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Abstract
Purpose – This article aims to assess the state of the art of research on digital platforms’ business models (DPBMs).
Design/methodology/approach – The study follows a grounded theory literature review of 246 studies on the 
intersection of digital platforms and business models.
Findings – The findings reveal that research in this domain is fragmented across several inter-related fields. 
Publications are also scattered across a multitude of journals, and many of them do not provide a clear definition 
of the main concepts used or use different concepts interchangeably. The study synthesized a framework with 
key themes from the literature. The authors then developed an integrated definition of DPBM. Finally, the 
authors propose a research agenda to analyzing the alignment between value creation and capture for hybrid 
DPBM, developing artifacts for hybrid DPBM and studying the unintended consequences of DPBM.
Research limitations/implications – The study presents a comprehensive and updated literature review on 
DPBMs. Furthermore, using an integrative approach, it develops a definition of DPBM. Finally, it proposes a 
research agenda for the field. Database choices, as well as inclusion and exclusion criteria, represent a limitation 
of this study.
Originality/value – This paper highlights a rich body of literature that contributes to understanding of how this 
research field is organized and proposes an integrative definition of DPBM. Further, it presents avenues for 
advancing knowledge in this field.
Keywords Literature review, Research agenda, Business model, Social impact
Paper type Literature review

Introduction
Digital platforms are not only reshaping industries but also significantly impacting society 
(Clauss et al., 2018). The most valuable firms on the planet are indeed digital platforms. 
Together, Microsoft, Apple, Amazon, Alphabet, Facebook, Alibaba and Tencent represented 
more than $10 trillion in market value in late 2021. These companies’ success and the rapid 
development of many new digital platform-based companies such as Airbnb, Netflix and Uber 
encouraged entrepreneurs, investors and researchers to seek an understanding of how the 
business models (BM) of the digital platforms are structured.
Digital platforms have been widely studied by scholars in strategy, technology 

management, information systems, economics, entrepreneurship and innovation 
management. However, much of the literature is not convergent, and there are significant 
differences within and across these disciplines in relation to how they define digital platforms, 
their focus of research, as well as the supporting theories they use (Bonina et al., 2021). The 
different perspectives and the absence of converged concepts have produced a highly 
fragmented and imprecise literature (Mallon, 2021).
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T€auscher and Laudien (2018) demonstrated the value of BMs as a unit of analysis for 
classifying and exploring digital platforms. The authors argue that understanding the BM’s 
core elements makes it easier to transcend differences in terminology. While the literature on 
digital platforms is vast, including complete literature reviews (e.g., Thomas et al., 2014; Liu 
et al., 2021), there is a limited body of research focusing on understanding the actual BMs 
supporting these platforms. Furthermore, an analysis of this research stream reveals that it is 
fragmented, lacks a strong theoretical underpinning, and, consequently, is not conducive to the 
systematic development of knowledge.
As a result, this article aims to assess the state of the art of research on DPBMs. To achieve 

this goal, we followed Wolfswinkel et al. (2013) and Suddaby (2010)’s literature review 
guidelines. Our study offers three main contributions. First, we present a comprehensive and 
updated literature review on DPBMs. Second, using an integrative approach, we develop a 
definition of DPBM. Finally, we propose a research agenda for the field.
The remainder of the article is structured as follows. In the next section, we outline the 

background of platforms and BMs. This is followed by a description of our methodological 
approach. In the subsequent section, we present the findings to address our research questions. 
Finally, we highlight our theoretical contributions, practical implications, as well as limitations 
and areas for future research.

Background and definitions
In order to develop a robust literature review, it is necessary to have clarity on the phenomena 
being investigated as well as the boundaries of the study (Kitchenham, 2004; Chauhan et al., 
2022). Therefore, this section focuses on briefly explaining and defining the extant literature 
on digital platforms and BMs.

Digital platforms
Digital platform literature has its theoretical foundations in platform and information systems 
research. Consequently, it reflects two distinct theoretical perspectives: one inspired by 
economic theory and the other influenced by engineering design (Gawer, 2014). The economic 
approach goes back to the works of Rochet and Tirole (2003, 2006), which conceptualize 
platforms as types of markets. Here, “platforms enable interactions between end-users and try 
to get the two (or multiple) sides on board by appropriately charging each side” (Rochet and 
Tirole, 2006, p. 245). The two-sided platform provides a common meeting place to facilitate 
interactions between members of two distinct customer groups. They play an essential role 
throughout the economy by minimizing transaction costs between entities and creating a 
mutually beneficial arrangement for the parties involved (Evans and Schmalensee, 2011).
The engineering design approach conceptualizes platforms as modular technological 

architectures. This research stream has its foundations in innovation, product development and 
echoes the resource-based logic of advantage creation (Thomas et al., 2014). As a result, it is 
highly focused on innovation, and it presents a supply-side perspective. Based on this 
approach, digital platforms are understood as the “extensible codebase of a software-based 
system that provides core functionality shared by the modules that interoperate with it and the 
interfaces through which they interoperate” (Tiwana et al., 2010, p. 675).
Because these two perspectives have developed separately, the term digital platform is used 

in different ways. For example, while De Reuver et al. (2018, p. 127) argue that “platforms that 
merely mediate between different user groups but offer no extensible codebase should not be 
considered digital platforms in the IS discourse,” other researchers consider digital platforms 
any platform that uses digital technology to mediate two or more user groups (Bonina et al., 
2021; Sutherland and Jarrahi, 2018). Furthermore, the different perspectives and distinct units 
of analysis used across studies restrain the comparability between findings in the literature (De 
Reuver et al., 2018). Consequently, there is some degree of specificity and idiosyncrasy in this
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theme, undermining the coherence and cumulativeness of the results of this research stream 
(Thomas et al., 2014).
There have been some attempts to propose a more integrated definition of digital platforms 

– e.g.Gawer (2014) and Baldwin and Woodard (2009). While these studies provide a step 
toward a more integrated definition of digital platforms by analyzing different research 
streams, they are still heavily focused on technological aspects and do not consider important 
economic elements of digital platforms such as intermediation.
A recent article suggests the digital platform ecosystem as a paradigm to integrate these 

different perspectives on platforms (Hein et al., 2019). This approach applies the product 
family logic of modularity, standards and product differentiation to a product or service system 
broader than an internal or supply-chain-level product family. Thus, it incorporates theoretical 
elements of the economic stream, such as network externalities and market power (Thomas 
et al., 2014). As a result, in this approach, “a digital platform ecosystem comprises a platform 
owner that implements governance mechanisms to facilitate value-creating mechanisms on a 
digital platform between the platform owner and an ecosystem of autonomous complementors 
and consumers” (Hein et al., 2019, p. 4). However, while this definition emphasizes the 
creation of value between owners and complementors, this research stream has a gap in how 
value is captured and distributed for the ecosystem actors (Hein et al., 2019). Due to this gap, 
we argue that the digital platform construct needs to also contemplate the delivery and value 
capture dimensions.
Bonina et al. (2021) and Cusumano et al. (2019) define a digital platform (2019) according 

to its principal purpose. Thus, there are two main types of digital platforms: innovation 
platforms and transaction platforms. In the innovation platform, value comes mainly from 
enabling third parties to build their products or services that utilize and improve the platform. 
On the other hand, value comes mostly from allowing different sides of a market to interact in 
the transaction platform. Even though this definition reflects the primary mechanisms for 
creating value, it does not capture the platforms’ complexity and differences in capture and 
delivery value mechanisms. Furthermore, the authors analyze platform function at an industry 
level (or ecosystem). Still, we argue that two-sidedness (or multi-sidedness) is a firm’s 
decision about its BM, and it is not a feature of markets or industries (Broos and Ramos, 2017). 
Consequently, we define digital platforms at the organizational level using the business model 
as a theoretical lens. In the next section, we briefly discuss the BM concept.

Business models
The BMs are commonly understood as a link between future planning (strategy) and their 
practical implementation (process management) (Wirtz et al., 2016). The concept is essential 
for any organization since it provides a means to understand, analyze, communicate and 
manage strategic choices among its stakeholders (Al-Debei and Avison, 2010). There is still a 
lack of consensus in the literature for a single definition of the term (Al-Debei and Avison, 
2010; Foss and Saebi, 2018). One of the most accepted definitions for a BM is proposed by 
Teece (2010) (Saebi and Foss, 2015; Zott et al., 2011). The author defines a BM as the “design 
or architecture of the value creation, delivery and capture mechanisms it employs” (Teece, 
2010, p. 172).
More recently, adopting an organizational perspective, researchers describe BMs as 

devices for structuring and designing organizations. BMs are understood as a manifestation of 
how organizational variables are configured, how the company structures its transactions with 
external stakeholders and the consequences of those configurations on company performance 
(Saebi and Foss, 2015). Accordingly, the BM is an activity system performed by the focal firm 
and third parties (partners, suppliers, customers). As a result, “the firm’s activity system may 
transcend the focal firm and span its boundaries but will remain firm-centric to enable the focal 
firm not only to create value with its partners, but also to appropriate a share of the value 
created itself” (Zott and Amit, 2010, p. 2017). Under this perspective, BMs are defined as “the
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content, structure, and governance of transactions within the company and between the 
company and its external partners that support the company in the creation, delivery, and 
capture of value” (Saebi and Foss, 2015, p. 204).
Adopting the organizational perspective of the BM, we argue that this is a robust theoretical 

lens to define and analyze digital platforms. There are three main reasons for our approach. 
First, the BM encompasses relevant aspects of digital platforms and (Ardolino et al., 2020) 
allows identifying different organizational choices related to how digital platforms create, 
deliver and capture value. Second, the concept considers external partners as important actors 
in creating, delivering and capturing value for organizations. Finally, the BM is used in the 
digital platform research not only to assess how value is (co)created and captured but also to 
highlight how value is (co)destroyed or lost (Andreassen et al., 2018; Bivona and Cosenz, 
2019). Consequently, understanding the main aspects of the DPBMs contribute to a better 
knowledge of the complexity of this phenomenon and their different outcomes.

Research design and methods
This article aims to assess the state of research on DPBMs. Specifically, we reviewed the 
literature at the intersection of the digital platforms and BM with particular attention to five 
aspects of this research field: (1) characteristics in terms of primary sources, countries, 
research methodologies and other descriptive data; (2) main frameworks and theoretical 
foundation; (3) primary definitions; (4) key themes; and most importantly; and (5) the gaps in 
this field.
For this purpose, we selected an inductive approach to review the literature based on the 

Grounded Theory Literature-Review Method proposed by Wolfswinkel et al. (2013). 
Therefore, our review unfolded in five stages to (1) define the scope of the review, (2) search 
the literature, (3) select the final sample, (4) analyze the corpus and (5) present the findings 
(Wolfswinkel et al., 2013). Our research method is summarized in Figure 1.
In the first stage, our aim was to define the scope of the review. Therefore, we carried out a 

preliminary literature review, which was critical to fine-tuning the specific objectives for this 
paper as well as identifying the main keywords, databases and inclusion and exclusion criteria. 
We found that research on DPBMs is multidisciplinary. Thus, we selected Web of Science

Figure 1. Five-stage literature review process
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(WOS) and Scopus databases, which are multidisciplinary and index thousands of journals 
(Thomas et al., 2014). The search strings (Kitchenham, 2004) were built with the following 
keywords: platform, multisided, multi-sided, two-sided and BM (Figure 1). After an 
exploratory search in the databases, we defined primary inclusion and exclusion criteria. The 
inclusion criteria consist of peer-reviewed articles published in journals and conferences, 
which were written in English and met the purpose of the review. The option to include 
conference papers aims to minimize the publication bias, even though, the present review does 
not include grey literature, such as technical reports, or work in progress (Kitchenham, 2004), 
as it (usually) does not go through a peer-review process. Finally, following Snelson’s (2016) 
approach, we did not use the impact factor as the justification for limiting the search scope. 
Instead, we used this information only as a descriptive factor in the literature review. Table 1 
synthesizes the inclusion and exclusion criteria.
The literature search stage was conducted in February 2022 and in both databases, the 

strings were searched in the topic field (Article Title, Abstract and Keywords). The results 
were filtered by peer-reviewed journals and conference papers published until 2021, which 
were written in English. As a result, 5,792 documents were identified whose metadata was 
exported in BibTeX format to Bibliometrix software (Aria and Cuccurullo, 2017). The 
software automatically excluded 868 duplicated papers, resulting in an initial sample of 4,914 
papers for the next stage.
The third stage of our methodology aims to include all relevant studies in the field as well as 

to avoid the inclusion of documents peripherally related to the research theme. We analyzed 
the initial sample in four steps. First, we filtered the sample by articles that contained both 
search terms in the title or keywords. For example, if the paper has the term platform (or two-
sided market) in the title and BM in the keywords or vice versa, it was included for analysis in 
the next step. If only one of the terms is present in the title or the keywords, the article was 
excluded (943 papers selected). Second, we read abstracts to identify relevant papers for 
review. Papers included in this step meet at least one of the following inclusion criteria: (1) 
studying the BM of a firm that uses platforms or (2) studying the BM of digital platforms. At 
the end of this process, a total of 434 papers were selected.
In the third step, we read the papers’ content and, in addition to the inclusion criteria from 

the previous step, we also analyzed if the platforms being studied are technologically 
mediated, enable interaction between user groups and allow those user groups to carry out a set 
of defined tasks (Bonina et al., 2021). We added this inclusion criterion because we identified 
many studies analyzing traditional BMs of technical platforms (e.g., energy platforms). In this 
step, we also did a manual inspection to remove additional duplicates that have been submitted 
in two different conferences or had not been entered into the databases in the same way. For 
example, the author’s name or title might have been entered differently in the databases. We 
also excluded different document types (e.g., editorials, lecture notes, research in progress and 
so on) not identified in metadata, leaving a total of 219 selected articles in the sample. Finally, 
our fourth step is to conduct a backward search (Wolfswinkel et al., 2013) to select the final 
sample. For this purpose, we used Bibliometrix to extract common citation information within 
each paper. This process led us to include an additional 27 sources. Although these sources do

Table 1. Primary inclusion and exclusion criteria

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria

Studying the business model of a firm that uses digital platforms or 
studying the business model of digital platforms

Grey literature (e.g., lecture notes, 
book chapter)

Peer-reviewed articles Duplicated studies
Journal and conferences papers 
Articles are written in English
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not meet our inclusion criteria, they are the primary references to define the platform, multi 
(two)-sided market and BM, so they were analyzed in the stage of defining the DPBM concept. 
Our final sample includes a total of 246 articles (see supplementary material).
In the fourth stage of our methodology, we carried out the corpus analysis. This stage 

consisted of four steps: (1) pre-defined coding, (2) identification of the main themes in the 
literature on DPBMs and (3) definition of the concept of DPBMs. In the first step, based on the 
coding process presented in (Vial, 2019), we collected several pre-defined, descriptive 
elements on each paper, which are summarized in Table 2.
During the research themes step, we read individual papers to develop open codes in the 

first instance (Salda~na, 2021; Wolfswinkel et al., 2013). The analysis resulted in the 
development of 62 open codes (Salda~na, 2021; Wolfswinkel et al., 2013). Next, we analyzed 
conceptual similarities of the open codes to generate axial codes (Salda~na, 2021; Wolfswinkel 
et al., 2013). Consequently, we developed 41 axial codes. Finally, after the iterative analysis of 
the axial codes, we have identified 11 selective codes (Salda~na, 2021; Wolfswinkel et al., 
2013) as the main themes in the literature on DPBMs.
The third step of corpus analysis was to study extant definitions of the main concepts for 

this research: platform, BM, platform business model, etc. We used the articles identified in the 
backward process only in the third step. First, we classified excerpts from articles by coding 
them as a concept. We analyzed each group of passages separately to identify common 
elements in the definitions. Based on this analysis, we redefined the concept of the DPBMs 
based on the following criteria for construct clarity: definitions, scope conditions and relations 
between constructs (Suddaby, 2010). The fifth stage of our methodology is to report the 
findings, which are presented in the next sections.

Findings
The results are organized into three subsections. The first subsection describes an overview of 
research on DPBMs in terms of primary sources, geographical distribution, research 
methodology, frameworks and theoretical foundation. The next subsection defines DPBMs. 
The last subsection explores the most relevant themes discussed by the authors.

Overview of research on digital platforms’ business model
Overall, our results indicate that, as an emerging research domain, scholars’ attention to 
DPBMs has significantly increased in the last five years (Figure 2). It is important to also 
highlight the high growth of publications in high-impact journals in the same time frame 
(Figure 3).

Table 2. Initial coding – pre-defined descriptive elements

Pre-defined descriptive elements

Title of the paper
Author(s)
Publication outlet
Type of publication outlet (research journal, conference proceedings)
Best quartile of Scimago Journal Ranking
Type of paper (empirical, non-empirical)
Context of application (e.g., education, healthcare, financial services)
Theoretical perspective(s)
Business Model Framework
Methods
Sample information (for empirical papers)
Definition if platform business model, if any or any related concept (e.g., platform, business model, multi(two)- 
sided market)
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The articles were published in 163 different outlets, covering a variety of subject fields. 
This result corroborates the prior findings of the exploratory review, which indicated that the 
topic of this research is interdisciplinary and fragmented. Table 3 shows the journals with at 
least three publications in the sample. The top five journals are Journal of Business Research, 
Journal of Cleaner Production, Journal of Service Management, Sustainability (Switzerland)
and Technological Forecasting and Social Change.
In terms of conferences, the International Conference on Intelligence in Next Generation 

Networks had the highest representation with six titles, followed by the ACM International 
Conference Proceeding Series, Americas Conference on Information Systems, European 
Conference on Information Systems, IEEE International Conference on Engineering, 
Technology and Innovation, and International Conference on Mobile Business with three 
titles each. Most of these conferences are categorized in computer science as their subject area.
Table 4 provides an overview of the types of research present in the sample. We considered 

empirical research, all research based on observation or experience, including primary or 
secondary data collection. Papers with intuition-based reasoning and academic literature 
reviews were classified as non-empirical research (Scornavacca et al., 2006). As a result, 
approximately 73% of our sample is composed of empirical research (159 sources), of which 
close to 78% (122 sources) are based on case study design. This result may indicate that 
research related to the DPBM has not yet been consolidated, as discussed by Gomes 
et al. (2018).

2 3 1 2 1 6 7 11 11 15 32 462 1 3 2 6 1 2 2 6 5 3 9 12 8 13 72 1 5 2 6 4 3 4 7 11 10
20 23 23

45
53

0
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20
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40
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60

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Journal Conference Total

Figure 2. Distribution of selected papers per publication year

Figure 3. Distribution of journals for JCR quartiles
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Table 5 presents the most frequent research contexts. Even though primary context research 
on digital platforms is focused on the software industry, the sample also shows a significant 
number of studies on multiple contexts or focused on aspects such as mobility, e-commerce, 
telecommunications, education or IoT.
Table 6 shows the theoretical perspectives used in the articles. It is important to note that 

around 25% of the papers do not present a specific conceptual foundation or theory to analyze 
their phenomenon of interest. Furthermore, some articles use BM or platform literature as a 
foundation but do not explicitly state their theoretical contribution. Additionally, even though 
there are different frameworks for the BM, unexpectedly, our study found that 46% of the 
papers do not use any framework and 21% developed their framework based on extant 
literature (see Table 7). However, many of these new frameworks are not validated before their
application.
Table 8 provides a summary of articles by the level of analysis. Although surveys and case

studies may rely on lower-level units of analysis to collect data (e.g., individuals) 
(Wolfswinkel et al., 2013), we report on the level of analysis under investigation. Most

Table 3. Most frequent article outlets

N8 of 
articles Papers examples

Journal
Journal of Business Research 4 Chandna and Salimath (2018), Cozzolino et al. 

(2021), Huotari and Ritala (2021)
Journal of Cleaner Production 4 Guyader and Piscicelli (2019), Piscicelli et al. 

(2018), Grieco et al. (2021)
Journal of Service Management 4 Andreassen et al. (2018), Fehrer et al. (2018), 

Wirtz et al. (2019)
Sustainability (Switzerland) 4 Bocken et al. (2020), Hu et al. (2019), Li et al. 

(2020ab)
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 4 Abbate et al. (2019), Rong et al. (2018), 

Sengupta et al. (2021)
Creativity and Innovation Management 3 Dell’era et al. (2021), Park et al. (2021), Presenza 

et al. (2021)
Industrial Marketing Management 3 Gebauer et al. (2020), Muzellec et al. (2015): 

Geissinger et al. (2021)
Journal of Business Strategy 3 Kohler and Nickel (2017), Parmentier and 

Gandia (2017), Mancha and Gordon (2021)
Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, 
Market, and Complexity

3 Ardolino et al. (2020), Han and Cho (2015), Kim 
and Min (2019)

Telecommunications Policy 3 Ballon and Van Heesvelde (2011), Badran 
(2021), Chen and Hu (2008)

Conference
International Conference on Intelligence in Next 
Generation Networks

6 Berkers and Roelands (2013)
Evens (2010), Nicaisse and Dufoulon (2010) 

ACM International Conference Proceeding 
Series

3 Liu et al. (2019), Pouri and Hilty (2020), Yuan 
et al. (2021)

Americas Conference on Information Systems 3 Hahn et al. (2015), Kuebel and Zarnekow (2014), 
Rensmann (2012)

European Conference on Information Systems 3 Andrea et al. (2013)
Staykova and Damsgaard (2015), Rothe et al. 
(2018)

IEEE International Conference on Engineering, 
Technology and Innovation

3 Bettoni et al. (2018), Barni et al. (2018), Rix et al. 
(2020)

International Conference on Mobile Business 3 Yamakami (2008), Ballon and Van Bossuyt 
(2006), De Reuver et al. (2010)
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articles focus on the platform level (n 5 104), the industry level (n 5 60) and the 
organizational level (n 5 22). Only in six instances, there was no clear level of analysis 
identified by the authors (N/A category).
Table 9 provides a breakdown of articles by BM dimensions. We classify as “holistic” the 

papers that analyze all dimensions of a BM (value capture, value creation, value delivery and 
governance). Only in seven instances, there were no clear BM dimensions indicated by the 
authors (N/A category). It is important to notice that approximately 69% of the studies analyze 
all dimensions of the BM, corroborating our previous statement that this concept contributes to 
analyzing value creation as well as value capture and delivery.
Table 10 provides a breakdown of articles by platform interaction model. We classified the 

models into standardized categories: pure B2B, pure B2C, pure C2C and combinations such as 
B2B; B2C and B2B. Models not fitting these configurations or lacking sufficient detail were 
excluded from the count. The most frequent model was B2B (76 articles), followed by the

Table 4. Breakdown of articles by types of research

N8 of 
articles Papers examples

Empirical research (n 5 159)
Case study 122 Ardolino et al. (2020), Nadir et al. (2020), Wu et al. (2020) 
Design Science 13 Andrea et al. (2013), Hmoud et al. (2017), De Reuver et al. (2010)
Survey 6 Dupont et al. (2017), Stofberg and Bridoux (2019), Chandna and Salimath (2018)
Interviews 6 Oganda et al. (2020), Petrik and Herzwrm (2018), Yablonsky (2018)
Focus group 3 Aji et al. (2018), Kutera et al. (2017), Michelini et al. (2020)
Cluster analysis 3 Holland and Guti�errez-Leefmans (2018), T€auscher and Laudien (2018), Curtis 

(2021)
Action research 3 Yrjola (2020), Yrjola et al. (2018), Yrjola et al. (2020)
Mixed-Method 2 Grieco et al. (2021), Park et al. (2021)
Secondary data 1 Subramanian et al. (2021)

Non-empirical research (n 5 60)
Conceptual 30 Berkers and Roelands (2013), Bettoni et al. (2018), Fehrer et al. (2018) 
Modeling 16 Chen et al. (2016), Li et al. (2020), Nishino et al. (2012)
Literature
review 

12 Belleflamme and Jacqmin (2016), Dahlan et al. (2018), Hruskova (2017)

Case study 1 Das and Dey (2021)
Essay 1 Demil et al. (2018)

Table 5. Most frequent research contexts

Context (sector or 
industry) n Papers examples

Multiple 33 Ardolino et al. (2020), Staykova and Damsgaard (2015), Yablonsky (2018) 
Mobility 20 Berkers and Roelands (2013), Lygnerud and Nilsson (2020), Wu et al. (2020) 
E-commerce 12 Chen et al. (2016), Hahn et al. (2015), Holland and Guti�errez-Leefmans (2018)
Education 8 Belleflamme and Jacqmin (2016), Cornejo-Velazquez et al. (2020), Oganda et al. 

(2020)
Health 8 Dupont et al. (2017), Itala and Tohonen (2017), Solaimani et al. (2015)
Telecommunications 8 Chen and Hu (2008), Kuebel et al. (2014), Yrjola (2020)
Internet of Things 7 Abbate et al. (2019), Timeus et al. (2020), Petrik and Herzwrm (2018)
Software 6 Giessmann and Legner (2016), Liang et al. (2006), Wang et al. (2017)
Tourism 6 Dell’era et al. (2021), Orefice and Nyarko (2020), Pucihar et al. (2015)
Media 10 Ballon and Van Bossuyt (2006), Evens (2010), J€a€askel€ainen et al. (2021)
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hybrid B2B; B2C (40 articles) and C2C (37 articles). Pure B2C models appeared in 31 studies, 
while B2B and C2C were less common, with only 12 instances.

Conceptualizing digital platforms’ business model
Definitions. During our literature review, it became evident that many studies use the concepts 
of (digital) platform, BM or platform BM without explicitly defining them. Many of these 
studies present only examples of platform BMs, such as eBay, Uber and Facebook, or present 
some of their characteristics, such as the value creation process or the revenue model. In 
addition, we were able to observe three interesting aspects of definitions: First, the studies tend

Table 6. Summary of articles by the theoretical perspective

Theoretical perspective n Papers examples

N/A 54 Aji et al. (2018), Andrea et al. (2013), Hahn et al. (2015)
Business model 46 Holland and Guti�errez-Leefmans (2018), Nadir et al. (2020), Ranerup et al. 

(2016)
Platform 35 Ardolino et al. (2020), Belleflamme and Jacqmin (2016), Gonçalves and 

Ballon (2011)
Two(multi)-sided market 11 Chen and Hu (2008), Hmoud et al. (2020), Wang et al. (2014)
Ecosystem 10 Dupont et al. (2017), Hoyer and Stanoevska-Slabeva (2009), Rong et al. 

(2018)
Sharing economy 10 Hafermalz et al. (2016), Markendahl et al. (2019), Wirtz et al. (2019)
Business Model 
Innovation 

6 Gao and Zhao (2016), Landoni et al. (2020), Still et al. (2017)

Open Innovation 4 Bettoni et al. (2018), Daxhammer et al. (2019), Yun et al. (2017)
Entrepreneurship 4 Baber et al. (2019), Su et al. (2020), Trabucchi, Muzellec and Ronteau 

(2021)
Value theory 3 Andreassen et al. (2018), Kim (2016), de Oliveira and Cortimiglia (2017)
Sustainable business 
model

3 Li et al. (2020a), Mattila et al. (2020), Piscicelli et al. (2018)

Strategy 3 Huotari and Ritala (2021), J€a€askel€ainen et al. (2021), Mody et al. (2020)
Sharing Business Model 3 Bocken et al. (2020), Cui et al. (2020), Vargas et al. (2020)
Note(s): We only report on theory or conceptual foundations covered by 3 or more papers. Sources may use
more than one conceptual foundation

Table 7. Breakdown of articles by the business model framework

Business model framework n Papers examples

N/A 101 Belleflamme and Jacqmin (2016), Gonçalves and Ballon (2011), Li
et al. (2020)

New framework 46 Andrea et al. (2013), Ardolino et al. (2020), Wu and Yang (2011) 
Canvas 29 Aji et al. (2018), Bettoni et al. (2018), Nadir et al. (2020)
Canvas extended 5 Andreassen et al. (2018), Dupont et al. (2017), Hafermalz et al. (2016)
V4 BM Framework 4 Hruskova (2017), Kuebel and Zarnekow (2014), Ranerup et al. (2016)
Canvases 2 Barni et al. (2018), Corti et al. (2021)
Platform canvas (Choudary, 
2015)

2 Brechtet al. (2021), Laine et al. (2017)

MCM Business Model
Framework

2 Bucherer and Hoyer (2016), Hoyer and Stanoevska-Slabeva (2009)

Note(s): When the authors adapt the extant framework, we indicated the category with “extended” (e.g., Canvas 
extended). We only report on frameworks covered by 2 or more papers
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to define digital platforms and BMs separately instead of in a unified manner. Second, as the 
concepts are defined separately, many platform definitions emphasize only the creation 
process and do not include the delivery and capture of value, which are relevant elements in the 
design of the BM. Third, some definitions seem to merge the concept and its impacts into a 
single entity (performance, competition and profit) – e.g., Al Debei et al. (2016) and Morris 
et al. (2005).

Table 8. Summary of articles by the level of analysis

Level of 
analysis n Papers examples

Platform 104 Ardolino et al. (2020), Nadir et al. (2020), Wu et al. (2020)
Industry 60 Andrea et al. (2013), Hmoud et al. (2017), De Reuver et al. (2018)
Organizational 22 Dupont et al. (2017), Stofberg and Bridoux (2019), Chandna and Salimath (2018) 
Ecosystem 17 Oganda et al. (2020), Petrik and Herzwrm (2018), Yablonsky (2018)
N/A 6 Aji et al. (2018), Kutera et al. (2017), Michelini et al. (2020)
Multiple 3 Rothe et al. (2018), Kohtam€aki et al. (2019), Wirtz et al. (2019) 
Product/Service 2 Ranerup et al. (2016), Gustavsson and Ljungberg (2020)
Country 1 Heeks et al. (2021)

Table 9. Breakdown of articles by business model dimensions

Business model dimension n Papers examples

Holistic 150 Ardolino et al. (2020), Nadir et al. (2020), Wu et al. (2020)
Value capture 25 De Reuver et al. (2010), Mancha et al. (2021), Gonçalves and Ballon

(2011)
Value creation 24 Fehrer et al. (2018), Holland and Guti�errez-Leefmans (2018), Hahn et al.

(2015)
Value creation and capture 10 Stofberg and Bridoux (2019), Evens (2010), Chen et al. (2020)
N/A 7 Demil et al. (2018), Broos and Ramos (2017), Cui et al. (2020)
Governance 2 Bocken et al. (2020), Ballon and Van Heesvelde (2011)
Value capture and 
governance

1 Yamakami (2008)

Table 10. Summary of articles by main platform interaction

Main platform 
interaction n Papers examples

B2B 76 Andrea et al. (2013), Holland and Guti�errez-Leefmans (2018), Hmoud et al. (2017) 
B2B; B2C 40 Hoyer and Stanoevska-Slabeva (2009), Nishino et al. (2012), Dell’era et al. (2021) 
C2C 37 Nadir et al. (2020), Wu et al. (2020), Staykova and Damsgaard (2015)
B2C 31 Nadir et al. (2020), Wu et al. (2020), Staykova and Damsgaard (2015)
B2B; C2C 12 Gandia and Parmentier (2017), Vitkauskait _ e and Vai�ciukynait _ e (2019), Rothe et al.

(2018)
B2C; C2C 11 Cornejo-Velazquez et al. (2020), M€unzel et al. (2018), Bocken et al. (2020) 
B2B; B2C; C2C 4 Ardolino et al. (2020), Aji et al. (2018), Hahn et al. (2015)
Other 8 De Reuver et al. (2010), Timeus et al. (2020)

Duval and Brasse (2014)
Note(s): We adopt the following definitions for platform interaction models: B2B (business-to-business); B2C 
(business-to-consumer); and C2C (consumer-to-consumer)
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Based on the common elements identified in the literature, we define digital platforms’ BM 
as a framework that represents the organizational and technological architecture, as well as the 
content, structure and governance of the activity system of a focal organization that leverages 
digital technologies to orchestrate and facilitate connections between people, organizations, 
resources and services within a dynamic digital ecosystem, enabling network effects that 
enhance value co-creation, delivery and capture.
This definition combines two complementary perspectives: the platform as both an 

organizational and technological architecture and a framework representing the activity 
system of the focal firm. This integrated view allows for a more comprehensive understanding 
of how platforms function as dynamic value-generating systems within digital ecosystems.
From a structural standpoint, the BM encompasses the selection and coordination of key 

activities (content), the configuration and sequencing of those activities (structure) and the 
allocation of responsibilities and control mechanisms (governance) (Amit and Zott, 2001; Zott 
and Amit, 2010, 2017). These components form the foundation of the activity system 
perspective, which serves as a practical and analytical tool for platform designers, managers 
and entrepreneurs. As a framework, the BM provides an abstraction of how value is created 
through digitally mediated interactions, supporting systemic and holistic thinking in BM
design. 
In the context of digital platforms, this activity system is embedded within a broader 

technological infrastructure that enables the coordination of people, organizations and 
resources. It facilitates direct interaction between distinct and interdependent user groups such 
as consumers, service providers, developers and business partners, generating network effects 
that reinforce adoption, participation and innovation (Gawer and Cusumano, 2014; Hagiu and 
Wright, 2015; Gandia and Parmentier, 2017).
Governance mechanisms, including platform rules, protocols, APIs and legal or normative 

standards, are essential to ensure trust, interoperability and value alignment among 
stakeholders (Barni et al., 2018; Tiwana, 2014). Moreover, the model incorporates scalable 
monetization strategies, such as transaction fees, subscriptions and commissions, that sustain 
platform operations and adaptability over time.
Taken together, this integrated perspective on DPBMs advances a multidimensional 

understanding of how platforms operate, create value and evolve in response to technological 
and market dynamics. Table 11 synthetizes key components of our DPBM concept.

Scope conditions. Even though the BM transcends organizational boundaries, the focal 
organization is responsible for designing the system of activities, coordinating the different 
actors, creating laws, rules and standards and expanding and evolving the ecosystem. In this 
sense, we defined DPBM at an organizational level. In line with economic theory, we argue 
that multi-sidedness is a firm’s decision about its BM and not a feature of markets or industries 
(Broos and Ramos, 2017). Lastly, we consider that a BM offers a unit of analysis centered on a 
single focal organization with broader boundaries, including their ecosystem (Chandna and 
Salimath, 2018).

Relationships between other constructs. There is reasonable agreement that the BM
construct is different from the concepts of product, firm, industry or network (Rong et al., 
2018). However, in our literature review, we identified some lack of conceptual clarity among 
the DPBM construct, business strategy (Holland and Guti�errez-Leefmans, 2018) and revenue 
model, which leads to some confusion in the use of the correct terminology (Morris et al., 
2005). The BM reflects the strategic choices that have been made (Shafer et al., 2005). It is an 
expression of the firm’s business strategy (Guyader and Piscicelli, 2019). However, a BM is 
not a strategy (Fehrer et al., 2018); it is a link between strategy and effective implementation 
(process management) (Wirtz et al., 2016). The definitions of BMs have moved from an 
economic perspective to the strategic level, but some studies still use a more rudimentary 
perspective and consider the DPBM solely in terms of the firm’s economic model (Morris 
et al., 2005). These studies use the BM and revenue model interchangeably. From a systematic 
and holistic perspective, we argue that the BM and the revenue model are different, a revenue
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model complements a BM, and it plays an important role in value appropriation (Zott and 
Amit, 2010).

Themes in research on digital platforms’ business model. The coding process resulted in 11
DPBM research themes: (1) DPBM design, (2) Business model innovation (BMI) to DPBM, 
(3) DPBM artefacts, (4) DPBM life cycle, (5) Success and failure factors of DPBM, (6) DPBM 
outcomes, (7) DPBM external stakeholders, (8) DPBM antecedents, (9) Competition, (10) 
DPBM diversification and (11) other themes. Figure 4 presents a longitudinal analysis of the 
most researched themes in DPBM. Success and failure factors of DPBM have been the most 
researched topic over time, with significant growth in the last 2 years. This is followed by 
DPBM artefacts and BMI to DPBM, and DPBM design themes. Although the first articles on 
external stakeholders and competition were published in 2009 and 2011, respectively, the 
development of these topics presented a few gap years with no publications. DPBM life cycle, 
DPBM outcomes, DPBM antecedents and DPBM diversification are more recent themes. In 
the past 2 years, particularly, there has been particular growth in BMI to DPBM, DPBM 
artefacts, Success and failure factors of DPBM and DPBM outcomes themes.
It is important to notice that 40 sources have been classified into two or more themes – 

revealing relationships across the different themes. Therefore, to make sense of these 
relationships, we analyzed codes as networks. Although this was not done to perform a

Table 11. Key components of the DPBM

Component Description Key references

Activity System 
Framework

The business model serves as a framework 
that captures the content (what activities are 
performed), structure (how they are linked) 
and governance (who performs them and 
under what mechanisms)

Amit and Zott (2001, 2010), Zott 
and Amit (2010, 2017), Tiwana 
et al. (2010)

Organizational and 
Technological 
Architecture

The platform is a socio-technical system that 
integrates people, organizations, processes 
and digital infrastructure to facilitate scalable 
and coordinated value creation

Timmers (1998), Giessmann and 
Legner (2016), Gawer and 
Cusumano (2014)

Value Creation, Delivery 
and Capture

The complete value cycle: how the platform 
generates value, delivers it to users and 
captures it through monetization mechanisms 

Teece (2010), Osterwalder and 
Pigneur (2014), Shafer et al. 
(2005)

Multisided Interactions The platform enables direct interactions 
between distinct but interdependent user 
groups, fostering exchange and reducing 
transaction costs

Hagiu and Wright (2015), Fehrer 
et al. (2018)

Digital Ecosystem and 
Infrastructure

Platforms connect and coordinate 
heterogeneous actors (individuals, firms, 
institutions) through a shared digital 
infrastructure, fostering innovation and 
collaboration

Ruggieri et al. (2018), Rothe et al. 
(2018), Asadullah et al. (2018)

Network Effects and Co-
Creation

As more users join the platform, its value 
increases for all participants. These effects 
can be same-side or cross-side and enhance 
collaborative value creation

Eisenmann et al. (2009), Gandia 
and Parmentier (2017), Still et al. 
(2017)

Governance and 
Standards

Includes participation rules, decision rights, 
technical protocols (e.g., APIs) and legal 
norms that govern interactions and ensure 
alignment across the platform ecosystem 

Barni et al. (2018), Ballon and 
Van Heesvelde (2011), Tiwana 
(2014)

Scalable Monetization 
Mechanisms

The platform captures value through revenue 
models that scale with user adoption—such 
as commissions, data monetization, 
subscriptions and freemium pricing

Giessmann and Legner (2016), 
Fehrer et al. (2018), Parker et al. 
(2016)
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quantitative analysis of the relationships between themes, it provided a convenient and 
interactive means to explore those relationships in a graphical format (Vial, 2019).
Figure 5 shows the relationship between all selective codes. DPBM artefacts, DPBM life 

cycle and DPBM outcomes are the themes with the most relationships with other selective 
codes in the network. Even though DPBM external stakeholders are present in the network, 
they are not linked to DPBM outcomes, revealing that this theme is mainly focused on 
analyzing outcomes for the digital platform owners.

Figure 4. Sources in each theme over the years. Note: Some sources may be classified in more than one theme

Figure 5. Selective codes as a network
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The network reveals that the five other themes are directly linked with DPBM outcomes. 
The network also shows that the “other themes” category is linked with “DPBM artefacts” and 
“DPBM success and failure factors” themes.
In order to better understand the relationships across the different themes (selective codes), 

we also analyzed the axial codes as a network. Figure 6 shows the relationship between 20 of 
the 41 axial codes that emerged from the analysis of the articles. The colors represent the 
selective codes in which these axial codes were grouped, and the different types of arrows 
represent the number of articles in which a relationship is present. The analysis of this network 
reveals that axial codes “Outcomes” and “Configurations” are central in the network and have 
the highest number of relationships, including the relationship between themselves (with nine
occurrences).
Based on an analysis of the codes as networks, Figure 7 presents our proposed framework

summarizing current research on DPBM. The solid blocks represent main themes, and the
arrows represent how these themes are related to each other (not implying causality or 
statistical relationship). While solid arrows and blocks represent the relationship of the 
selective and axial coding as a network (see Figures 5 and 6), dotted arrows and blocks are 
based on our findings from the literature review. Since the “Other themes” block contemplates 
unrelated sub-themes, it was broken down, showing its axial codes.

Figure 6. Axial codes as a network

Figure 7. Framework of main themes of the DPBM research
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The next subsections describe each theme of the research on DPBM.
DPBM artefacts. “DPBM artefacts” emerged in 2007, and it is the most prominent theme in 

our sample. It discusses artefacts in the form of methodologies, frameworks, taxonomies and 
ontologies. The main contributions of these papers are methods and tools to drive the process 
of transforming pipeline BMs to platforms, as well as to identify failure and success factors and 
evaluate their associated outcomes. Approximately 65% have been published in journals. 
Nearly 78% (n 5 47) of the articles are empirical and most of them use case study (n 5 32) or 
design science (n 5 9) methods. Table 12 presents sub-themes (axial codes), sources and 
theories in this theme.

Business model innovation to DPBM. The BMI to the DPBM theme is composed of articles 
that propose to transform pipeline businesses to platforms. This theme is characterized by non-
empirical papers (54.8%; n 5 17), and most of the works use industry as the level of analysis 
(83.9%; n 5 26). The literature in this stream identifies the benefits of the existing digital 
platforms and analyzes industries whose enterprises have traditional BMs. The main purpose 
of these articles is to explain how these industries can have better outcomes by adopting 
DPBMs. We found 4 papers describing the transformation process from a pipeline BM to a 
DPBM, which contributes to identifying lessons learned in the process (Dell’Era et al., 2021; 
Gustavsson and Ljungberg, 2020; J€a€askel€ainen et al., 2021; Wesselius, 2008). Another 
significant characteristic of this theme is that, although using different BM frameworks, 34.1% 
(n 5 14) of the studies do not discuss any theory. Table 13 presents sub-themes, sources and 
theories in this theme.

DPBM design. Articles within the DPBM design theme focus on proposing a BM to 
existing platforms. These studies mainly propose the design of the BM aiming at financial 
sustainability – e.g., Belleflamme and Jacqmin (2016), Dupont et al. (2017) and Hruskova 
(2017). However, there is a growing number of studies focusing on social sustainability 
(Okano et al., 2018; Wu et al., 2020). Even though frameworks were used for the development 
of the study, 47% of them (n 5 11) do not discuss the theory. Table 14 presents sub-themes 
(axial codes), sources and theories in this theme.

DPBM success and failure factors. The different dimensions of the BM are formed by 
attributes, also known as “building blocks.” They describe functions, features, or actions of the 
firm. Distinct alternatives for each attribute are the configuration options. For example, the 
value delivery dimension can be formed by the customer relationships and distribution 
channels attributes and distribution channels can be configurated as web or application (Curtis, 
2021). Therefore, this theme mainly categorizes studies that analyze the attributes of the 
DPBMs and highlight their patterns or compare their different configurations with the goal of 
identifying success and failure factors.
This literature cluster shows that differences in the design and execution of the BM generate 

different results that affect the success or failure of digital platforms (Piscicelli et al., 2018). 
This theme has the most powerful relationship with the “DPBM outcomes” (as shown earlier 
in Figure 7). Furthermore, this cluster of the literature has contributed to identifying relevant 
mechanisms and capabilities to support the evolution of DPBMs (Asadullah et al., 2018; Rong 
et al., 2018). On the other hand, it also has the largest number of papers that analyze one 
specific dimension of the BM (n 5 12), i.e. they do not do a holistic analysis. This approach 
can be problematic considering that the success or failure of a business can hardly be attributed 
to a single reason (al Debei et al., 2016).
Most studies on this topic are empirical (75%; n 5 48) and use case study as a research 

method (83.3%; n 5 40). A critical issue is that 25% (n 5 16) of the papers do not discuss the 
theory. Sub-themes, sources and theories used in this theme are presented in Table 15.

DPBM life cycle. This theme is composed of papers that examine the DPBM life cycle – 
how DPBM emerges, innovates its BM, evolves and declines. This research stream is mainly 
related to “DPBM Success and Failure Factors” and “DPBM outcomes” themes. Hence, it 
mostly contributes to the literature by suggesting that the success or failure factors depend on 
the phase of the DPBM life cycle. Most papers use single (50.0%; n 5 9) or multiple (44.4%;
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n 5 8) case studies. Table 16 shows sub-themes (axial codes), sources and theories in 
this theme.

DPBM outcomes. Although the first paper on this theme was published in 2014, it has the 
most significant number of relationships with the other topics in the field. Therefore, this 
theme demonstrates that the literature on DPBM has evolved from studies focused on 
understanding how this BM is characterized to analyze its impacts on organizations and 
society. At the organizational level, this literature assesses the implications of different BMs on 
organizational performance (Bivona and Cosenz, 2019; Rothe et al., 2018) as well as on the 
level of participation and perceived value of users (Clauss et al., 2019; Stofberg and 
Bridoux, 2019).

Table 12. DPBM artefacts

Axial coding Source (n 5 60) Theories

Design method and 
tools – pipeline to 
DPBM (n 5 16)

Barni et al. (2018), Daxhammer et al. 
(2019), Gebauer et al. (2020), 
Giessmann et al. (2014), Hoch and Brad 
(2021), Hmoud et al. (2017), Itala and 
Tohonen (2017), Jeannerat and 
Theurillat (2021), Kang et al. (2010), 
Kim (2016), Orekhova (2019), 
Parmentier and Gandia (2017), Qanbari 
et al. (2015), Tian et al. (2021), Suroso 
and Jamilah (2017), Weisshuhn et al. 
(2021)

Business Model; Platform; Two(multi)- 
sided market; Ecosystem; Open 
Innovation; Theory of Constraints 
(TOC); Servitization; Value-chain; 
Value-net

Taxonomy (n 5 18) Bonazzi and Liu (2015), Chen et al. 
(2020), Curtis (2021), Hahn et al. 
(2015), Holland and Guti�errez-
Leefmans (2018), Kim and Min (2019), 
Mancha and Gordon (2021), Nishino 
et al. (2012), Oncini et al. (2020), Petrik 
and Herzwrm (2018), Rix et al. (2020), 
Shah and Shome (2019), Staykova and 
Damsgaard (2015), T€auscher and 
Laudien (2018), Wirtz et al. (2019), 
Yablonsky (2016), Yrj€ol€a et al. (2021), 
Zhang (2007)

Business Model; Platform; Game theory; 
Two(multi)-sided market; Sharing 
economy; Value Creation; Value 
Capture; Value theory

Ontology (n 5 1) Derave et al. (2021) Not applicable
Design method and
tools (n 5 25)

Aapaoja et al. (2017), Andrea et al. 
(2013), Andreassen et al. (2018), 
Ardolino et al. (2020), Ballon and Van 
Heesvelde (2011), Berkers et al. (2020), 
Brecht et al. (2021), Curtis (2021), de 
Oliveira and Cortimiglia (2017), Fehrer 
et al. (2018), Gandia and Parmentier 
(2017), Giessmann and Legner (2016), 
Gutierrez-Leefmans and Holland 
(2019), Hafermalz et al. (2016), Li et al. 
(2020a, b), Shi et al. (2021), Long and 
van Waes (2021), Michelini et al. 
(2020), Schiavone et al. (2021), Timeus 
et al. (2020), Trabucchi et al. (2021a, b), 
T€auscher and Laudien (2018), 
Walravens and Ballon (2013), Wecht 
et al. (2021), Yablonsky (2018), Zoric 
(2011)

Business Model; Platform Business
Strategy; Digital Business Strategy;
Design Theory; Ecosystem; Service-
dominant logic; Open network; Sharing 
economy; Sustainable Business Model; 
Theory of change (ToC); Sustainability; 
Value theory

Evaluation models 
(n 5 1)

Bivona and Cosenz (2019) Dynamic performance management
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At the societal level, these studies identify that through the DPBM, it is possible to offer 
social actions and sustainability to different contexts (Okano et al., 2018). This literature 
cluster examines positive outcomes for regional development (Yun et al., 2017), the 
implementation of transportation that satisfies the needs of disabled people (Wu et al., 2020) 
and the improvement of sustainability in the food sector (Michelini et al., 2020). On the other 
hand, Shah and Shome (2019), while demonstrating the positive consequences of the DPBM in 
the Indian market, also outlined their negative consequences, such as the negative impact on

Table 13. Business model innovation to platform

Axial coding Source (n 5 41) Theories

Business model 
innovation to DPBM 
(n 5 41)

Aji et al. (2018), Bartczak (2021), Berkers 
and Roelands (2013), Bettoni et al. 
(2018), Braet and Spkek (2010), Dahlan 
et al. (2018), Das and Dey (2021), 
Dell’Era et al. (2021), De Reuver et al. 
(2010), Gustavsson and Ljungberg 
(2020), Hmoud et al. (2020), Hoch and 
Brad (2021), Hummel and Silva (2020), 
J€a€askelainen et al. (2021), Jeannerat and 
Theurillat (2021), Kang et al. (2010), 
Kammerlohr et al. (2021), Kutera et al. 
(2017), Laine et al. (2017), Lee and Patel 
(2020), Lynch et al. (2017), Mitin et al. 
(2019), Orefice and Nyarko (2020), 
Ostapenko (2019), Strulak-W�ojcikiewicz 
et al. (2020), Qanbari et al. (2015), Braet 
and Spek (2010), Ruan et al. (2019), Shah 
and Shome (2019), Stecken et al. (2019), 
Tian et al. (2021), Tohonean et al. (2020), 
Verstegen and Doorneweert (2017), 
Viswanadham (2021), Viskovic and 
Franki (2021), Wesselius (2008), Yang 
and Mohammed (2008), Yrjola (2020), 
Yrjola et al. (2018), Yuanxing et al. 
(2019), Zhang (2007)

Business Model; Platform; Two(multi)- 
sided market; Open Innovation; Digital 
Materiality; Discursive Work; Service-
dominant logic; Sustainable value 
creation; Sistemic view; Multi-
stakeholders perspective; Value-chain; 
Value-net

Table 14. DPBM design

Axial coding Source (n 5 23) Theories

Business Model
Design (n 5 23)

Belleflamme and Jacqmin (2016), 
Bucherer and Hoyer (2016), Corti et al. 
(2021), Dupont et al. (2017), Duval and 
Brasse (2014), Evens (2010), Fischer et al. 
(2014), Hoyer and Stanoevska-Slabeva 
(2009), Hruskova (2017), Li et al. (2020a, 
b), Nadir et al. (2020), Nicaisse and 
Dufoulon (2010), Oganda et al. (2020), 
Okano et al. (2018), Pawar et al. (2008), 
Pucihar et al. (2015), Ricart et al. (2020), 
Stanoevska-Slabeva and Wozniak (2010), 
Vargas et al. (2020), Wu and Yang (2011), 
Wu et al. (2020), Xu et al. (2019), 
Yamakami (2008)

Business Model; Business model design; 
Platform; Stakeholder management; 
Ecosystem; Sharing Business Model; Social 
entrepreneurship
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the labor market. Table 17 presents sub-themes (axial codes), sources and theories in 
this theme.

DPBM external stakeholders. Papers in this theme mainly analyze the BM of companies 
that are external stakeholders of digital platforms (such as complementors). This literature 
cluster has contributed to analyzing relevant components of these companies’ BMs that can 
lead to success in their ecosystem (Abbate et al., 2019; Chandna and Salimath, 2018; Crowley

Table 15. DPBM success and failure factors

Axial coding Source (n 5 64) Theories

Configurations 
(n 5 34)

Amaldoss et al. (2021), Ballon and Van 
Heesvelde (2011, Ballon and Van 
Bossuyt (2006), Bocken et al. (2020), 
Buchinger et al. (2015), Chen and Hu 
(2008), Chen and Tang (2021), Chen 
et al. (2016), Clauss et al. (2019), Curtis 
(2021), Ditta-Apichai et al. (2020), 
Deng et al. (2021), Foramitti et al. 
(2020), Fu et al. (2021), Gonçalves and 
Ballon (2011), Hasselwander et al. 
(2021), Kuebel et al. (2014), Kuebel 
and Zarnekow (2014), Li et al. (2020), 
Lin et al. (2021), M€unzel et al. (2018), 
Qu et al. (2021), Ranerup et al. (2016), 
Rothe et al. (2018), Stofberg and 
Bridoux (2019), Su and Jin (2021), 
Subramanian et al. (2021), Vitkauskaite 
and Vaiciukynaite (2019), Vizzarri and 
Vatalaro (2014), Wang et al. (2014), 
Wei et al. (2020), Wirtz et al. (2019), 
Yuan et al. (2021), Zennyo (2020) 

Business Model; Two(multi)-sided 
Market; Platform; Game-theoretic mode; 
Ecosystem; Micro-entrepreneurship; 
Sharing economy; Community-based 
tourism; Pricing strategy; Network 
effects; Rational choice theory; Relational 
Models theory; Sharing Business Model

Capabilities (n 5 4) Okano et al. (2021), Schreieck et al. 
(2021), Shi et al. (2021), Rong et al. 
(2018)

Ecosystem; Digital innovation; Business 
model; Dynamic capabilities

Relevant components 
(n 5 17)

Allam and Chan-Olmsted (2020), 
Badran (2021), Cornejo-Velazquez
et al. (2020), Isabelle et al. (2020), 
Kohler (2015), Kohler and Nickel 
(2017), Liang et al. (2006), Liu et al. 
(2019), Lygnerud and Nilsson (2020), 
Mhalla et al. (2020), Markendahl et al. 
(2019), Rensmann (2012), Ruggieri 
et al. (2018), Setiawan et al. (2020), 
Weiner (2010), Yun et al. (2017), Zhao 
et al. (2019)

Platform; Business Model; Business 
Model Strategy Audit; Data-Driven 
Business Models; Open Innovation; Open 
Business Model; Organizational 
economics; Sharing economy

Reasons for success or 
failure (n 5 3)

Rohn et al. (2021), Piscicelli et al. 
(2018), Sengupta et al. (2021)

Sustainable business model; Sharing 
economy; Value theory; Platform; 
Business Model

Failure and success 
drivers (n 5 2) 

Trabucchi et al. (2021a, b), Al Debei 
et al. (2016)

Business Model; Platforms; Drivers of 
value creation

Platform business 
model alignment
(n 5 1)

Solaimani et al. (2015) Business Model

Evolution mechanisms 
(n 5 1)

Asadullah et al. (2018) N/A

Patterns for financial 
attractiveness (n 5 1)

Grieco et al. (2021) Sharing economy
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et al., 2012; Stecca et al., 2009). Another contribution refers to understanding how 
organizations that integrate the DPBM ecosystem can innovate their BM (Baber et al., 2019; 
Gatautis et al., 2017). Recent topics in this field use an active perspective to analyze 
stakeholders and how they can impact the DPBM (Trabucchi and Buganza, 2021) or change 
their own roles in the ecosystem (Park et al., 2021). This different perspective is important to 
understanding how value is created, delivered and captured among the various stakeholders 
(Schiavone et al., 2021). All papers in this theme are empirical, and most of them use case 
studies as a research method (78%; n 5 7). Sub-themes, sources and theories in this field are 
presented in Table 18.

Table 16. DPBM life cycle

Axial coding Source (n 5 18) Theories

Emerging platform 
ecosystem (n 5 2) 

Rothe et al. (2018), Schreieck et al. (2021) Ecosystem

DPBM Innovation 
(n 5 9)

Gao and Zhao (2016), Hu et al. (2019), 
Jocevski et al. (2020), Landoni et al. 
(2020), Muzellec et al. (2015), Ning and 
Yuan (2021), Okano et al. (2021), Rothe 
et al. (2018), Still et al. (2017)

Business Model; Two(multi)-sided 
market; Business Model Innovation; 
Platform Ecosystem; Sustainable business 
model innovation; Sharing economy

The decline of the
ecosystem (n 5 1) 

Tellier (2017) Ecosystem

Evolution (n 5 8) F€urstenau et al. (2021), Han and Cho 
(2015), Hu et al. (2019), Presenza et al. 
(2021), Rong et al. (2018), Shi et al. 
(2021), Trabucchi and Buganza (2021), 
Zhao et al. (2019)

Business Model; Platform; Two-sided 
market; Ecosystem; Sustainable business 
model innovation; Sharing economy; 
Value theory

Life cycle revenue 
(n 5 1)

Huotari and Ritala (2021) Business model; Strategy; Life cycle 
revenue

Table 17. DPBM outcomes

Axial coding Source (n 5 26) Theories

Outcomes 
(n 5 13)

Bivona and Cosenz (2019), Chen et al. 
(2016), Clauss et al. (2019), Ditta-Apichai 
et al. (2020), Fu et al. (2021), 
Hasselwander et al. (2021), Lin et al. 
(2021), Oncini et al. (2020), Rothe et al. 
(2018), Shah and Shome (2019), Stofberg 
and Bridoux (2019), Su and Jin (2021), 
Wang et al. (2014)

Platform; Business Model; Two(multi)-sided 
market; Dynamic performance management; 
Ecosystem; Open Innovation; Open 
Business Model; Rational choice theory; 
Sharing Economy; Business Model; 
Relational Models theory

Sustainable 
outcomes 
(n 5 10)

Cui et al. (2020), Deng et al. (2021), 
Heeks et al. (2021), Mancha et al. (2021), 
Mattila et al. (2020), Michelini et al. 
(2020), Okano et al. (2018), Orefice and 
Nyarko (2020), Pouri and Hilty (2020), 
Presenza et al. (2021)

Micro-entrepreneurship; Sharing economy; 
Community-based tourism; Resource 
perspective; Socio-economic perspective; 
Service-dominant logic; Sustainable value 
creation; Systemic view; Multistakeholders 
perspective; Sharing Business Model; 
Sustainable business models; Theory of 
change (ToC); Sustainability

Social outcomes 
(n 5 3)

Long and van Waes (2021), Wu et al. 
(2020), Yun et al. (2017)

Open Innovation; Open Business Model; 
Responsible innovation; Social 
entrepreneurship
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DPBM antecedents. Although many papers propose transforming pipeline BMs into a 
DPBM, only a few studies investigate the antecedents and drivers of this process. These 
studies provide evidence that trusted institution legitimacy, cooperative organizational model, 
founders’ experiences, entrepreneurial orientation, industry influences, as well as 
environmental characteristics are relevant antecedents to pipelines BMs transform 
themselves in DPBM (J€a€askel€ainen et al., 2021; Rumble and Mangematin, 2015). 
Furthermore, this stream has identified that servitization is a relevant driver for DPBM 
(Kohtam€aki et al., 2019). Table 19 presented the sub-themes, sources and theories in this field.

Competition. While digital platform competition is a prolific research theme in the field of 
economics, only a handful of studies in the field use BMs as a theoretical lens. Even though 
DPBM competition is a small research stream, it has significant theoretical and practical 
implications. Broos and Ramos (2017) use DPBM as a lens to discuss antitrust and argue that 
two-sidedness is not a feature of markets but of firms. In addition to this debate, Demil et al.
(2018) argue that the BM is a choice of the firm; hence, the managers can select the relevant 
competitive landscape. It is quite clear that the phenomena of the digital platforms’ BM have 
theoretical and practical implications for the strategy literature.
Wang et al. (2017) investigate the competition between licensing BM and the platform BM 

to understand when the platform BM is feasible. Results of this study suggest that when both 
BMs coexist, the platform model possesses an apparent advantage over the licensing model in 
dominating the market. Cozzolino et al. (2021) use a different approach to discuss competition 
between pipeline and DPBM. These authors examine how incumbent producers respond to 
digital entrant platforms by shifting between competitive and cooperative strategies. They 
conclude that the process is characterized by three sequential phases: (1) selective cooperation, 
(2) allied competition and (3) selective coopetition. Sub-themes, sources and theories in this 
field are presented in Table 20.

DPBM diversification. This is a recent topic in the literature that analyzes the synergies of 
managing multiple BMs and objectives (Reuter, 2021). During the evolution of a DPBM, new 
stakeholders are incorporated, and the organization tends to diversify how they do business; in 
other words, they start to work with a BM portfolio (Aversa et al., 2021). Even though DPBM 
diversification increases management complexity, it allows organizations to realize both for-
profit and for-purpose value creation, specifically with a hybrid DPBM (Reuter, 2021; 
Sparviero, 2021). Hybrid DPBM can manage the tensions emerging from the parallel pursuit 
of economic and social goals (Sparviero, 2021). Thus, this theme contributes to solving a 
significant challenge of digital platforms: delivering sustainable value for multiple

Table 18. DPBM external stakeholders

Axial coding Source (n 5 9) Theories

Relevant components of 
external stakeholders’ business 
model (n 5 4)

Abbate et al. (2019), Chandna and 
Salimath (2018), Crowley et al. 
(2012), Stecca et al. (2009) 

Business Model; Innovation theory; 
Network theory; Information 
processing theory

Evolution of external 
stakeholders’ business model 

Baber et al. (2019) Entrepreneurship (Causation and 
effectuation)

Business model innovation of 
external stakeholders (n 5 1) 

Gatautis et al. (2017) N/A

Change in the pre-defined role 
(n 5 1)

Park et al. (2021) Platform; Entrepreneurship

Sides influencing DPBM
(n 5 1)

Trabucchi and Buganza (2021) Platform

Value co-creation, delivery and 
capture among stakeholders 
(n 5 1)

Schiavone et al. (2021) Digital business model; Sharing 
economy; Multi-stakeholder 
ecosystem
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stakeholders, including socio and environmental aspects. Further, this cluster of the literature 
contributes to demonstrating potential convergence and challenges for DPBMs to add pipeline 
components and vice versa (Mody et al., 2020). Sub-themes, sources and theories in this field 
are presented in Table 21.

Other themes. There are other themes about DPBM that did not fit in the previous topics. 
The first one is related to data privacy in data-driven DPBM. Even though other themes 
introduce data privacy as an unintended impact of DPBM (Lin et al., 2021; Long and van 
Waes, 2021), only one paper analyzes DPBM in terms of the monetization of personal data – 
raising concerns about data privacy and transparency (Fahy et al., 2018).
Another topic in the literature is the analysis of how the different patterns of DPBMs spread 

among different sectors. Specifically, the authors investigate how new digital platforms mimic 
Uber and Airbnb’s BMs. The study concludes that new platforms imitate previous BMs across 
distant sectors to avoid competition while replicating activities in ever-new resource settings 
(Geissinger et al., 2021).
Another aspect investigated is how digital platforms adapt their BM to a highly regulated 

labor market. In this case, analyzing how Uber adapted their BM to the Norwegian regulation 
of the taxi market (Oppegaard, 2021). This case shows that even though many governments 
have changed the regulations to adapt to new technologies, digital platforms have changed 
their BM to adapt to existing regulations.
The last paper classified in “other themes” analyzes the limitations of DPBM. While papers 

on BMI to DPBM theme discuss benefits for pipeline BM to migrate their BM to digital

Table 19. DPBM antecedents

Axial coding Source (n 5 5) Theories

Antecedents 
(n 5 4)

Rumble and Mangematin (2015), 
J€a€askel€ainen et al. (2021), Su et al. 
(2020), Yrjola (2020)

Business Model; Two(multi)-sided market; 
Entrepreneurial orientation; Business Model 
Innovation, Strategy

Drivers (n 5 1) Kohtam€aki et al. (2019) Theory of the firm; Service-dominant logic

Table 20. Competition

Axial coding Source (n 5 6) Theories

Antitrust (n 5 2) Broos and Ramos (2017), Etro (2021) Economic theory; 
Strategy 

Competition (n 5 3) Ballon and Van Heesvelde (2011), Cozzolino et al. 
(2021), Wang et al. (2017)

Economic theory; 
Strategy 

Theoretical implications 
(n 5 1)

Demil et al. (2018) Business Model; 
Ecosystem

Table 21. DPBM diversification

Axial coding Source (n 5 6) Theories

DPBM diversification 
(n 5 3)

Aversa et al. (2021), F€urstenau 
et al. (2021), Guyader and 
Piscicelli (2019)

Sharing Economy; Business model 
diversification; Business model alignment; 
Business model portif�olios

Hybrid DPBM (n 5 2) Reuter (2021), Sparviero (2021) Hybrid business model
Pipeline and platform
convergence (n 5 1)

Mody et al. (2020) Strategy
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platforms, our study found just one paper that analyzes the limitations of DPBM for some 
traditional industries (Orekhova, 2019). This article highlighted some restrictions on the use of 
this DPBM for industrial enterprises in the Russian context. Table 22 presents sub-themes, 
sources and theories used in papers classified as “other themes”.

Conclusion and future directions
Our review of the literature at the intersection of digital platforms and BMs reveals that 
research in this domain is fragmented across a number of inter-related fields. Publications are 
also scattered across a multitude of journals, and many of them do not provide a clear definition 
of the main concepts used (e.g., BM) or use different concepts interchangeably (e.g., BM and 
strategy). Unclear and unconverging concepts tend to produce imprecise literature, which 
inhibits the advancement in the field of research.
This paper highlights a rich body of literature that contributes to our understanding of how 

this research field is organized and proposes an integrative definition of DPBM. Further, we 
expand our contribution by presenting avenues for advancing knowledge in this field. 
Specifically, we presented three pathways for future research that can contribute to 
understanding and forecasting the impacts of digital platforms on society.
First, scholars should increase the focus on the alignment between value creation and value 

capture to innovate DPBMs. This alignment is particularly important because these models 
rely on the ability to orchestrate interactions among the actors in the ecosystem (Parker et al., 
2016). As a result, changes in the BM of the focal company may imply corresponding 
adjustments in the BMs of other ecosystem participants (Aji et al., 2018). Moreover, actors 
may hold different perceptions of value and pursue conflicting objectives and interests (Velter 
et al., 2020). Therefore, innovating a DPBM requires articulating changes with other 
ecosystem actors to ensure the alignment of value creation and capture for all stakeholders.
Hybrid DPBMs represent a relevant unit of analysis to explore this gap, as the complexity 

of aligning diverse interests tends to be greater in such models – where achieving both social 
and economic sustainability is essential. Furthermore, DPBMs are not inherently sustainable; 
collaborative approaches with stakeholders are necessary to incorporate responsibility into 
BMI (Long and van Waes, 2021).
While the BMI literature has largely focused on internal organizational factors (Sj€odin 

et al., 2020), drawing on theories such as the resource-based view, dynamic capabilities and 
entrepreneurship (Achtenhagen et al., 2013; Demil and Lecocq, 2010), we suggest that 
incorporating perspectives from open systems (Berglund and Sandstr€om, 2013), stakeholder 
theory (Laczko et al., 2019) and responsible innovation (Long and van Waes, 2021) could offer 
valuable insights into this issue. Accordingly, future research should examine:

(1) How do governance mechanisms in hybrid DPBMs influence the alignment of value 
creation and capture among marginalized stakeholders?

(2) What are the dominant failure patterns of hybrid DPBMs in highly regulated sectors 
such as healthcare or finance?

Table 22. Other themes

Axial coding Source (n 5 4) Theories

Data privacy and transparency 
(n 5 1)

Fahy et al. (2018) N/A

Limitations (n 5 1) Orekhova (2019) Platform; Strategy; Neo-institutional economic 
theory

Pattern of spread of the DPBM 
(n 5 1)

Geissinger et al. 
(2021)

Sharing economy

DPBM adaptation (n 5 1) Oppegaard (2021) Platform economy
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These questions can be addressed through longitudinal multiple-case studies of platforms 
operating in domains such as education, mobility or sustainability, where social impact is 
prioritized. Such studies could adopt stakeholder theory or open systems theory to explore how 
platforms navigate divergent objectives and expectations. Additionally, comparative cross-
national research may shed light on how institutional environments in emerging markets shape 
alignment practices in the absence of strong regulatory frameworks.
Second, future studies could focus on artefacts and success factors of hybrid DPBM. 

Overall, the literature on DPBM is market-oriented, and only a few studies focus on analyzing 
how these BMs can affect social outcomes. Therefore, frameworks, taxonomies and methods 
to analyze hybrid DPBM can contribute to improving the social impact of digital platforms 
while minimizing unintended and negative impacts. In addition, specific artefacts to hybrid 
DPBM could be used to analyze the success and failure factors of these BMs. This approach 
could contribute, for example, to identifying which configurations could lead to optimal social 
outcomes (Kohtam€aki et al., 2019).
Therefore, we propose design science research to develop artefacts such as sustainability 

scorecards or stakeholder alignment matrices, tailored to hybrid platform contexts and 
experimental and simulation-based research to test how these artefacts influence user 
behavior, platform governance decisions or ecosystem-wide performance metrics.
Finally, as an extension to the second point, it is important to further our understanding of 

the unintended consequences of DPBM (Bocken et al., 2013). Our review identifies that most 
of the studies have been focused on the positive side of value co-creation (Andreassen et al., 
2018). We argue that it is relevant to understand how value can be destroyed and what the 
potential negative outcomes are for different stakeholders (Bocken et al., 2013).
Hence, we call for empirical research that investigates:

(1) What unintended consequences do DPBMs generate for informal workers in platform 
economies in Latin America, Africa, or Southeast Asia?

(2) How do digital platforms amplify or mitigate inequalities across stakeholder groups?

Mixed-methods approaches, combining interviews, platform data and policy analysis, are 
well-suited for this line of inquiry. Such studies could draw on social entrepreneurship and 
social innovation literatures to examine tensions between inclusion and efficiency. 
Contextualizing research in developing economies will also help uncover dynamics often 
invisible in mature markets.
This research agenda is especially important in developing countries, as digital platforms 

can potentially amplify inequalities (Bonina et al., 2021). For example, how DPBMs impact 
employability and the overall economic scenario is still unclear (M€unzel et al., 2018). For this 
purpose, combining literature on BMs, social entrepreneurship and social innovation can be an 
interesting approach for future studies in the field. Beyond these avenues, future research may 
use our framework to investigate under-researched relationships or themes, for example, 
antecedents and limitations of BM innovation to DPBM, the pattern of spread of the DPBM or 
DPBM adaptation. By addressing these questions with more contextualized, theoretically 
informed and methodologically diverse studies, future research can offer deeper insights into 
the evolution, performance and social consequences of DPBMs.
Although great care was taken to ensure that the choices made adhered closely to selecting a 

representative sample of paper for our study, we recognize that our database choices, as well as 
inclusion and exclusion criteria, represent a limitation of this study.

Acknowledgments
The authors sincerely thank the Editor, the anonymous reviewers, and the editorial team for their valuable 
contributions throughout the review and publication process. The reviewers’ constructive comments and 
the editorial team’s careful work in preparing the manuscript, including their attention to the references 
and overall presentation, greatly improved the quality, clarity, and consistency of this article.

JOBM
14,1

68

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026



Supplementary material
The supplementary material for this article can be found online.

References
Aapaoja, A., Kostiainen, J., Zulkarnain and Levi€akangas, P. (2017), “ITS service platform: in search of 

working business models and ecosystem”, World Conference on Transport Research 
Transportation Research Procedia, Vol. 25, pp. 1781-1795, doi: 10.1016/j.trpro.2017.05.143.

Abbate, T., Cesaroni, F., Cinici, M.C. and Villari, M. (2019), “Business models for developing smart cities. 
A fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis of an IoT platform”, Technological Forecasting and 
Social Change, Vol. 142 No. April 2018, pp. 183-193, doi: 10.1016/j.techfore.2018.07.031.

Achtenhagen, L., Melin, L. and Naldi, L. (2013), “Dynamics of business models - strategizing, critical 
capabilities and activities for sustained value creation”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 46 No. 6, 
pp. 427-442, doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2013.04.002.

Aji, Z.M., Yusop, N.I., Dahari, R. and Mohd, H. (2018), “Business model canvas for smart tailor 
platform”, Knowledge Management International Conference, pp. 324-329.

al Debei, M.M., al Lozi, E., al Hujran, O. and Aloudat, A. (2016), “Why ‘i-mode’ mobile platform 
failed to succeed outside Japan: an analysis from a business model perspective”, International 
Journal of Business Innovation and Research, Vol. 11 No. 3, pp. 397-416, doi: 10.1504/ 
ijbir.2016.10000075.

Al-Debei, M.M. and Avison, D. (2010), “Developing a unified framework of the business model 
concept”, European Journal of Information Systems, Vol. 19 No. 3, pp. 359-376, doi: 10.1057/ 
ejis.2010.21.

Allam, R. and Chan-Olmsted, S. (2020), “The development of video streaming industry in Egypt: 
examining its market environment and business model”, Journal of Media Business Studies, 
Vol. 00 No. 00, pp. 1-19, doi: 10.1080/16522354.2020.1853436.

Amaldoss, W., Du, J. and Shin, W. (2021), “Media platforms’ content provision strategies and sources 
of profits”, Marketing Science, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 527-547, doi: 10.1287/mksc.2020.1248.

Amit, R. and Zott, C. (2001), “Value creation in e-business”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 22 
Nos 6-7, pp. 493-520, doi: 10.1002/smj.187.

Amit, R. and Zott, C. (2010), “Business model innovation: creating value in times of change”, in IESE 
Business School, doi: 10.1109/ICSRS.2017.8272877.

Andrea, G., Alexander, F., Simon, C. and Christine, L. (2013), “A method for simulating cloud 
business models: a case study on platform as a service”, European Conference on Information 
Systems, pp. 1-12.

Andreassen, T.W., Lervik-Olsen, L., Snyder, H., van Riel, A.C.R., Sweeney, J.C. and van Vaerenbergh, 
Y. (2018), “Business model innovation and value-creation: the triadic way”, Journal of Service 
Management, Vol. 29 No. 5, pp. 883-906, doi: 10.1108/JOSM-05-2018-0125.

Ardolino, M., Saccani, N., Adrodegari, F. and Perona, M. (2020), “A business model framework to 
characterize digital multisided platforms”, Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and 
Complexity, Vol. 6 No. 10, pp. 1-23, doi: 10.3390/joitmc6010010.

Aria, M. and Cuccurullo, C. (2017), “Bibliometrix: an R-tool for comprehensive science mapping 
analysis”, Journal of Informetrics, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 959-975, doi: 10.1016/j.joi.2017.08.007.

Asadullah, A., Faik, I. and Kankanhalli, A. (2018), “Evolution mechanisms for digital platforms: a 
review and analysis across platform types”, International Conference on Information 
Systems, pp. 1-9.

Aversa, P., Haefliger, S., Hueller, F. and Reza, D.G. (2021), “Customer complementarity in the digital 
space: exploring Amazon’s business model diversification”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 54 
No. 5, 101985, doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2020.101985.

Baber, W.W., Ojala, A. and Martinez, R. (2019), “Effectuation logic in digital business model 
transformation: insights from Japanese high-tech innovators”, Journal of Small Business and 
Enterprise Development, Vol. 26 Nos 6-7, pp. 811-830, doi: 10.1108/JSBED-04-2019-0139.

Journal of 
Business Models

69

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2017.05.143
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.07.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2013.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijbir.2016.10000075
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijbir.2016.10000075
https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2010.21
https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2010.21
https://doi.org/10.1080/16522354.2020.1853436
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2020.1248
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.187
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSRS.2017.8272877
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-05-2018-0125
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc6010010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2017.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2020.101985
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-04-2019-0139


Badran, M.F. (2021), “Digital platforms in Africa: a case-study of Jumia Egypt’s digital platform”, 
Telecommunications Policy, Vol. 45 No. 3, 102077, doi: 10.1016/j.telpol.2020.102077.

Baldwin, C.Y. and Woodard, C.J. (2009), “The architecture of platforms: a unified view”, in Platforms, 
Markets and Innovation, pp. 19-44.

Ballon, P. and van Bossuyt, M. (2006), “Comparing business models for multimedia content 
distribution platforms”, International Conference on Mobile Business, pp. 15-23, doi: 10.1109/ 
ICMB.2006.12.

Ballon, P. and Van Heesvelde, E. (2011), “ICT platforms and regulatory concerns in Europe”, 
Telecommunications Policy, Vol. 35 No. 8, pp. 702-714, doi: 10.1016/j.telpol.2011.06.009.

Barni, A., Montini, E., Menato, S., Sorlini, M., Anaya, V. and Poler, R. (2018), “Integrating agent based 
simulation in the design of multi-sided platform business model: a methodological approach”, 
2018 IEEE International Conference on Engineering, Technology and Innovation (ICE/ITMC), 
pp. 1-9, doi: 10.1109/ICE.2018.8436360.

Bartczak, K. (2021), “Digital technology platforms as an innovative tool for the implementation of 
renewable energy sources”, Energies, Vol. 14 No. 23, p. 7877, doi: 10.3390/en14237877.

Belleflamme, P. and Jacqmin, J. (2016), “An economic appraisal of MOOC platforms: business models 
and impacts on higher education”, CESifo Economic Studies, Vol. 62 No. 1, pp. 148-169, doi: 
10.1093/cesifo/ifv016.

Berglund, H. and Sandstr€om, C. (2013), “Business model innovation from an open systems perspective 
: structural challenges and managerial solutions Christian Sandstr€om”, International Journal of 
Produtc Development, Vol. 18 Nos 3/4, pp. 274-285, doi: 10.1504/ijpd.2013.055011.

Berkers, F., Roelands, M., Bomhof, F., Bachet, T., van Rijn, M. and Koers, W. (2013), “Constructing a 
multi-sided business model for a smart horizontal IoT service platform”, 2013 17th International 
Conference on Intelligence in Next Generation Networks (ICIN), pp. 126-132, doi: 10.1109/ 
ICIN.2013.6670903.

Berkers, F., Turetken, O., Ozkan, B., Wilbik, A., Adali, O.E., Gilsing, R. and Grefen, P. (2020), 
“Deriving collaborative business model design requirements from a digital platform business 
strategy”, IFIP Advances in Information and Communication Technology, Vol. 598, pp. 47-60, 
doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-62412-5_4.

Bettoni, A., Barni, A., Sorlini, M., Menato, S., Giorgetti, P. and Landolfi, G. (2018), “Multi-sided 
digital manufacturing platform supporting exchange of unused company potential”, 2018 IEEE 
International Conference on Engineering, Technology and Innovation (ICE/ITMC), pp. 1-9, doi: 
10.1109/ICE.2018.8436294.

Bivona, E. and Cosenz, F. (2019), “Designing a multi-sided platform business model assessment 
framework: a dynamic performance management perspective”, Systems Research and 
Behavioral Science, Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 1-15, doi: 10.1002/sres.2665.

Bocken, N., Short, S., Rana, P. and Evans, S. (2013), “A value mapping tool for sustainable business 
modelling”, Corporate Governance, Vol. 13 No. 5, pp. 482-497, doi: 10.1108/CG-06-
2013-0078.

Bocken, N., Jonca, A., S€odergren, K. and Palm, J. (2020), “Emergence of carsharing business models 
and sustainability impacts in Swedish cities”, Sustainability, Vol. 12 No. 4, p. 1594, doi: 
10.3390/su12041594.

Bonazzi, R. and Liu, Z. (2015), “Two birds with one stone. Aneconomically viable solutionfor linked 
open data platforms”, Bled eConference, pp. 77-85.

Bonina, C., Gawer, A., Koskinen, K. and Eaton, B. (2021), “Digital platforms for development : 
foundations and research agenda”, Information Systems Journal, Vol. 31 No. 6, pp. 1-34, 
October 2019, doi: 10.1111/isj.12326.

Braet, O. and Spek, S. (2010), “Crowdfunding the movies: a business analysis of crowdfinanced 
moviemaking in small geographical markets”, Jorunal of Media Business Studies, Vol. 10 No. 1, 
pp. 1-23, doi: 10.1145/1809777.1809823.

Brecht, P., Niever, M., Kerres, R., Str€obele, A. and Hahn, C.H. (2021), “Smart platform experiment 
cycle (SPEC): a process to design, analyze, and validate digital platforms”, Artificial Intelligence

JOBM
14,1

70

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2020.102077
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICMB.2006.12
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICMB.2006.12
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2011.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICE.2018.8436360
https://doi.org/10.3390/en14237877
https://doi.org/10.1093/cesifo/ifv016
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijpd.2013.055011
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIN.2013.6670903
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIN.2013.6670903
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62412-5_4
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICE.2018.8436294
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2665
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-06-2013-0078
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-06-2013-0078
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12041594
https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12326
https://doi.org/10.1145/1809777.1809823


for Engineering Design, Analysis and Manufacturing: Artificial Intelligence for Engineering 
Design, Analysis and Manufacturing, Vol. 35 No. 2, pp. 209-225, doi: 10.1017/ 
S0890060421000081.

Broos, S. and Ramos, J.M. (2017), “Competing business models and two-sidedness: an application to 
the google shopping case”, Antitrust Bulletin, Vol. 62 No. 2, pp. 382-399, doi: 10.1177/ 
0003603X17708358.

Bucherer, E. and Hoyer, V. (2016), “Business models for enterprise interoperability platforms”, IEEE 
International Technology Management Conference, pp. 1-8.

Buchinger, U., Ranaivoson, H.R. and Ballon, P. (2015), “Mobile wallets’ business models: refining 
strategic partnerships”, Organizacija, Vol. 48 No. 2, pp. 88-98, doi: 10.1515/orga-2015-0011.

Chandna, V. and Salimath, M.S. (2018), “Peer-to-peer selling in online platforms: a salient business 
model for virtual entrepreneurship”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 84, November 2017, 
pp. 162-174, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.019.

Chauhan, C., Parida, V. and Dhir, A. (2022), “Linking circular economy and digitalisation 
technologies: a systematic literature review of past achievements and future promises”, 
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 177 No. May 2021, 121508, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.techfore.2022.121508.

Chen, W.T. and Hu, C.N. (2008), “Entering the mobile service market via mobile platforms: 
qualcomm’s BREW platform and Nokia’s preminet platform”, Telecommunications Policy, 
Vol. 32 No. 6, pp. 399-411, doi: 10.1016/j.telpol.2008.04.004.

Chen, Z. and Tang, Y. (2021), “A research on open innovation platform from the perspective of 
business model: a multi-case comparison at home and abroad”, 2021 International Conference 
on Advanced Enterprise Information System (AEIS), pp. 59-66, doi: 10.1109/ 
aeis53850.2021.00018.

Chen, J., Fan, M. and Li, M. (2016), “Advertising versus brokerage model for online trading 
platforms”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 575-596, doi: 10.2139/ssrn.2164380.

Chen, Y.J., Dai, T., Gizem Korpeoglu, C., K€orpeo�glu, E., Sahin, O., Tang, C.S. and Xiao, S. (2020), 
“OM forum innovative online platforms: research opportunities”, Manufacturing & Service 
Operations Management, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 430-445, doi: 10.1287/msom.2018.0757.

Choudary, S.P. (2015), Platform Scale: How an Emerging Business Model Helps Startups Build Large 
Empires with Minimum Investment, Platform Thinking Labs, New York, NY.

Clauss, T., Harengel, P. and Hock, M. (2018), “The perception of value of platform-based business 
models in the sharing economy: determining the drivers of user loyalty”, Review of Managerial 
Science, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 1-30, doi: 10.1007/s11846-018-0313-0.

Clauss, T., Harengel, P. and Hock, M. (2019), “The perception of value of platform-based business 
models in the sharing economy: determining the drivers of user loyalty”, Review of Managerial 
Science, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 605-634, doi: 10.1007/s11846-018-0313-0.

Cornejo-Velazquez, E., Clavel-Maqueda, M., Perez-Lopez-portillo, H. and Lyubimova, E. (2020), 
“Business model of learning platforms in sharing economy”, Electronic Journal of e-Learning, 
Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 102-113, doi: 10.34190/EJEL.20.18.1.008.

Corti, D., Bettoni, A., Montini, E., Barni, A. and Arica, E. (2021), “Empirical evidence from the design 
of a MaaS platform”, IFAC-PapersOnLine, Vol. 54 No. 1, pp. 73-79, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.ifacol.2021.08.008.

Cozzolino, A., Corbo, L. and Aversa, P. (2021), “Digital platform-based ecosystems: the evolution of 
collaboration and competition between incumbent producers and entrant platforms”, Journal of 
Business Research, Vol. 126, pp. 385-400, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.12.058.

Crowley, C., Michiels, S. and Joosen, W. (2012), “Show me the money: the importance of network 
effects for mobile application business models”, 2012 16th International Conference on 
Intelligence in Next Generation Networks, pp. 164-170, doi: 10.1109/ICIN.2012.6376021.

Cui, L., Hou, Y., Liu, Y. and Zhang, L. (2020), “Text mining to explore the influencing factors of 
sharing economy driven digital platforms to promote social and economic development”,

Journal of 
Business Models

71

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0890060421000081
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0890060421000081
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003603X17708358
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003603X17708358
https://doi.org/10.1515/orga-2015-0011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121508
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121508
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2008.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1109/aeis53850.2021.00018
https://doi.org/10.1109/aeis53850.2021.00018
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2164380
https://doi.org/10.1287/msom.2018.0757
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-018-0313-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-018-0313-0
https://doi.org/10.34190/EJEL.20.18.1.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifacol.2021.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifacol.2021.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.12.058
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIN.2012.6376021


Information Technology for Development, Vol. 0 No. 0, pp. 1-23, doi: 10.1080/ 
02681102.2020.1815636.

Curtis, S.K. (2021), “Business model patterns in the sharing economy”, Sustainable Production and 
Consumption, Vol. 27, pp. 1650-1671, doi: 10.1016/j.spc.2021.04.009.

Cusumano, M.A., Gawer, A. and Yoffie, D.B. (2019), The Business of Platforms: Strategy in the Age of 
Digital Competition, Innovation, and Power, HarperCollins.

Dahlan, A.R.A., Rahman, M.T.S.B.A. and Fadil, M.A.B.M. (2018), “PetGrab-linker services – a 
conceptual business model”, International Conference on Information and Communication 
Technology for the Muslim World, pp. 233-238, doi: 10.1109/ICT4M.2018.00050.

Das, A. and Dey, S. (2021), “Global manufacturing value networks: assessing the critical roles of 
platform ecosystems and industry 4.0”, Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management, 
Vol. 32 No. 6, pp. 1290-1311, doi: 10.1108/JMTM-04-2020-0161.

Daxhammer, K., Luckert, M., Doerr, M. and Bauernhansl, T. (2019), “Development of a strategic 
business model framework for multi-sided platforms to ensure sustainable innovation in small 
and medium-sized enterprises”, International Conference on Production Research 
Manufacturing Innovation Procedia Manufacturing, Vol. 39, pp. 1354-1362, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.promfg.2020.01.322.

de Oliveira, D.T. and Cortimiglia, M.N. (2017), “Value co-creation in web-based multisided platforms: 
a conceptual framework and implications for business model design”, Business Horizons,
Vol. 60 No. 6, pp. 747-758, doi: 10.1016/j.bushor.2017.07.002.

de Reuver, M., Stein, S., Hampe, F. and Bouwman, H. (2010), “Towards a service platform and 
business model for mobile participation”, 2010 Ninth International Conference on Mobile 
Business and 2010 Ninth Global Mobility Roundtable (ICMB-GMR), pp. 305-311, doi: 10.1109/ 
ICMB-GMR.2010.57.

de Reuver, M., Sørensen, C. and Basole, R.C. (2018), “The digital platform: a research agenda”, 
Journal of Information Technology, Vol. 33 No. 2, pp. 124-135, doi: 10.1057/s41265-016-
0033-3.

Dell’Era, C., Trabucchi, D. and Magistretti, S. (2021), “Exploiting incumbents’ potentialities: from 
linear value chains to multisided platforms”, Creativity and Innovation Management, Vol. 30 
No. 1, pp. 31-46, doi: 10.1111/caim.12413.

Demil, B. and Lecocq, X. (2010), “Business model evolution: in search of dynamic consistency”, Long 
Range Planning, Vol. 43 Nos 2-3, pp. 227-246, doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2010.02.004.

Demil, B., Lecocq, X. and Warnier, V. (2018), “‘Business model thinking’, business ecosystems and 
platforms: the new perspective on the environment of the organization”, Management, Vol. 21 
No. 4, pp. 1213-1228, doi: 10.3917/mana.214.1213.

Deng, Q., Fang, X. and Lim, Y.F. (2021), “Urban consolidation center or peer-to-peer platform? The 
solution to urban last-mile delivery”, Production and Operations Management, Vol. 30 No. 4, 
pp. 997-1013, doi: 10.1111/poms.13289.

Derave, T., Princes Sales, T., Gailly, F. and Poels, G. (2021), “Understanding digital marketplace 
business models: an ontology approach”, Practice of Enterprise Modelling Workshops 2021 – 
PoEM 2021, Vol. 3031, CEUR, pp. 15-26.

Ditta-Apichai, M., Kattiyapornpong, U. and Gretzel, U. (2020), “Platform-mediated tourism micro-
entrepreneurship: implications for community-based tourism in Thailand”, Journal of 
Hospitality and Tourism Technology, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 223-240, doi: 10.1108/JHTT-05-
2019-0079.

Dupont, D., Beresniak, A., Sundgren, M., Schmidt, A., Ainsworth, J., Coorevits, P., Kalra, D., 
Dewispelaere, M. and de Moor, G. (2017), “Business analysis for a sustainable, multi-
stakeholder ecosystem for leveraging the electronic health records for clinical research 
(EHR4CR) platform in Europe”, International Journal of Medical Informatics, Vol. 97 No. 1, 
pp. 341-352, doi: 10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2016.11.003.

Duval, A. and Brasse, V. (2014), “How to ensure the economic viability of an open data platform”, 
Procedia Computer Science, Vol. 33, pp. 179-182, doi: 10.1016/j.procs.2014.06.030.

JOBM
14,1

72

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1080/02681102.2020.1815636
https://doi.org/10.1080/02681102.2020.1815636
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2021.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICT4M.2018.00050
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMTM-04-2020-0161
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2020.01.322
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2020.01.322
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2017.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICMB-GMR.2010.57
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICMB-GMR.2010.57
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41265-016-0033-3
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41265-016-0033-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12413
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2010.02.004
https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.214.1213
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.13289
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTT-05-2019-0079
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTT-05-2019-0079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2016.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2014.06.030


Eisenmann, T.R., Parker, G.rey and Alstyne, M.van. (2009), “Opening platforms: how, when and 
why?”, Platforms, Markets and Innovation, pp. 131-162.

Etro, F. (2021), “Device-funded vs ad-funded platforms”, International Journal of Industrial 
Organization, Vol. 75, 102711, doi: 10.1016/j.ijindorg.2021.102711.

Evans, D.S. and Schmalensee, R. (2011), “Industrial organization of two-sided platforms”, in Platform 
Economics: Essays on multi-sided Busineses, pp. 2-29.

Evens, T. (2010), “Content (non-) exclusivity in platform businesses”, International Conference on 
Intelligence in Next Generation Networks, pp. 1-7.

Fahy, R., van Hoboken, J. and van Eijk, N. (2018), “Data privacy, transparency and the data-driven 
transformation of games to services”, 2018 IEEE Games, Entertainment, Media Conference 
(GEM), pp. 136-146, doi: 10.1109/GEM.2018.8516441.

Fehrer, J.A., Woratschek, H. and Brodie, R.J. (2018), “A systemic logic for platform business 
models”, Journal of Service Management, Vol. 29 No. 4, pp. 546-568, doi: 10.1108/JOSM-
02-2017-0036.

Fischer, H., Dreisiebner, S., Franken, O., Ebner, M., Kopp, M. and Koehler, T. (2014), “Revenue vs . 
costs of Mooc platforms. Discussion of business models for xmooc providers, based on 
empirical findings and experience during implematation of the project iMoox”, International 
Conference of Education, Research and Innovation, pp. 2991-3000.

Foramitti, J., Varvarousis, A. and Kallis, G. (2020), “Transition within a transition: how cooperative 
platforms want to change the sharing economy”, Sustainability Science, Vol. 15 No. 4,
pp. 1185-1197, doi: 10.1007/s11625-020-00804-y.

Foss, N.J. and Saebi, T. (2018), “Business models and business model innovation: between wicked and 
paradigmatic problems”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 51 No. 1, pp. 9-21, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.lrp.2017.07.006.

Fu, Y., Gu, B., Xie, Y., Ye, J. and Cao, B. (2021), “Channel structure and differential pricing strategies 
in dual-channel e-retail considering e-platform business models”, IMA Journal of Management 
Mathematics, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 91-114, doi: 10.1093/IMAMAN/DPAA015.

F€urstenau, D., Klein, S., Vogel, A. and Auschra, C. (2021), “Multi-sided platform and data-driven care 
research A longitudinal case study on business model innovation for improving care in complex 
neurological diseases”, Eletronic Markets, Vol. 31, pp. 811-828, doi: 10.1007/s12525-021-
00461-8/Published.

Gandia, R. and Parmentier, G. (2017), “Optimizing value creation and value capture with a digital 
multi-sided business model”, Strategic Change, Vol. 26 No. 4, pp. 323-331, doi: 10.1002/ 
jsc.2134.

Gao, F. and Zhao, X. (2016), “Business model innovation of China’s third party shopping guide 
platform”, Proceedings of the 2016 International Conference on Education, E-learning and 
Management Technology, pp. 648-653, doi: 10.2991/iceemt-16.2016.125.

Gatautis, R., Vitkauskait�e, E. and Reuver, M.de. (2017), “Use of Facebook and google platforms for 
SMEs business model innovation”, Bled EConference: Didital Transformation - From 
Connecting Thing to Transforming Our Lives, pp. 169-181.

Gawer, A. (2014), “Bridging differing perspectives on technological platforms: toward an 
integrative framework”, Research Policy, Vol. 43 No. 7, pp. 1239-1249, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.respol.2014.03.006.

Gawer, A. and Cusumano, M.A. (2014), “Industry platforms and ecosystem innovation”, Journal of 
Product Innovation Management, Vol. 31 No. 3, pp. 417-433, doi: 10.1111/jpim.12105.

Gebauer, H., Arzt, A., Kohtam€aki, M., Lamprecht, C., Parida, V., Witell, L. and Wortmann, F. (2020), 
“How to convert digital offerings into revenue enhancement – conceptualizing business model 
dynamics through explorative case studies”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 91, 
September, pp. 429-441, doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.10.006.

Geissinger, A., Laurell, C. and € Oberg, C. (2021), “Copycats among underdogs - echoing the sharing
economy business model”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 96, pp. 287-299, doi: 
10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.06.006.

Journal of 
Business Models

73

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijindorg.2021.102711
https://doi.org/10.1109/GEM.2018.8516441
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-02-2017-0036
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-02-2017-0036
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00804-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1093/IMAMAN/DPAA015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-021-00461-8/Published
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-021-00461-8/Published
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2134
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2134
https://doi.org/10.2991/iceemt-16.2016.125
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12105
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.06.006


Giessmann, A. and Legner, C. (2016), “Designing business models for cloud platforms”, Information 
Systems Journal, Vol. 26 No. 5, pp. 551-579, doi: 10.1111/isj.12107.

Giessmann, A., Kyas, P., Tyrv€ainen, P. and Stanoevska, K. (2014), “Towards a better understanding of 
the dynamics of platform as a service business models”, 2014 47th Hawaii International 
Conference on System Sciences, pp. 965-974, doi: 10.1109/HICSS.2014.127.

Gomes, L.A.de.V., Facin, A.L.F., Salerno, M.S. and Ikenami, R.K. (2018), “Unpacking the innovation 
ecosystem construct: evolution, gaps and trends”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 
Vol. 136, pp. 30-48, doi: 10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.009.

Gonçalves, V. and Ballon, P. (2011), “Adding value to the network: mobile operators’ experiments with 
Software-as-a-Service and Platform-as-a-Service models”, Telematics and Informatics, Vol. 28 
No. 1, pp. 12-21, doi: 10.1016/j.tele.2010.05.005.

Grieco, C., Michelini, L. and Iasevoli, G. (2021), “Which sharing are we betting on? Analysing the 
financial attractiveness of sharing business models”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 314, 
128067, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.128067.

Gustavsson, M. and Ljungberg, J. (2020), “Platformization of a cloud service”, 40th International 
Conference on Information Systems, ICIS 2019, Kallinikos 2002, pp. 1-15.

Gutierrez-Leefmans, M. and Holland, C.P. (2019), “SME platforms as business models: a user-centric 
activity-system approach”, Cuadernos de Administraci�on, Vol. 35 No. 64, pp. 52-77, doi: 
10.25100/cdea.v35i64.7248.

Guyader, H. and Piscicelli, L. (2019), “Business model diversification in the sharing economy: the case 
of GoMore”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 215, pp. 1059-1069, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.jclepro.2019.01.114.

Hafermalz, E., Boell, S., Elliot, S., Hovorka, D. and Marjanovic, O. (2016), “Exploring dimensions of 
sharing economy business models enabled by IS: an Australian study”, Australasian Conference 
on Information Systems, pp. 1-11.

Hagiu, A. and Wright, J. (2015), “Multi-sided platforms”, International Journal of Industrial 
Organization, Vol. 43, pp. 162-174, doi: 10.1016/j.ijindorg.2015.03.003.

Hahn, C., Zarnekow, R. and R€oher, D. (2015), “A value proposition oriented typology of electronic 
marketplaces for B2B SaaS applications”, Americas Conference on Information
Systems, pp. 1-15.

Han, J. and Cho, O. (2015), “Platform business Eco-model evolution: case study on Kakao talk in 
Korea”, Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, Vol. 1 No. 6, 
pp. 1-14, doi: 10.1186/s40852-015-0006-8.

Hasselwander, M., Bigotte, J.F. and Fonseca, M. (2021), “Understanding platform internationalisation 
to predict the diffusion of new mobility services”, Research in Transportation Business and 
Management, Vol. 43, 100765, doi: 10.1016/j.rtbm.2021.100765.

Heeks, R., Gomez-Morantes, J.E., Graham, M., Howson, K., Mungai, P., Nicholson, B. and van Belle, 
J.P. (2021), “Digital platforms and institutional voids in developing countries: the case of ride-
hailing markets”, World Development, Vol. 145, 105528, doi: 10.1016/j.worlddev.2021.105528.

Hein, A., Schreieck, M., Riasanow, T., Setzke, D.S., Wiesche, M., B€ohm, M. and Krcmar, H. (2019), 
“Digital platform ecosystems”, Electronic Markets, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 87-98, doi: 10.1007/ 
s12525-019-00377-4.

Hmoud, A.Y.R., Salim, J. and Yaakub, M.R. (2017), “A two-sided market mechanisms toward 
designing a big data-driven business model for mobile network operators (MNOs)”, Journal of 
Telecommunication, Electronic and Computer Engineering, Vol. 9 Nos 2-9, pp. 105-110.

Hmoud, A.Y.R., Salim, J. and Yaakub, M.R. (2020), “Platformisation of mobile operators business 
model: a proposition using design science approach and grounded theory principles”, 
International Journal of Advanced Science, Engineering and Information Technology, Vol. 10 
No. 2, pp. 473-484, doi: 10.18517/ijaseit.10.2.7710.

Hoch, N.B. and Brad, S. (2021), “Managing business model innovation: an innovative approach 
towards designing a digital ecosystem and multi-sided platform”, Business Process Management 
Journal, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 415-438, doi: 10.1108/BPMJ-01-2020-0017.

JOBM
14,1

74

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12107
https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2014.127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2010.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.128067
https://doi.org/10.25100/cdea.v35i64.7248
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.01.114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.01.114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijindorg.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40852-015-0006-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rtbm.2021.100765
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2021.105528
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-019-00377-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-019-00377-4
https://doi.org/10.18517/ijaseit.10.2.7710
https://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-01-2020-0017


Holland, C.P. and Guti�errez-Leefmans, M. (2018), “A taxonomy of SME E-Commerce platforms 
derived from a market-level analysis”, International Journal of Electronic Commerce, Vol. 22 
No. 2, pp. 161-201, doi: 10.1080/10864415.2017.1364114.

Hoyer, V. and Stanoevska-Slabeva, K. (2009), “Business models for digital business ecosystems: the 
case of the open negotiation environment (ONE) platform”, 2009 3rd IEEE International 
Conference on Digital Ecosystems and Technologies, pp. 181-186, doi: 10.1109/ 
DEST.2009.5276683.

Hruskova, A. (2017), “Business models of MOOCs in 2017”, International Conference DisCo, 
pp. 48-54, doi: 10.13140/RG.2.2.21656.75527.

Hu, H., Huang, T., Cheng, Y. and Lu, H. (2019), “The evolution of sustainable business model 
innovation: evidence from a sharing economy platform in China”, Sustainability, Vol. 11 No. 15, 
pp. 1-16, doi: 10.3390/su11154207.

Hummel, M. and Silva, A.A.da. (2020), “Digital platform business model for flower marketing in 
Brazil”, Navus - Revista de Gest~ao e Tecnologia, Vol. 10, pp. 01-17, doi: 10.22279/ 
navus.2020.v10.p01-17.1158.

Huotari, P. and Ritala, P. (2021), “When to switch between subscription-based and ad-sponsored 
business models: strategic implications of decreasing content novelty”, Journal of Business 
Research, Vol. 129, pp. 14-28, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.037.

Isabelle, D., Westerlund, M., Mane, M. and Leminen, S. (2020), “The role of analytics in data-driven 
business models of multi-sided platforms: an exploration in the food industry”, Technology 
Innovation Management Review, Vol. 10 No. 7, pp. 4-15, doi: 10.22215/timreview/1371.

Itala, T. and Tohonen, H. (2017), “Difficult business models of digital business platforms for health 
data: a framework for evaluation of the ecosystem viability”, 2017 IEEE 19th Conference on 
Business Informatics (CBI), pp. 63-69, doi: 10.1109/CBI.2017.6.

J€a€askel€ainen, A., Yanatma, S. and Ritala, P. (2021), “How does an incumbent news media organization 
become a platform? Employing intra-firm synergies to launch the platform business model in a 
news agency”, Journalism Studies, Vol. 22 No. 15, pp. 2061-2081, doi: 10.1080/ 
1461670X.2021.1979426.

Jeannerat, H. and Theurillat, T. (2021), “Old industrial spaces challenged by platformized value-
capture 4.0”, Regional Studies, Vol. 55 Nos 10-11, pp. 1738-1750, doi: 10.1080/ 
00343404.2021.1935840.

Jocevski, M., Ghezzi, A. and Arvidsson, N. (2020), “Exploring the growth challenge of mobile 
payment platforms: a business model perspective”, Electronic Commerce Research and 
Applications, Vol. 40, November 2019, pp. 1-13, doi: 10.1016/j.elerap.2019.100908.

Kammerlohr, V., Uckelmann, D. and Hauge, J.B. (2021), “A multi-sided platform to activate the 
sharing of digital labs”, International Journal of Online and Biomedical Engineering, Vol. 17 
No. 11, pp. 4-33, doi: 10.3991/ijoe.v17i11.25183.

Kang, L., Zhanhong, X. and Jiantong, C. (2010), “A novel design of internet digital content distribution 
platform”, 2010 Second International Conference on Multimedia and Information Technology, 
pp. 25-30, doi: 10.1109/MMIT.2010.179.

Kim, J. (2016), “The platform business model and business ecosystem: quality management and 
revenue structures”, European Planning Studies, Vol. 24 No. 12, pp. 2113-2132, doi: 10.1080/ 
09654313.2016.1251882.

Kim, J. and Min, J. (2019), “Supplier, tailor, and facilitator: typology of platform business models”, 
Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 1-18, doi: 
10.3390/joitmc5030057.

Kitchenham, B. (2004), “Procedures for performing systematic reviews”, (Technical Report TR/SE-
0401). Department of Computer Science, Keele University.

Kohler, T. (2015), “Crowdsourcing-based business models: how to create and capture value”, 
California Management Review, Vol. 57 No. 4, pp. 63-84, doi: 10.1525/cmr.2015.57.4.63.

Kohler, T. and Nickel, M. (2017), “Crowdsourcing business models that last”, Journal of Business 
Strategy, Vol. 38 No. 2, pp. 25-32, doi: 10.1108/JBS-10-2016-0120.

Journal of 
Business Models

75

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1080/10864415.2017.1364114
https://doi.org/10.1109/DEST.2009.5276683
https://doi.org/10.1109/DEST.2009.5276683
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.21656.75527
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11154207
https://doi.org/10.22279/navus.2020.v10.p01-17.1158
https://doi.org/10.22279/navus.2020.v10.p01-17.1158
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.037
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1371
https://doi.org/10.1109/CBI.2017.6
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2021.1979426
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2021.1979426
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2021.1935840
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2021.1935840
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2019.100908
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijoe.v17i11.25183
https://doi.org/10.1109/MMIT.2010.179
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2016.1251882
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2016.1251882
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc5030057
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2015.57.4.63
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-10-2016-0120


Kohtam€aki, M., Parida, V., Oghazi, P., Gebauer, H. and Baines, T. (2019), “Digital servitization 
business models in ecosystems: a theory of the firm”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 104, 
June, pp. 380-392, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.06.027.

Kuebel, H. and Zarnekow, R. (2014), “Evaluating platform business models in the telecommunications 
industry via framework-based case studies of cloud and smart home service platforms”, 
Americas Conference on Information Systems, pp. 1-10.

Kuebel, H., Limbach, F. and Zarnekow, R. (2014), “Business models of developer platforms in the 
telecommunications industry - an explorative case study analysis”, 2014 47th Hawaii 
International Conference on System Sciences, pp. 3919-3928, doi: 10.1109/HICSS.2014.486.

Kutera, R., Lopacinski, K., Leszczynska, M. and Gryncewicz, W. (2017), “Business model for 
occupational activation of elderly people via the service E-marketplace platform - research study 
of Polish market”, International Conference on ICT, Society, and Human, pp. 43-50.

Laczko, P., Hullova, D., Needham, A., Rossiter, A.M. and Battisti, M. (2019), “The role of a central 
actor in increasing platform stickiness and stakeholder profitability: bridging the gap between 
value creation and value capture in the sharing economy”, Industrial Marketing Management, 
Vol. 76 No. August 2018, pp. 214-230, doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.08.010.

Laine, E., Alhava, O., Peltokorpi, A. and Sepp€anen, O. (2017), “Platform ecosystems: unlocking the 
subcontractors’ business model opportunities”, Annual Conference of the International Group 
for Lean Construction, pp. 177-184, doi: 10.24928/2017/0325.

Landoni, P., Dell’era, C., Frattini, F., Messeni Petruzzelli, A., Verganti, R. and Manelli, L. (2020), 
“Business model innovation in cultural and creative industries: insights from three leading 
mobile gaming firms”, Technovation, Vols 92-93 No. July 2019, 102084, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.technovation.2019.102084.

Lee, J.Y. and Patel, S.J. (2020), “An innovating business model for the higher education sector: a 
platform-based approach to university career services”, Industry and Higher Education, Vol. 34 
No. 2, pp. 91-99, doi: 10.1177/0950422219881069.

Li, X., Cao, J., Liu, Z. and Luo, X. (2020a), “Sustainable business model based on digital twin platform 
network: The inspiration from haier’s case study in China”, Sustainability, Vol. 12 No. 3,
pp. 1-26, doi: 10.3390/su12030936

Li, Y., Cai, Q., Chen, K., Du, Y., Lin, C. and Xiang, K. (2020b), “Research on business development 
system of integrated energy service platform under the background of energy internet”, 2020 
10th International Conference on Power and Energy Systems (ICPES), pp. 596-601, doi: 
10.1109/ICPES51309.2020.9349635.

Li, Z., Nan, G. and Li, M. (2020), “Advertising or freemium: the impacts of social effects and service 
quality on competing platforms”, IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, Vol. 67 
No. 1, pp. 220-233, doi: 10.1109/TEM.2018.2871420.

Liang, D., Xianghua, L. and Lihua, H. (2006), “Exploring the new ASP business model: business 
circles oriented ASP platform”, International Conference on Service Systems and Service 
Management, Vol. 1, pp. 488-494, doi: 10.1109/ICSSSM.2006.320511.

Lin, X., Liu, S., Huang, X., Luo, H. and Yu, S. (2021), “Platform revenue strategy selection considering 
consumer group data privacy regulation”, Mathematics, Vol. 9 No. 22, p. 2904, doi: 10.3390/ 
math9222904.

Liu, H., Yang, P. and Sun, B. (2019), “On the determinants of the business model of online ride-hailing 
market”, Proceedings of the 4th International Conference on Crowd Science and Engineering, 
ACM, pp. 71-75, doi: 10.1145/3371238.3371250.

Liu, H., Li, X. and Wang, S. (2021), “A bibliometric analysis of 30 years of platform research: 
developing the research agenda for platforms, the associated technologies and social impacts”, 
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 169, 120827, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.techfore.2021.120827.

Long, T.B. and van Waes, A. (2021), “When bike sharing business models go bad: incorporating 
responsibility into business model innovation”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 297, 
126679, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126679.

JOBM
14,1

76

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.06.027
https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2014.486
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.08.010
https://doi.org/10.24928/2017/0325
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.102084
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.102084
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950422219881069
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12030936
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICPES51309.2020.9349635
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2018.2871420
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSSSM.2006.320511
https://doi.org/10.3390/math9222904
https://doi.org/10.3390/math9222904
https://doi.org/10.1145/3371238.3371250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120827
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120827
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126679


Lygnerud, K. and Nilsson, A. (2020), “Business model components to consider for ridesharing schemes 
in rural areas – results from four Swedish pilot projects”, Research in Transportation Business 
and Management, Vol. 40, 100553, doi: 10.1016/j.rtbm.2020.100553.

Lynch, P., Power, J., Hickey, R. and Messervey, T. (2017), “Business model strategies: flexibility trade 
in emerging low voltage distribution networks”, Entrepreneurship and Sustainability Issues, 
Vol. 4 No. 3, pp. 380-391, doi: 10.9770/jesi.2017.4.3S(12).

Mallon, D. (2021), “A systematic literature review of digital platform business models”, 
Wirtschaftsinformatik 2021, pp. 1-16, available at: https://aisel.aisnet.org/wi2021

Mancha, R. and Gordon, S. (2021), “Multi-sided platform strategies for organizations: transforming the 
business model”, Journal of Business Strategy, Vol. 43 No. 3, pp. 175-183, doi: 10.1108/JBS-09-
2020-0203.

Mancha, R., Nersessian, D. and Marthinsen, J. (2021), “Reorienting the sharing economy for social 
benefit: the nonprofit digital platform business model”, Social Responsibility Journal, Vol. 18 
No. 5, pp. 918-934, doi: 10.1108/SRJ-09-2020-0386.

Markendahl, J., Hossain, M.I. and Jonsson, A. (2019), “To connect idle capacity with users - on 
business and digital platform aspects for sharing services”, 2018 11th CMI International 
Conference: Prospects and Challenges Towards Developing a Digital Economy within the EU, 
pp. 38-43, doi: 10.1109/PCTDDE.2018.8624874.

Mattila, M., Mesiranta, N. and Heikkinen, A. (2020), “Platform-based sustainable business models: 
reducing food waste in food services”, International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation 
Management, Vol. 24 Nos 4-5, pp. 249-265, doi: 10.1504/IJEIM.2020.108258.

Mhalla, M., Yun, J. and Nasiri, A. (2020), “Video-sharing apps business models: tiktok case study”, 
International Journal of Innovation and Technology Management, Vol. 17 No. 7, pp. 1-25, doi: 
10.1142/S0219877020500509.

Michelini, L., Grieco, C., Ciulli, F. and di Leo, A. (2020), “Uncovering the impact of food sharing 
platform business models: a theory of change approach”, British Food Journal, Vol. 122 No. 5, 
pp. 1437-1462, doi: 10.1108/BFJ-06-2019-0422.

Mitin, A.N., Sokolov, K.O., Garipov, R.I. and Sokolova, M.I. (2019), “Innovation development of 
agroindustrial enterprises: the use of a platform-based business model”, IOP Conference Series: 
Materials Science and Engineering, Vol. 537, pp. 1-5, doi: 10.1088/1757-899X/537/4/042020.

Mody, M., Wirtz, J., Fung So, K.K., Chun, H.H.E. and Liu, S.Q. (2020), “Two-directional convergence 
of platform and pipeline business models”, Journal of Service Management, Vol. 31 No. 4, 
pp. 693-721, doi: 10.1108/JOSM-11-2019-0351.

Morris, M., Schindehutte, M. and Allen, J. (2005), “The entrepreneur’s business model: toward a 
unified perspective”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 58 No. 6, pp. 726-735, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.jbusres.2003.11.001.

M€unzel, K., Boon, W., Frenken, K. and Vaskelainen, T. (2018), “Carsharing business models in 
Germany: characteristics, success and future prospects”, Information Systems and e-Business 
Management, Vol. 16 No. 2, pp. 271-291, doi: 10.1007/s10257-017-0355-x.

Muzellec, L., Ronteau, S. and Lambkin, M. (2015), “Two-sided internet platforms: a business model 
lifecycle perspective”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 45 No. 1, pp. 139-150, doi: 
10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.02.012.

Nadir, M.H.bin, Aris, S.R.S., Janom, N., Ahmad, F., Arshad, N.H. and Bashah, N.S.K. (2020), “A 
business model canvas for crowdfunding platform: case study of crowdfunding platforms in 
Malaysia”, Indonesian Journal of Electrical Engineering and Computer Science, Vol. 18 No. 3, 
pp. 1287-1294, doi: 10.11591/ijeecs.v18.i3.pp1287-1294.

Nicaisse, S. and Dufoulon, F. (2010), “Emerginov platform’s business model based on revenue 
sharing”, 2010 14th International Conference on Intelligence in Next Generation Networks, 
pp. 1-7, doi: 10.1109/ICIN.2010.5640880.

Ning, L. and Yuan, Y. (2021), “How blockchain impacts the supply chain finance platform business 
model reconfiguration”, International Journal of Logistics Research and Applications, Vol. 26 
No. 9, pp. 1081-1101, doi: 10.1080/13675567.2021.2017419.

Journal of 
Business Models

77

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rtbm.2020.100553
https://doi.org/10.9770/jesi.2017.4.3S(12)
https://aisel.aisnet.org/wi2021
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-09-2020-0203
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-09-2020-0203
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-09-2020-0386
https://doi.org/10.1109/PCTDDE.2018.8624874
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEIM.2020.108258
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219877020500509
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-06-2019-0422
https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/537/4/042020
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-11-2019-0351
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2003.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2003.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10257-017-0355-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.02.012
https://doi.org/10.11591/ijeecs.v18.i3.pp1287-1294
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIN.2010.5640880
https://doi.org/10.1080/13675567.2021.2017419


Nishino, N., Wang, S., Tsuji, N., Kageyama, K. and Ueda, K. (2012), “Categorization and mechanism 
of platform-type product-service systems in manufacturing”, CIRP Annals - Manufacturing 
Technology, Vol. 61 No. 1, pp. 391-394, doi: 10.1016/j.cirp.2012.03.053.

Oganda, F.P., Lutfiani, N., Aini, Q., Rahardja, U. and Faturahman, A. (2020), “Blockchain education 
smart courses of massive online open course using business model canvas”, 2020 2nd 
International Conference on Cybernetics and Intelligent System (ICORIS), pp. 1-6, doi: 10.1109/ 
ICORIS50180.2020.9320789.

Okano, M.T., de Souza, E. and Fernandes, M.E. (2018), “The case of BVSA: study of the use of digital 
business platforms to offer social services and sustainability”, Annual Conference of the 
International Association for Management of Technology, pp. 1-16.

Okano, M.T., Santos, H.D.C.L.dos and Ursini, E.L. (2021), “The digital platform as digital innovation: 
a study from the perspective of dynamic capabilities”, International Journal of Innovation and 
Technology Management, Vol. 19 No. 03, 2140014, doi: 10.1142/S0219877021400149.

Oncini, F., Bozzini, E., Forno, F. and Magnani, N. (2020), “Towards food platforms? An analysis of 
online food provisioning services in Italy”, Geoforum, Vol. 114, May, pp. 172-180, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.geoforum.2020.06.004.

Oppegaard, S.N. (2021), “Regulating flexibility: uber’s platform as a technological work arrangement”, 
Nordic Journal of Working Life Studies, Vol. 11 No. 1, available at: https://tidsskrift.dk/ 
njwls/index

Orefice, C. and Nyarko, N. (2020), “Sustainable value creation in event ecosystems–a business models 
perspective”, Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Vol. 0 No. 0, pp. 1-16, doi: 10.1080/ 
09669582.2020.1843045.

Orekhova, S.V. (2019), “Development of multisided platforms in the context of new industrialization”, 
International Scientific Conference on New Industrialization: Global, National, Regional 
Dimension, pp. 375-378.

Ostapenko, G. (2019), “Creating a platform based business model in dental industry”, International 
Journal of Professional Business, Vol. 4 No. 1, pp. 22-31, doi: 10.26668/businessreview/ 
2019.v4i1.106.

Osterwalder, A. and Pigneur, Y. (2014), Business Model Generation, John Wiley & Sons, (Issue 59). 
John Wiley & Sons.

Park, H., Kim, S., Jeong, Y. and Minshall, T. (2021), “Customer entrepreneurship on digital platforms: 
challenges and solutions for platform business models”, Creativity and Innovation Management, 
Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 96-115, doi: 10.1111/caim.12404.

Parker, G.G., Van Alstyne, M.W. and Choudary, S.P. (2016), Platform Revolution: How Networked 
Markets are Transforming the Economy and How to Make them Work for you, WW Norton & 
Company.

Parmentier, G. and Gandia, R. (2017), “Redesigning the business model: from one-sided to multi-
sided”, Journal of Business Strategy, Vol. 38 No. 2, pp. 52-61, doi: 10.1108/JBS-09-2016-0097.

Pawar, P., Subercaze, J., Maret, P., van Beijnum, B.J. and Konstantas, D. (2008), “Towards business 
model and technical platform for the service oriented context-aware mobile virtual 
communities”, 2008 IEEE Symposium on Computers and Communications, pp. 103-110, doi: 
10.1109/ISCC.2008.4625656.

Petrik, D. and Herzwrm, G. (2018), “Platform ecosystems for the industrial internet of things: a 
software intensive business perspective”, International Workshop on Software-Intensive 
Business: Start-Ups, Ecosystems and Platforms, pp. 57-71.

Piscicelli, L., Ludden, G.D.S. and Cooper, T. (2018), “What makes a sustainable business model 
successful? An empirical comparison of two peer-to-peer goods-sharing platforms”, Journal of 
Cleaner Production, Vol. 172 No. August 2017, pp. 4580-4591, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.jclepro.2017.08.170.

Pouri, M.J. and Hilty, L.M. (2020), “The relevance of digital sharing business models for 
sustainability”, ACM International Conference Proceeding Series, pp. 77-87, doi: 10.1145/ 
3401335.3401344.

JOBM
14,1

78

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cirp.2012.03.053
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICORIS50180.2020.9320789
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICORIS50180.2020.9320789
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219877021400149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2020.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2020.06.004
https://tidsskrift.dk/njwls/index
https://tidsskrift.dk/njwls/index
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1843045
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1843045
https://doi.org/10.26668/businessreview/2019.v4i1.106
https://doi.org/10.26668/businessreview/2019.v4i1.106
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12404
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-09-2016-0097
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISCC.2008.4625656
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.08.170
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.08.170
https://doi.org/10.1145/3401335.3401344
https://doi.org/10.1145/3401335.3401344


Presenza, A., Panniello, U. and Messeni Petruzzelli, A. (2021), “Tourism multi-sided platforms and the 
social innovation trajectory: the case of Airbnb”, Creativity and Innovation Management,
Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 47-62, doi: 10.1111/caim.12394.

Pucihar, A., Lenart, G., Borstnar, M.K. and Marolt, M. (2015), “Business model design for a platform 
for collaborative innovation of tourism services”, Information Technology and Society 
Interaction and Interdependence, pp. 1-8.

Qanbari, S., Rekabsaz, N. and Dustdar, S. (2015), “Open government data as a service (GoDaaS): big 
data platform for mobile app developers”, 2015 3rd International Conference on Future Internet 
of Things and Cloud, pp. 398-403, doi: 10.1109/FiCloud.2015.34.

Qu, J., Liu, H., Zhu, H. and Gao, H. (2021), “An asset value evaluation for docking finance lease 
problems in the peer-to-peer platform”, Journal of Business Economics and Management, 
Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 236-256, doi: 10.3846/jbem.2020.13380.

Ranerup, A., Henriksen, H.Z. and Hedman, J. (2016), “An analysis of business models in public service 
platforms”, Government Information Quarterly, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 6-14, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.giq.2016.01.010.

Rensmann, B. (2012), “Two-sided cybermediary platforms: the case of hotel.de”, Americas Conference 
on Information Systems, pp. 286-293.

Reuter, E. (2021), “Hybrid business models in the sharing economy: the role of business model design 
for managing the environmental paradox”, Business Strategy and the Environment, Vol. 31 
No. 2, pp. 603-618, doi: 10.1002/bse.2939.

Ricart, J.E., Snihur, Y., Carrasco-Farr�e, C. and Berrone, P. (2020), “Grassroots resistance to digital 
platforms and relational business model design to overcome it: a conceptual framework”, 
Strategy Science, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 271-291, doi: 10.1287/stsc.2020.0104.

Rix, C., Horst, C., Autenrieth, P., Paproth, Y., Frank, J. and Gudergan, G. (2020), “Typology of digital 
platforms in the mechanical engineering”, 2020 IEEE International Conference on Engineering, 
Technology and Innovation (ICE/ITMC), pp. 1-9, doi: 10.1109/ICE/ITMC49519.2020.9198471.

Rochet, J. and Tirole, J. (2003), “Platform competition in two-sided markets”, Journal of the European 
Economic Association, Vol. 1 No. 4, pp. 990-1029, doi: 10.1162/154247603322493212.

Rochet, J. and Tirole, J. (2006), “Two-sided markets : a progress report”, The RAND Journal of 
Economics, Vol. 37 No. 3, pp. 645-667, doi: 10.1111/j.1756-2171.2006.tb00036.x.

Rohn, D., Bican, P.M., Brem, A., Kraus, S. and Clauss, T. (2021), “Digital platform-based business 
models – an exploration of critical success factors”, Journal of Engineering and Technology 
Management - JET-M, Vol. 60, p. 60, doi: 10.1016/j.jengtecman.2021.101625.

Rong, K., Patton, D. and Chen, W. (2018), “Business models dynamics and business ecosystems in the 
emerging 3D printing industry”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 134, June, 
pp. 234-245, doi: 10.1016/j.techfore.2018.06.015.

Rothe, H., T€auscher, K. and Basole, R.C. (2018), “Competition between platform ecosystems: a 
longitudinal study of MOOC platforms”, European Conference on Information
Systems, pp. 1-18.

Ruan, J., Hu, X., Huo, X., Shi, Y., Chan, F.T.S., Wang, X., Manogaran, G., Mastorakis, G., 
Mavromoustakis, C.X. and Zhao, X. (2019), “An IoT-based E-business model of intelligent 
vegetable greenhouses and its key operations management issues”, Neural Computing & 
Applications, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 15341-15356, doi: 10.1007/s00521-019-04123-x.

Ruggieri, R., Savastano, M., Scalingi, A., Bala, D. and D’Ascenzo, F. (2018), “The impact of digital 
platforms on business models: an empirical investigation on innovative start-ups”, Management 
& Marketing, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 1210-1225, doi: 10.2478/mmcks-2018-0032.

Rumble, R. and Mangematin, V. (2015), “Business model implementation: the antecedents of multi-
sidedness”, Advances in Strategic Management, Vol. 33, October, pp. 97-131, doi: 10.1108/ 
S0742-332220150000033021.

Saebi, T. and Foss, N.J. (2015), “Business models for open innovation: matching heterogeneous open 
innovation strategies with business model dimensions”, European Management Journal, Vol. 33 
No. 3, pp. 201-213, doi: 10.1016/j.emj.2014.11.002.

Journal of 
Business Models

79

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12394
https://doi.org/10.1109/FiCloud.2015.34
https://doi.org/10.3846/jbem.2020.13380
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2016.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2016.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2939
https://doi.org/10.1287/stsc.2020.0104
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICE/ITMC49519.2020.9198471
https://doi.org/10.1162/154247603322493212
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-2171.2006.tb00036.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2021.101625
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00521-019-04123-x
https://doi.org/10.2478/mmcks-2018-0032
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0742-332220150000033021
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0742-332220150000033021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2014.11.002


Salda~na, J. (2021), The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, 4th ed., SAGE Publications.
Schiavone, F., Mancini, D., Leone, D. and Lavorato, D. (2021), “Digital business models and 

ridesharing for value co-creation in healthcare: a multi-stakeholder ecosystem analysis”, 
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 166, 120647, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.techfore.2021.120647.

Schreieck, M., Wiesche, M. and Krcmar, H. (2021), “Capabilities for value co-creation and value 
capture in emergent platform ecosystems: a longitudinal case study of SAP’s cloud platform”, 
Journal of Information Technology, Vol. 36 No. 4, pp. 365-390, doi: 10.1177/ 
02683962211023780.

Scornavacca, E., Barnes, S.J. and Huff, S.L. (2006), “Mobile business research, 2000-2004: 
emergence, current status, and future opportunities”, Proceedings of the 13th European 
Conference on Information Systems, Information Systems in a Rapidly Changing Economy, ECIS 
2005, Vol. 17, pp. 634-647, doi: 10.17705/1CAIS.01728.

Sengupta, T., Narayanamurthy, G., Hota, P.K., Sarker, T. and Dey, S. (2021), “Conditional acceptance 
of digitized business model innovation at the BoP: a stakeholder analysis of eKutir in India”, 
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 170, 120857, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.techfore.2021.120857.

Setiawan, A., Saputra, B., Rosyiq, A., Prama Nurahman, J., Ichsan, R., Rifki Shihab, M. and Ranti, B. 
(2020), “The role of IT in transforming a platform business model: a case study in PT XYZ”, 
Proceedings - 2nd International Conference on Informatics, Multimedia, Cyber, and Information 
System, ICIMCIS 2020, pp. 213-219, doi: 10.1109/ICIMCIS51567.2020.9354306.

Shafer, S.M., Smith, H.J. and Linder, J.C. (2005), “The power of business models”, Business Horizons, 
Vol. 48 No. 3, pp. 199-207, doi: 10.1016/j.bushor.2004.10.014.

Shah, R. and Shome, S. (2019), “Platform economy: evidence from Indian market”, SCMS Journal of 
Indian Management, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 23-32.

Shi, X., Li, F. and Chumnumpan, P. (2021), “Platform development: emerging insights from a nascent 
industry”, Journal of Management, Vol. 47 No. 8, pp. 2037-2073, doi: 10.1177/ 
0149206320929428.

Sj€odin, D., Parida, V., Jovanovic, M. and Visnjic, I. (2020), “Value creation and value capture alignment 
in business model innovation: a process view on outcome-based business models”, Journal of 
Product Innovation Management, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp. 158-183, doi: 10.1111/jpim.12516.

Snelson, C.L. (2016), “Qualitative and mixed methods social media research: a review of the 
literature”, International Journal of Qualitative Methods, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 1-15, doi: 10.1177/ 
1609406915624574.

Solaimani, S., Bouwman, H. and It€al€a, T. (2015), “Networked enterprise business model alignment: a 
case study on smart living”, Information Systems Frontiers, Vol. 17 No. 4, pp. 871-887, doi: 
10.1007/s10796-013-9474-1.

Sparviero, S. (2021), “A digital platform for ethical advertising and hybrid business models for news 
organizations: are they greening methods for ‘news deserts’? Media”, Culture and Society, 
Vol. 43 No. 7, pp. 1328-1339, doi: 10.1177/01634437211040676.

Stanoevska-Slabeva, K. and Wozniak, T. (2010), “Opportunities and threats by mobile platforms: the 
(new) role of mobile network operators”, 2010 14th International Conference on Intelligence in 
Next Generation Networks, pp. 1-6, doi: 10.1109/ICIN.2010.5640892.

Staykova, K.S. and Damsgaard, J. (2015), “A typology of multi-sided platforms: the core and the 
periphery”, European Conference on Information Systems, pp. 0-16.

Stecca, M., Maresca, M. and Baglietto, P. (2009), “Definition of a business model for third party 
service providers in a converged fixed/mobile network scenario”, 2009 13th International 
Conference on Intelligence in Next Generation Networks, pp. 13-15, doi: 10.1109/ 
ICIN.2009.5357055.

Stecken, J., Ebel, M., Bartelt, M., Poeppelbuss, J. and Kuhlenk€otter, B. (2019), “Digital shadow 
platform as an innovative business model”, Conference in Industrial Product-Service System 
Procedia CIRP, Vol. 83, pp. 204-209, doi: 10.1016/j.procir.2019.02.130.

JOBM
14,1

80

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120647
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120647
https://doi.org/10.1177/02683962211023780
https://doi.org/10.1177/02683962211023780
https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.01728
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120857
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120857
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIMCIS51567.2020.9354306
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2004.10.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320929428
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320929428
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12516
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406915624574
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406915624574
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-013-9474-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/01634437211040676
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIN.2010.5640892
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIN.2009.5357055
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIN.2009.5357055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2019.02.130


Still, K., Seppanen, M., Korhonen, H., Valkokari, K., Suominen, A. and Kumpulainen, M. (2017), 
“Business model innovation of startups developing multisided digital platforms”, 2017 IEEE 
19th Conference on Business Informatics (CBI), Vol. 2, pp. 70-75, doi: 10.1109/CBI.2017.86.

Stofberg, N. and Bridoux, F. (2019), “Consumers’ choice among peer-to-peer sharing platforms: the 
other side of the coin”, Psychology and Marketing, Vol. 36 No. 12, pp. 1176-1195, doi: 10.1002/ 
mar.21265.

Strulak-W�ojcikiewicz, R., Wagner, N., Lapko, A. and Hacia, E. (2020), “Applying the business model 
canvas to design the E-platform for sailing tourism”, Procedia Computer Science, Vol. 176, 
pp. 1643-1651, doi: 10.1016/j.procs.2020.09.188.

Su, Y. and Jin, L. (2021), “The impact of online Platforms’ Revenue Model on Consumers’ ethical 
inferences”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 178 No. 2, pp. 555-569, doi: 10.1007/s10551-021-
04798-0.

Su, J., Zhang, S. and Ma, H. (2020), “Entrepreneurial orientation, environmental characteristics, and 
business model innovation: a configurational approach”, Innovation: Organization and 
Management, Vol. 22 No. 4, pp. 399-421, doi: 10.1080/14479338.2019.1707088.

Subramanian, H., Mitra, S. and Ransbotham, S. (2021), “Capturing value in platform business models 
that rely on user-generated content”, Organization Science, Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 804-823, doi: 
10.1287/orsc.2020.1408.

Suddaby, R. (2010), “Editor’s comments: construct clarity in theories of management and 
organization”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 35 No. 3, pp. 346-357, doi: 10.5465/ 
amr.2010.51141319.

Suroso, J.S. and Jamilah, E.N. (2017), “Implementation model of smart connected motorbike service: 
an engineering economic analysis of machine to machine application”, 2016 11th International 
Conference on Knowledge, Information and Creativity Support Systems (KICSS), pp. 1-7, doi: 
10.1109/KICSS.2016.7951420.

Sutherland, W. and Jarrahi, M.H. (2018), “The sharing economy and digital platforms : a review and 
research agenda”, International Journal of Information Management, Vol. 43, July, pp. 1-34, doi: 
10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2018.07.004.

T€auscher, K. and Laudien, S.M. (2018), “Understanding platform business models: a mixed methods 
study of marketplaces”, European Management Journal, Vol. 36 No. 3, pp. 319-329, doi: 
10.1016/j.emj.2017.06.005.

Teece, D.J. (2010), “Business models, business strategy and innovation”, Long Range Planning, 
Vol. 43 Nos 2-3, pp. 172-194, doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.003.

Tellier, A. (2017), “Whatever happened to the great escape? Lessons from the rise and decline of the 
pinball ecosystem”, International Journal of Technology Management, Vol. 75 Nos 1-4,
pp. 121-141, doi: 10.1504/IJTM.2017.085691.

Thomas, L.D.W., Autio, E. and Gann, D.M. (2014), “Architectural leverage: putting platforms in 
context”, Academy of Management Perspectives, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 198-219, doi: 10.5465/ 
amp.2011.0105.

Tian, J., Coreynen, W., Matthyssens, P. and Shen, L. (2021), “Platform-based servitization and business 
model adaptation by established manufacturers”, Technovation, Vol. 118, 102222, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.technovation.2021.102222.

Timeus, K., Vinaixa, J. and Pardo-Bosch, F. (2020), “Creating business models for smart cities: a 
practical framework”, Public Management Review, Vol. 22 No. 5, pp. 726-745, doi: 10.1080/ 
14719037.2020.1718187.

Timmers, P. (1998), “Business models for electronic markets”, Electronic Markets, Vol. 8 No. 2, 
pp. 3-8, doi: 10.1080/10196789800000016.

Tiwana, A. (2014), Platform Ecosystems Aligning Architecture, Governance, and Strategy, Morgan 
Kaufmann, Waltham, MA.

Tiwana, A., Konsynski, B. and Bush, A.A. (2010), “Platform evolution: coevolution of platform 
architecture, governance, and environmental dynamics”, Information Systems Research, Vol. 21 
No. 4, pp. 675-687, doi: 10.1287/isre.1100.0323.

Journal of 
Business Models

81

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1109/CBI.2017.86
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21265
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2020.09.188
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-021-04798-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-021-04798-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2019.1707088
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2020.1408
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.51141319
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.51141319
https://doi.org/10.1109/KICSS.2016.7951420
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2017.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJTM.2017.085691
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2011.0105
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2011.0105
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102222
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2020.1718187
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2020.1718187
https://doi.org/10.1080/10196789800000016
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.1100.0323


Tohonean, D., Zainea, L., Stoian, C.A., Baba, A. and Buzatu, A.L. (2020), “Entrepreneurial challenges: 
innovating business models for a multi sided platform approach”, The 12th International 
Scientific Conference “New Challenges in Economic and Business Development – 2020: 
Economic Inequality and Well-Being,”, pp. 475-486.

Trabucchi, D. and Buganza, T. (2021), “Entrepreneurial dynamics in two-sided platforms: the influence 
of sides in the case of Friendz”, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 
Vol. 28 No. 5, pp. 1184-1205, doi: 10.1108/IJEBR-01-2021-0076.

Trabucchi, D., Muzellec, L., Ronteau, S. and Buganza, T. (2021a), “The platforms’ DNA: drivers of 
value creation in digital two-sided platforms”, Technology Analysis and Strategic Management, 
Vol. 4 No. 8, pp. 891-904, doi: 10.1080/09537325.2021.1932797

Trabucchi, D., Sanasi, S., Ghezzi, A. and Buganza, T. (2021b), “Idle asset hunters—the secret of multi-
sided platforms”, Research-Technology Management, Vol. 64 No. 1, pp. 33-42, doi: 10.1080/ 
08956308.2021.1842677.

Vargas, A., Fuster, C. and Corne, D. (2020), “Towards sustainable collaborative logistics using 
specialist planning algorithms and a gain-sharing business model: a UK case study”, 
Sustainability, Vol. 12 No. 16, p. 6627, doi: 10.3390/su12166627.

Velter, M.G.E., Bitzer, V., Bocken, N.M.P. and Kemp, R. (2020), “Sustainable business model 
innovation: the role of boundary work for multi-stakeholder alignment”, Journal of Cleaner 
Production, Vol. 247, 119497, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119497.

Verstegen, J.A.A.M. and Doorneweert, B. (2017), “How to build a successful business model with big 
data platforms?”, CEUR Workshop Proceedings, 2025, pp. 1-9.

Vial, G. (2019), “Understanding digital transformation: a review and a research agenda”, Journal 
of Strategic Information Systems, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 118-144, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.jsis.2019.01.003.

Viskovic, A. and Franki, V. (2021), “Value co-creation through a digital platform business model 
in the power sector”, 2021 44th International Convention on Information, Communication 
and Electronic Technology (MIPRO), pp. 499-505, doi: 10.23919/ 
MIPRO52101.2021.9597159.

Viswanadham, N. (2021), “Ecosystem model for healthcare platform”, Sadhana-Academy Proceedings 
in Engineering Sciences, Vol. 46, pp. 1-13, doi: 10.1007/s12046-021-01708-y.

Vitkauskait _e, E. and Vai�ciukynait _e, E. (2019), “Comparative study of business models of ridesharing 
platforms in Lithuania”, International Conference on Electronic Business, 2019-December, 
pp. 564-566.

Vizzarri, A. and Vatalaro, F. (2014), “m-Payment systems: technologies and business models”, 2014 
Euro Med Telco Conference (EMTC), pp. 1-6, doi: 10.1109/EMTC.2014.6996626.

Walravens, N. and Ballon, P. (2013), “Platform business models for smart cities: from control and value 
to governance and public value”, IEEE Communications Magazine, Vol. 51 No. 6, pp. 72-79, 
doi: 10.1109/MCOM.2013.6525598.

Wang, Y., Tang, J., Jin, Q. and Ma, J. (2014), “On studying business models in Mobile social networks 
based on two-sided market (TSM)”, The Journal of Supercomputing, Vol. 70 No. 3,
pp. 1297-1317, doi: 10.1007/s11227-014-1228-4.

Wang, D., Liu, S. and Lin, J. (2017), “Licensing vs. platform business model: quality investment and 
competition”, International Journal of Systems Science: Operations and Logistics, Vol. 4 No. 2, 
pp. 166-180, doi: 10.1080/23302674.2015.1117686.

Wecht, C., Demuth, M., Koppenhagen, F. and Wecht, C.H. (2021), “Platform-based business 
Ecosystems-A framework for description and analysis”, doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-85969.

Wei, X., Nan, G., Dou, R. and Li, M. (2020), “Optimal business model for the monopolistic ride-
hailing platform: pooling, premier, or hybrid?”, Knowledge-Based Systems, Vol. 204, 106093, 
doi: 10.1016/j.knosys.2020.106093.

Weiner, N. (2010), “Social networks evolving into service platforms - the Facebook-case from a 
business model viewpoint”, INFORMATIK 2010. Service Science–Neue Perspektiven F€ur Die 
Informatik. Band, Vol. 1, pp. 527-532.

JOBM
14,1

82

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-01-2021-0076
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2021.1932797
https://doi.org/10.1080/08956308.2021.1842677
https://doi.org/10.1080/08956308.2021.1842677
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12166627
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119497
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2019.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2019.01.003
https://doi.org/10.23919/MIPRO52101.2021.9597159
https://doi.org/10.23919/MIPRO52101.2021.9597159
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12046-021-01708-y
https://doi.org/10.1109/EMTC.2014.6996626
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCOM.2013.6525598
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11227-014-1228-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/23302674.2015.1117686
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-85969
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2020.106093


Weisshuhn, O., Greiner, C. and Ramdhony, A. (2021), “Business model innovation to enhance the 
efficiency of freight logistics in the maritime supply chain through blockchain-based industry 
platforms”, Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on E-Business, ICE-B 2021, 
pp. 76-85, doi: 10.5220/0010553800760085.

Wesselius, J. (2008), “The bazaar inside the catedral: business model for internal markets”, IEEE 
Software, Vol. 25 No. 3, pp. 60-66, doi: 10.1109/ms.2008.79.

Wirtz, B., Pistoia, A., Ullrich, S. and G€ottel, V. (2016), “Business models: origin, development and 
future research perspectives”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 49 No. 1, pp. 36-54, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.lrp.2015.04.001.

Wirtz, J., So, K.K.F., Mody, M.A., Liu, S.Q. and Chun, H.E.H. (2019), “Platforms in the peer-to-peer 
sharing economy”, Journal of Service Management, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 452-483, doi: 10.1108/ 
JOSM-11-2018-0369.

Wolfswinkel, J.F., Furtmueller, E. and Wilderom, C.P.M. (2013), “Using grounded theory as a method 
for rigorously reviewing literature”, European Journal of Information Systems, Vol. 22 No. 1, 
pp. 45-55, doi: 10.1057/ejis.2011.51.

Wu, Y. and Yang, Y. (2011), “Research on the E-Commerce-oriented solution of reengineering and 
operating of business model of specialized market in China: with the case of SJQ.cn”, 
International Conference on Business Management and Electronic Information, pp. 559-562, 
70440011, doi: 10.1109/ICBMEI.2011.5917972

Wu, Y.J., Liu, W.J. and Yuan, C.H. (2020), “A mobile-based barrier-free service transportation platform 
for people with disabilities”, Computers in Human Behavior, Vol. 107 No. October 2018, 
105776, doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2018.11.005.

Xu, Y., Ahokangas, P., Turunen, M., M€antym€aki, M. and Heikkil€a, J. (2019), “Platform-based business 
models: insights from an emerging ai-enabled smart building ecosystem”, Electronics 
(Switzerland), Vol. 8 No. 10, pp. 1-19, doi: 10.3390/electronics8101150.

Yablonsky, S. (2016), “Crowdfunding innovations”, International Journal of Services, Economics and 
Management, Vol. 7 Nos 2-4, pp. 246-264, doi: 10.1504/IJSEM.2016.081870.

Yablonsky, S. (2018), “A multidimensional framework for digital platform innovation and 
management: from business to technological platforms”, Systems Research and Behavioral 
Science, Vol. 35 No. 4, pp. 485-501, doi: 10.1002/sres.2544.

Yamakami, T. (2008), “Business model engineering analysis on mobile client-side software platform 
strategies”, 2008 7th International Conference on Mobile Business, pp. 59-64, doi: 10.1109/ 
ICMB.2008.21.

Yang, Z. and Mohammed, A. (2008), “On the cost-effective wireless broadband service delivery from 
high altitude platforms with an economical business model design”, 2008 IEEE 68th Vehicular 
Technology Conference, pp. 1-5, doi: 10.1109/VETECF.2008.454.

Yrjola, S. (2020), “Technology antecedents of the platform-based ecosystemic business models beyond 
5G”, 2020 IEEE Wireless Communications and Networking Conference Workshops, WCNCW 
2020 - Proceedings, pp. 1-8, doi: 10.1109/WCNCW48565.2020.9124823.

Yrjola, S., Ahokangas, P. and Matinmikko-Blue, M. (2018), “Novel context and platform driven 
business models via 5G networks”, 2018 IEEE 29th Annual International Symposium on 
Personal, Indoor and Mobile Radio Communications (PIMRC), pp. 1-7, doi: 10.1109/ 
PIMRC.2018.8580819.

Yrjola, S., Matinmikko-Blue, M. and Ahokangas, P. (2020), “How could blockchain transform 6G 
towards open ecosystemic business models?”, IEEE International Conference on 
Communications Workshops, pp. 1-5, doi: 10.1109/ICCWorkshops49005.2020.9145223.

Yrj€ol€a, M., Hokkanen, H. and Saarij€arvi, H. (2021), “A typology of second-hand business models”, 
Journal of Marketing Management, Vol. 37 Nos 7-8, pp. 761-791, doi: 10.1080/ 
0267257X.2021.1880465.

Yuan, L., Xia, H. and Wang, B.W. (2021), “An empirical study on the effectiveness of advertising 
strategies on a short-video sharing platform”, ACM International Conference Proceeding Series, 
pp. 56-62, doi: 10.1145/3471988.3471998.

Journal of 
Business Models

83

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.5220/0010553800760085
https://doi.org/10.1109/ms.2008.79
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2015.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2015.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-11-2018-0369
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-11-2018-0369
https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2011.51
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICBMEI.2011.5917972
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.11.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/electronics8101150
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSEM.2016.081870
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2544
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICMB.2008.21
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICMB.2008.21
https://doi.org/10.1109/VETECF.2008.454
https://doi.org/10.1109/WCNCW48565.2020.9124823
https://doi.org/10.1109/PIMRC.2018.8580819
https://doi.org/10.1109/PIMRC.2018.8580819
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCWorkshops49005.2020.9145223
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2021.1880465
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2021.1880465
https://doi.org/10.1145/3471988.3471998


Yuanxing, Z., Jing, Z., Bing, J., Yongxiang, L., Xiaohong, D., Qingqiang, X. and Taoyong, L. (2019), 
“Study on business model of internet of vehicles platform considering green power certificate 
transaction”, 2019 IEEE 9th International Conference on Electronics Information and 
Emergency Communication (ICEIEC), pp. 67-71, doi: 10.1109/ICEIEC.2019.8784655.

Yun, J.H.J., Won, D.K., Park, K.B., Yang, J.H. and Zhao, X. (2017), “Growth of a platform business 
model as an entrepreneurial ecosystem and its effects on regional development”, European 
Planning Studies, Vol. 25 No. 5, pp. 805-826, doi: 10.1080/09654313.2017.1282082.

Zennyo, Y. (2020), “Freemium competition among ad-sponsored platforms”, Information Economics 
and Policy, Vol. 50, 100848, doi: 10.1016/j.infoecopol.2019.100848.

Zhang, Q. (2007), “Research on medicine E-business platform model based on value-chain and value-
net theory”, 2007 IEEE International Conference on Automation and Logistics, pp. 2409-2413, 
doi: 10.1109/ICAL.2007.4338981.

Zhao, Y., von Delft, S., Morgan-Thomas, A. and Buck, T. (2019), “The evolution of platform business 
models: exploring competitive battles in the world of platforms”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 53 
No. 4, pp. 1-24, doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2019.101892.

Zoric, J. (2011), “Connecting business models with service platform designs: exploiting potential of 
scenario modeling”, Telematics and Informatics, Vol. 28 No. 1, pp. 40-54, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.tele.2010.05.008.

Zott, C. and Amit, R. (2010), “Business model design: an activity system perspective”, Long Range 
Planning, Vol. 43 Nos 2-3, pp. 216-226, doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.004.

Zott, C. and Amit, R. (2017), “Business model innovation: how to create value in a digital world”, GfK 
Marketing Intelligence Review, Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 18-23, doi: 10.1515/gfkmir-2017-0003.

Zott, C., Amit, R. and Massa, L. (2011), “The business model: recent developments and future 
research”, Journal of Management, Vol. 37 No. 4, pp. 1019-1042, doi: 10.1177/ 
0149206311406265.

Corresponding author
Val�eria Feitosa de Moura can be contacted at: valeria.feitosa.vv@alumni.usp.br

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

JOBM
14,1

84

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jobm/​article-pdf/​14/​1/​45/​11746960/​jobm-04-2026-0003en.​pdf by guest on 03 October 2026

https://doi.org/10.1109/ICEIEC.2019.8784655
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2017.1282082
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoecopol.2019.100848
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICAL.2007.4338981
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2019.101892
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2010.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2010.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1515/gfkmir-2017-0003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311406265
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311406265
mailto:valeria.feitosa.vv@alumni.usp.br

	Digital platforms’ business models: a literature review and research agenda
	Introduction
	Background and definitions
	Digital platforms
	Business models

	Research design and methods
	Findings
	Overview of research on digital platforms' business model
	Conceptualizing digital platforms' business model
	Definitions
	Scope conditions
	Relationships between other constructs
	Themes in research on digital platforms' business model
	DPBM artefacts
	Business model innovation to DPBM
	DPBM design
	DPBM success and failure factors
	DPBM life cycle
	DPBM outcomes
	DPBM external stakeholders
	DPBM antecedents
	Competition
	DPBM diversification
	Other themes


	Conclusion and future directions
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary material
	References


