic
and homogeneous organizations due to isomorphic pressure for organizational members to create
field legitimacy (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), more recent literature has
shown that fields consist of multiple logics causing conflicting tensions, institutional plurality, and
organizational heterogeneity (Laasch, 2018b; Greenwood et al, 2010).

Recently, scholars on organizational fields have begun to distinguish between types of fields —
exchange and issue fields (Zietsma et al, 2017). The focal interest of exchange fields is the
coordination and interaction with exchange partners, such as customers or suppliers who share
common meanings, practices, and conventions. In contrast, issue fields center on common issues
(e.g. climate change or plastic waste) rather than exchange relationships and may extend across
different exchange fields (O’Sullivan & O’Dwyer, 2015; Quarshie, Salmi & Wu, 2019; Wooten &
Hoffman, 2008; Zietsma et al. 2017). Issue fields affect institutional processes of field formation
differently and having a temporary nature, they may dissolve or eventually be absorbed into
exchange fields. In issue fields, shared meanings, practices, and norms are negotiated, contested
and dynamic. In contrast to exchange fields that have more shared and stable institutions, issue
fields are usually highly pluralistic with a diverse set of actors and multiple, conflicting logics.

In institutional plurality, exchange and issue field logics co-exist, co-evolve, compete, or replace
other logics (Meyer and Hollerer; 2010). Institutional plurality in fields generates spaces for
institutional innovation and change (Battilana et al, 2015; Cartel, Boxenbaum & Aggeri, 2019;
Tracey, Phillips & Jarvis, 2011; York et al, 2016), creating conditions for hybrid organizations, that
involve many stakeholders, pursue conflicting goals, and engage in inconsistent activities, to
flourish (Mair et al, 2015; Besharov & Smith, 2014). In reconciling institutional plurality, field level
actors purposefully frame courses of action and identities to mobilize others to follow suit and
thereby maintain their field legitimacy (Cornelissen & Werner, 2016; Kodeih & Greenwood, 2014).
Increasingly business models are reflections of these responses as field actors search for ways to
respond to institutional complexity and plurality (Ocasio & Radoynovska, 2016; Stal & Corvellec,
2018). We align with the argument in the literature that field level actors (such as sustainable
entrepreneurs in de novo and incumbent firms) navigate institutional plurality, reconcile competing
logics, and engage in legitimization strategies to establish organizational and field level identities
and business models consistent with the institutional logics of the field (Laasch & Pinkse, 2020).

Field-level logics and business models for sustainability

Business models are conceptualizations of organizational value systems or logics representing how
firms create, deliver and capture value (Emerson, 2003; George & Bock, 2011; George et al, 2021;
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Lideke-Freund & Dembek, 2017) and are shaped by a variety of institutional logics. Business models
for sustainability (BMfS) are inherently hybrid organizations that combine two or more
heterogeneous logics, for example social and commercial logics or ecological and commercial logics
or a combination thereof (Battilana & Lee, 2014; Bocken et al, 2014; Pache & Santos, 2010; Laasch,
2018b; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008). Normative elements of BMfS include having a blended value
proposition that incorporates ecological, social and economic benefits, uses principles of
sustainable supply chain management, maintains close relationships with customers and suppliers,
and shares economic costs and benefits fairly among stakeholders (Schaltegger, Hansen & Lideke-
Freund, 2016). It can be assumed that multiple, complex, and conflicting logics that require actors
to make concessions are at play in hybrid organizations that employ BMfS (Pache & Santos, 2013).

Studies have shown that to cope with institutional plurality and conflicting logics, hybrid
organizations are highly reflexive and strategically isomorphic, aligning and distancing themselves
from logics when advantageous. Pache & Santos (2010) studied four social enterprises in France
and showed that hybrid organizations engage in selectively coupling field level logic elements to
gain field legitimacy and selectively decoupling when the logic is incongruent with their values. A
study from Vaskelainen and Minzel (2018) on business model development in the German
carsharing industry found that institutional logics empower some business models and inhibit
others, showing that trajectories of business model development relate to the actors’ adherence
to prevalent institutional logics. Their findings align with the claim in the literature that institutional
plurality leads to greater organizational heterogeneity rather than isomorphism (Ocasio &
Radoynovska, 2016) as actors prioritize institutional logics and make distinct combinations (York,
O’Neil & Sarasvathy, 2016). Business models, and business models for sustainability, provide
opportunities for organizations to respond to institutional plurality and to create innovative
solutions to complex problems (Desa, 2012; Roome & Louche, 2016).

In the literature on business model innovation (BMI), business models are argued to function as
vehicles to boost innovative solutions concerning processes, products, services, or the business
model itself (Boons & Liideke-Freund, 2013; Evans et al, 2017; Pieroni, McAloone & Pigosso, 2019;
Snihur & Wiklund, 2019). Much literature has theorized and studied business model innovation
occurring from exogenous shocks and BMI has been applied to specific domains in need of
fundamental change, such as sustainability and circular economy (Geissdoerfer et al, 2017; Pieroni
et al, 2019). We argue that BMI also drives transformational change in fields and facilitates
heterogeneity and co-existence of multiple institutional logics and heed the call in the literature to
focus on individual organizations and their influence on field level dynamics (Laasch, 2018b).

Methodology

We conducted an inductive, longitudinal case study to explore the interplay of field level change
and BMfS (Yin, 2003). We focus on a single sector, the fashion industry, following examples in prior
studies (Grodal & O’Mahoney, 2017; Lee, Ramos & Vaccaro, 2018; Ozcan & Gurses, 2018). The
fashion industry offers an ideal setting for several reasons. First the fashion industry, which
generates 1.5 trillion Euros in annual revenue and employs 60 million people in its value chain
(Global Fashion Agenda, 2017, 2020), garners much criticism from society, media and stakeholders
for its negative social and environmental impacts. On the environmental side, the production of
fashion products contributes to water overconsumption, toxic chemical use and textile waste and
occurs in production countries where workers are often subjected to overtime, a lack of living
wages and unsafe working conditions. The fashion industry’s pursuit of economic growth at the
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expense of people and planet has increasingly moved to the center of attention. Scandals such as
child labor or the Rana Plaza factory collapse have raised consumer awareness of the existing perils
of production and put companies under collective pressure from stakeholders and activist groups
to change.

Second, against this backdrop, there is a growing interest among industry players to move towards
circular production and business models. The prevalent fast fashion business model fundamentally
changed consumption of fashion products and increased the use of raw materials (Hvass, 2016;
Hvass & Pedersen, 2019). Circular business models that extend product lifecycles, recycle and
regenerate resources offer solutions to the pressing sustainability issues that plague the fashion
industry (Berg et al, 2020). Adopting a circular logic, instead of a linear one that assumes endless
growth, consumption, and extraction of raw materials, is particularly significant for changing the
organizational field.

Data collection

We collected qualitative data over a 5-year period using multiple methods. Our initial data
collection focused on understanding the use of recycled waste in textile products and business
models. As we engaged in the field, our attention shifted from recycled waste to understanding
circularity in product design, production, and business models. We gathered data from three main
sources — observations of field events, in-depth interviews, and industry newsletters. From 2019 to
2021, we attended and observed several field configuration events (FCEs) in Denmark and the
Netherlands. We conducted semi-structured in-depth interviews with sustainable fashion
entrepreneurs of de novo firms and sustainability managers in incumbent firms. We purposefully
selected sustainable fashion firms that used business models to create value from waste (Bocken
et al, 2014). We asked questions about circular business models and the opportunities and
challenges of using waste materials. We also collected secondary data from the Fashion
Sustainability Week in Review (FSWIR) twice-weekly newsletter from 2016 to 2021. This dataset
consisted of 290 newsletters. We performed keyword searches for ‘circular’, ‘recycling’, ‘waste’,
‘resale’, ‘rental’ and ‘take back’ that resulted in 331 news items covering 26 countries. We compiled
a list of incumbents and collected additional data from in-depth interviews, media and reports
about selected incumbents. All interviews were recorded and transcribed for coding and analysis.
In total, we conducted 27 interviews with different industry actors — sustainable entrepreneurs,
material suppliers, incumbents, and field experts.

Data analysis

The stages of data analysis occurred iteratively throughout the data collection period. We moved
from the detailed codes to axial codes and identified eight second order themes (Gioia et al, 2013)
to make sense of the data. We also developed temporal mapping of the industry based on the
FSWIR news items (figure 1) and identified overall trends in the industry discourse (figure 2). We
observed that recycling is a contested concept of circular logic, and we witnessed a shift from
recycling as closed loop circularity, where the value of waste resources is maintained within the
production system to recycling as open loop circularity, where waste from other industries enters
textile production, or where textile waste is used for products with lower value external to the
industry. We also saw a rise of criticism about overproduction and overconsumption in the fashion
industry with the fast fashion model becoming symbolic for linear logic. The rising sentiment called
for more than recycling alone and shifted attention and discourse to circular business models,
particularly rental and resale business models. We grouped the news items into four categories —
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recycling, circularity, rental, and resale — that fold into two overarching dimensions: field logics and
business models for sustainability. This combination of analyses allowed us to reflectively tease out
meanings and findings and guided our theorizing about the interplay between field level logics,
BMIfS and organizational field change.

Materials innovation Business model innovation
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Figure 1. Temporal mapping of news items on material innovation and business model innovation
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Figure 2. Number of coded news items by year, n=214
Findings

We observed how logics co-exist in an organizational field and in business models for sustainability
and how de novo and incumbent firms respond to shifts in dominant field logic. The dominant field
logic in our case study is the linear logic, but this logic has been consistently challenged since the
mid 2000s and de novo firms entered the industry using BMfS that primarily focused on using more
sustainable virgin materials (e.g. organic cotton) or recycled materials. Our data analysis and the
findings we discuss in this section trace how the discourse on circular logics shifts and how de novo
and incumbent firms respond to the changing field logic.

Phase 1: Framing recycled materials as ‘closed loop’ circularity
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De novo firms began incorporating the use of recycled fabrics in product collections as far back as
2008 and claimed to be more sustainable than incumbents because they used organic virgin
materials (e.g. cotton) or recycled polyester from polyethylene terephthalate (PET) and fishing nets
or recycled pre-consumer and post-consumer textiles. The founder of DEEL explained the rationale

"

for the materials they use, “... we basically work with 100% organic cotton or 100% recycled
polyester, because ... | can theoretically put a synthetic product back into the cycle, provided it is
pure fiber, 100% polyester ... [and] 100% cotton.” The purposeful decision to use ‘pure’ materials,
whether recycled or virgin, indicated the intention to be sustainable and circular, returning

materials back into the production cycle for reuse.

Small de novo firms responded swiftly to innovative opportunities to use recycled materials. Data
from our interviews shows that BMfS in de novo firms aimed to influence the broader field,
especially in the use of innovative recycled materials. The founders we interviewed described their
role in the industry as innovators:

“The more small businesses like ours disrupt the industry, the more the bigger players like Nike and
Adidas will feel pressure to follow suit. We hope that by paving the way, we can encourage all fashion
retailers to step away from ‘fast fashion’ and start utilizing the raw materials we have available to
us.” (SUDRI)

Small brands, as de novo or incumbent innovators, experimented with new materials or business
models but lacked the volumes to drive the adoption of the innovation. Large brands, primarily
multinational incumbent firms, provided volume and economies of scale, influencing broader field
level change. From our interviews with incumbents, a respondent explained a clear distinction
between the roles of small and large brands.

“If you think of small brands that are on the leading edge and trying to prove that things are possible
..., it can be hard for larger brands like ourselves to follow that same strategy. We have a really hard
time being first to market with much of anything. With materials that are new, you see brands like
Allbirds able to have this pipeline of cool product launches with novel materials, but they are small
and nimble and able to invest. We are just a different beast ... They [small firms] can partner with
material innovators, prove that something is gonna work for a commercial grade product and maybe
they can’t give that supplier the largest volume, [but] then I’'m totally happy being a fast follower.”
(PAGI)

By 2016 several incumbent firms had launched collections with recycled materials, particularly in
denim products because they contain nearly 100% cotton content which is more favorable for
recycling and in sportswear because they can incorporate recycled PET in polyester blends. For
example, Adidas launched a shoe consisting of 95% recycled plastic picked up off beaches of
Maldives and Patagonia launched the Re\\\Collection. H&M also introduced a line of activewear
made from recycled polyester and announced in its 2018 sustainability report its mission to ‘close
the loop’.

In this first phase, the use of recycled material in new products was an initial step towards circular
logic in business models and it was firmly established in BMfS of small sustainable fashion firms. In
contrast, large incumbents launched capsule collections but for the most part the linear logic in
incumbents’ business models dominated, leading to criticism and questions from various field
actors, such as activists and small firms, about their sustainability ambitions and claims.

“The big firms are now, in the last couple of years, they are pushing [sustainability]. [But] | also
wonder [about] the percentage that they are actually doing ...” (YUKI)
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Phase 2: Reframing recycling as ‘open loop’

From our dataset of news items, we saw a rise of criticism from activists, industry consultants and
expert organizations about the potential environmental benefits of recycling textiles and fibers. In
2016, Greenpeace brought attention to the ‘illusion’ of recycling and called out, “Fast fashion is
drowning the world”, arguing that the volume of recycled fibers is not sufficient to have sustainable
impact given the growing consumption and disposal of clothing. Shortly thereafter, Greenpeace
published two reports, Timeout for Fast Fashion and Fashion at the Crossroads, intentionally
shifting the discourse in the industry away from the ‘myth of re-use and recycling’ and towards the
problem of overconsumption fueled by the fast fashion model.

Criticism about using recycled plastic waste also came from another angle as researchers and
experts published studies highlighting the harmful effects of microfibers from recycled PET in
fabrics ending up in oceans through laundry wastewater. Mainstream news outlets, like The
Guardian, Vogue, Forbes and FastCompany, published stories on the shortcomings of recycling to
solve the industry’s sustainability problems, for instance, an article published in FastCompany
pointed out “... while recycling is important, it misses the mark” in reducing emissions.

As the public discourse continued and emphasized recycling as only a partial solution to the growing
sustainability issues in the industry, attention shifted to slowing fashion down. In 2020, the United
Nations Environment Programme published a report about “the effects of an industry that is
engineered to overproduce”. The media (Reuters) drew parallels between the fashion industry and
‘big oil’, stating that fashion finds itself in the same conundrum, “the only way to save the planet is
to scale back production”. The recycling solution is reframed not as a closed loop circular solution
(e.g. from textile-to-textile) but as an open loop circular solution, and as one that allows fast fashion
to maintain a business model that relies on overproduction and overconsumption. Industry
discourse contrasted recycling in opposition to circularity, establishing the notion that recycling
addresses sustainability as an ‘isolated’ problem in the fashion system, whereas circularity is a more
‘holistic’ approach to the issues. In other words, recycling plays a role but consumption, product
design, business models, the whole system needed radical transformation to address the
impending sustainability challenges in the industry.

Our data showed various responses to the reframing of recycling. The founders of de novo firms in
our sample had deep convictions about sustainable fashion products and considered themselves to
be on the periphery of the industry and dissociated their firms and BMfS from fast fashion or the
general fashion industry. The founder from NAVE referred to this dissociation explicitly as, “... so in
the real fashion industry, not the sustainable fashion industry ...” and emphasized that in the real
fashion industry the problem is, “that people don’t value their clothing, which translates into
overconsumption.” All the de novo firms considered their BMfS to be opposed to the (fast) fashion
industry, focusing on slow fashion, classic styles, and durable quality.

| wanted to do classic styles also to support the slow fashion. (TELCAR)

[We] believe that clothing should be of a high quality and last a long time, instead of being cheap
and disposable. (SUDRI)

However, deriving value from waste and using recycled materials was an essential component of
their products and the rationale of their BMfS. Their responses to the changing discourse around
recycling, varied depending on their specific context and product markets. For example, the
founder of AIR aligned with the changing discourse as she focused on upcycling textiles for the
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upper part of shoes specifically to avoid recycling, “... before recycling, there should be another
step. Like before we start ... breaking it down to the fiber level, we have all these fabrics that are in
really good condition that we can actually use.” She also held strong opinions about ocean plastics
in fabrics, stating that she “would not use it for fashion” but for other products like “... chairs ... that
do not release microfibers as much as clothing”. In her view, a circular logic considered more than
“what we use [recycled materials] for, not just re-circulating to reach circular, but re-circulating in
the right way.”

Alternatively, DISTOC, who produces sustainable hosiery with up to 88% of recycled polyester,
distanced their firm from the discourse by acknowledging the challenges of producing fully circular
hosiery. Hosiery material is very delicate and although they “employ strategies that will make them
last longer”, like toe enforcements, the product has a relatively short life cycle and is discarded after
a few uses. A lack of technological innovation makes it difficult to recycle hosiery products into new
materials because it’s a blended fabric. Additionally, since discarded hosiery is mostly incinerated,
DISTOC started a Recycling Club for its customers to return discarded hosiery at end of life, which
they then downcycled into insulation for fiberglass tanks, or, more recently, upcycled into designer
tables.

To address the issue of microfibers from plastics in fabrics, DISTOC generalized the problem, stating,
“... mean, all synthetics will release micro plastics ... there’s nothing that | know of that we can do
to help stop that other than don’t wear synthetics. [But] ... we are moving into more of the natural
fiber line.” The respondent emphasized focusing on issues that they could impact, and that the
microfiber issue was not the appropriate problem for them.

“... there are many problems to be solved ... and you can't solve them all. ... We have to focus on
other things like making sure that hosiery does not end up in landfill and finding a way to bring our
recycling program [to send back hosiery] to as many people around the world as possible.” (DISTOC)

In phase 2, we observed changes to the broader industry discourse that redefined recycling as a
partial solution to achieving circularity. The discourse touted the advantages of a circular fashion
system and circularity permeated industry fora, such as Copenhagen Fashion Summit. Field actors
committed to pledges and agreements to transform to a circular fashion industry and
multistakeholder collaborations focusing on circular solutions increased. Leading incumbents
announced ambitious sustainability goals. For example, Nike announced it would double its
business while reducing by half its environmental impact and, in an interview in Vogue, the CEO of
H&M argued that moving towards circularity would allow H&M to “decouple growth and
production of garments from the use of natural resources” and to address overproduction.

Phase 3: Integrating circularity in business models

The discourse on sustainability challenges catalyzed a shift among field actors towards using a
circular logic and triggered business model innovation. The shift is particularly pronounced in the
number of take-back systems that incumbents initiated since 2017. Take-back systems are essential
for circular business models as they provide feedstock as either final products for rental and resale
business models or input materials for upcycling, downcycling and recycling. However, the small de
novo firms in our sample that had established BMfS based on recycling waste faced difficulties in
incorporating more holistic elements of circular business models. A few incorporated take-back
systems, such as DISTOC and MOWS, but they primarily downcycled the collected products. For
DISTOC - who implemented a take-back program at the time of their founding in 2013 —there were
barriers to closed loop circularity. As already discussed, making new hosiery from old hosiery is not
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technologically feasible and hosiery is a product that cannot be easily resold in second-hand
markets.

NAVE shared a similar dilemma. The founder considered starting a take-back scheme by offering
incentives, such as a discount if customers sent back swimwear for recycling, but hesitated because
of the effort involved in “becoming our own recycling plant”. Another barrier to integrating more
circularity into NAVE’s business model was the resale potential of swimwear products. However,
TELCAR, another de novo firm in our sample that also produces swimwear, did not see the same
barrier as NAVE in reselling swimwear. All in all, from our interview data, we noted that the small
firms faced limitations in expanding their business models to incorporate more circularity, due to
their product category, resources and capabilities or a combination thereof.

Incumbents, on the other hand, engaged in extensive business model innovation to incorporate
circularity. While well-known industry front runners, Patagonia and Eileen Fisher, started take-back
systems prior to 2010 and had established circular business models, large incumbent brands started
to experiment with circularity. From the incumbents’ perspective, a circular logic is compatible with
the growth model that is inherent in the fast fashion system. The incumbents we interviewed were
“excited about the potential for circularity to grow”, describing it as different than the ‘usual
sustainability work’ and as a ‘business opportunity’. For incumbents, circular business model
innovation also effected changes in circular product design and material recirculation, with the
promise of impacting the field level logic change over time, as explained by one of the incumbents
we interviewed.

“Circularity is very important and the ultimate goal is to be circular by design. It’s a business enabler
for us, and systemic and the industry needs to be circular.” (STEL)

Our data pointed to different patterns of experimentation and interaction between field actors.
First, there was an increasing number of partnerships between incumbents and de novo firms to
establish take-back systems and introduce rental or resale models. However, even though several
large incumbent brands such as Zara (Inditex), H&M, Target and Primark had scaled up their take-
back systems worldwide, only H&M engaged in circular business model innovation. They
experimented with rental for women'’s dresses, children’s wear, and men’s suits, and with resale
by partnering with the online resale platform Farfetch. Large retailers such as Tchibo, Nordstrom,
Galerie Lafeyette and Selfridges also experimented with rental models by partnering with online
rental platforms such as HURR Collective or Rent the Runway.

Our data shows that the field level shift towards circular logic in the fashion industry is an iterative
interplay between de novo and incumbent firms, where issue and exchange fields intersect. The
founders of the de novo firms in our sample recognized their role as innovators and advocates of
the circular logic, as exemplified below.

“When it comes to fostering systemic change, typically it’s the small-medium business that ‘do” and
then the large corporates follow. Small businesses like [mine] may only have a small market share,
but with the right marketing and customer loyalty, we can spread the word about what we are doing
and once consumers become accustomed to a certain level of quality, diversity, and ethics in their
purchases, it will be them who in turn put pressure on the large corporates to start providing that
same level. It is once the large corporates are on board that this style of fashion production will
become the norm. ...” (SUDRI)
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PAGI elaborated on this interplay of incumbent and de novo firms in terms of the roles they play in
the ecosystem, emphasizing that “firms of different sizes fill a different niche” and all together they
move the industry forward.

“... larger firms have the advantage of reaching more customers and if they are going to play a role
in take back and collection side of things, they can do so much more so much faster than a small firm
doing the same. | guess what is inspiring is on recommerce, the firms that have started to create
white label sites within their products, like North Face’s Renew programme, Patagonia WornWear,
... if the goal is to take back your own product and somehow get that to a secondary consumer, then
a small brand has an advantage. But if it’s to drag the shift towards just getting product out of landfill,
I don’t think the small companies can really shift that equation. They are just too small to make a
difference.” (PAGI)

Discussion

We argue that field level logics are influenced by the interplay between de novo and incumbent
firms and by their responses to tensions arising from logic plurality. Our study traced the circular
logic discourse and uncovered a shift in the discourse that diverted attention and resources from
recycling and materials innovation to implementing circular business models. The circular logic co-
existed, complemented, and conflicted with linear logic and field actors reconciled the tensions in
the field logics through a variety of hybridized business model responses. By juxtaposing the degree
of field logic tension with the degree of business model innovation, we identify four business model
hybridization responses — constrained, limited, expanded, and integrated — that actors engaged in
to maintain legitimacy (figure 3).

Business model responses to emerging field logic

When the emerging field logic has a high degree of tension with the existing logic of the business
model (a conflicting logic), we witnessed two responses in business model innovation, a constrained
response and an expanded response. A constrained response occurred when actors lacked
resources, capabilities, or technology to adapt to the emerging logic and used selective decoupling
to dissociate from the logic and maintain legitimacy. For example, the large incumbent firms were
constrained in their efforts to produce collections using recycling textiles, primarily due to
maintaining scale and volume for their extant business models. However, an expanded response
occurred when actors perceived opportunities for expansion that were compatible with the existing
business model logic and had slack resources to direct towards business model innovation. In other
words, the emerging field logic could co-exist with the existing business model logic, resulting in
greater business model hybridization. This occurred in several incumbent firms as they
experimented with a variety of responses to the rise of the rental and resale circular business
models, effectively combining linear and circular logics and expanding their business models.
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Figure 3. Business model response to changing field logic

When the emerging field logic has a low degree of tension with the existing business model, we
also identified two responses on business model innovation: limited and integrated. In these
responses, the emerging logic is complementary to the existing business model logic. As in the
constrained response, a limited response in business model innovation occurred due to lack of
resources, capabilities, or technology, but the complementary nature of the logics allowed them to
selectively couple elements of the emerging logic. For example, even though the small de novo
firms could not adopt rental or resale circular business models due to resources, capability, or
technology limitations, they selectively coupled with slow fashion, which extends product life and
addresses overproduction, to maintain the legitimacy of their BMfS in the emerging circular logic.
The high level of complementary between the circular logic and their business models limited
productive tensions and space for innovation in their business models. Lastly, an integrated
response occurred when the emerging logic is congruent with the existing business model logic and
there are no resource constraints to integrating the emerging logic. For example, frontrunner
incumbents in circular or sustainable fashion, such as Patagonia or Eileen Fisher, easily integrated
circular business models (such as repair and resale models) adhering to the emerging circular logic.
New entrants based on circular business models also fall into this category, as their firms entered
the field with BMfS adhering to the emerging logic. The emerging logic is an integrated part of the
existing business model.

Contributions

Our findings make contributions to the extant work on organizational field logic and business
models for sustainability, highlighting the interplay of actors in establishing, reinforcing and
renegotiating spaces for experimentation and innovation (Ansari, Wijen & Gray, 2013; Le Ber &
Branzei, 2010; Litrico & David, 2017). By showing how business models (for sustainability) adapt to
shifting field logics, we advance our understanding of how logic plurality co-exists and persists in
organizational fields.

First, our findings build on recent work of institutional complexity in organizational fields and
business model heterogeneity (Laasch & Pinkse, 2017; Ocasio & Radoynovska, 2016; Vaskelainen &
Minzel, 2018) and provide empirical evidence of the hybridization of business models in response
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to logic plurality. Our study also makes contributions to how fields change and evolve over time
(Zietsma et al, 2017), where we show that field discourse shapes the speed at which field change
occurs and defines the negotiated space of experimentation. We also show that issue field logic
evolution, where shared meanings and understandings are continuously contested and redefined,
is not linear.

Second, our findings contribute to the literatures on business models for sustainability and business
model innovation, extending our understanding of business models (for sustainability) as
mechanisms for field level change that actors use to reconcile emerging and shifting logics. In this
regard, we provide empirical evidence to the theoretical assumptions put forth in the literature
that business models mediate innovation in processes, products, or services (Boons & Liideke-
Freund. 2013; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Doganova & Eyquem-Renault, 2009; Lideke-
Freund, 2020; Snihur & Wiklund, 2019), unlocking and capturing innovative potential to improve
economic, ecological, and social sustainability. We also extend prior work on circular business
models (Bocken et al., 2016; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017) by showing that systemic change can only
be achieved when circular thinking is implemented in both products and business models.

Conclusion

To conclude, we conducted a field study of the fashion industry and focused on the circular logic
that is emerging in the field. Our findings showed that the discourse used to define circular logic
shifted attention from recycling materials to circular business models. We uncovered how de novo
and incumbent firms responded to the changing circular logic of the field through business model
(for sustainability) innovation. The meanings and understandings of circular logic, that co-exist,
complement, or conflict with other existing logics, are dynamic and continuously negotiated by field
actors. Our study brings together disparate literatures on organizational fields and business models
for sustainability and argues that business models for sustainability influence organizational field
change.
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