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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the dynamic interactions occurring between the relationships of a focal 

firm and its business model over time. It shows how the two phenomena co-evolve, 

influenced by the anticipation and realisation of value by the actors involved. The business 

model focuses on a focal firm but extends beyond its boundaries, explaining how the firm, its 

customers, suppliers and partners, interact jointly to realise value. Value as interest motivates 

the actions of all actors in the pursuit of goals. Relationships constitute important resources 

for the enactment of the business model of the focal firm. Relationship partners commit 

resources to the business model according to the value they anticipate gaining. They continue 

to engage in interactions and with the focal firm’s business model if sufficient value is 

realised through the actions undertaken in each activity cycle. They reduce their commitment 

to future interactions and to the business model of the focal firm if their anticipated value is 

not realised. The managers of the focal firm also change their view of particular relationships 

if they are not realising their anticipations of value. Anticipations and realisations of value 

therefore influence both the relationships engaged in by the focal firm and related actors, and 

the nature of its business model. Some relationships change character over time, expanding or 

constraining the scope of action by the focal firm, and these changes also influence the 

evolution of its business model. The study is based on a process analysis of the 20-year 

evolution of the business model of an Australian software company.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this paper is to analyse the dynamic interactions occurring between the 

relationships a focal firm has with other actors and that firm’s business model, and how these 

change over time, as the firm and its partners seek to realise value. It builds on recent work 

by Bankvall et. al. (2014), Clarke and Freytag (2011) and Frandsen et. al. (2014) which 

examines business models from a relationships and networks viewpoint, highlighting the 

interactive and interdependent character of business model evolution. The business model 

concept provides a useful frame of reference because it represents the viewpoint of a 

particular firm – the ‘focal firm’ – and also describes the relationships and interactions which 

that firm has with other actors. Changes occurring in the focal firm’s relationships over time 

are accompanied by changes in the firm’s business model (Clarke & Freytag 2011). Frandsen 

et. al. (2014) in particular, show the dynamic interrelationships between perceptions of value, 

relationship interactions and the continuous development of the focal firm’s business model, 

while Ford and Mouzas (2013) and Bankvall et. al. (2014) highlight the interdependence of 

related firms’ business models, how activities and resources combine through interaction to 

generate value, with the relationships evolving over time. The present paper builds on that 

work, applying the theory of ‘value as interest’ from the field of axiology (Perry 1914, 1926, 

Pepper 1958). The paper develops the concept of ‘anticipated value’ and argues that this 

motivates actors’ interactions in relationships and networks and that it explains why they 

engage with the business models of other actors. ‘Anticipated value’ is proposed as an 

antecedent to interactions and business models. ‘Realised value’, which is a consequence of 

interactions, including the resource combinations and activities undertaken in accordance 

with a business model, explains why actors continue engaging and why they sometimes 

disengage. The paper starts by summarising the theory of the business model as a boundary-

spanning object built on relationship interactions. The paper then reviews the theory of ‘value 

as interest’ and develops the concepts of ‘anticipated’ and ‘realised’ value. It then presents 

the evidence from two phases of substantial change in the relationships and in the business 

model of a case study company, showing how changes in anticipated and realised value 

triggered changes in relationships which in turn led to changes in its business model. The 

concepts of anticipated and realised value, as motivators of interactions, add to interaction-

based explanations of how relationships and business models are sustained and evolve over 

time.   

 

THE BUSINESS MODEL CONCEPT AND ITS RELEVANCE TO RELATIONSHIP 

INTERACTIONS 

The business model is a unit of analysis distinct from product, firm, industry or network; it is 

centred on a focal firm but has boundaries wider than those of the firm. It describes the 

activities of the focal firm and its relationship partners as they seek to create and capture 

value (Zott et. al. 2011, p. 1020). Business models represent a particular set of strategic 

choices an organisation makes about policies, assets and governance, and these determine 

“the logic of the firm, the way it operates and how it creates value for its stakeholders” 

(Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 2010, p. 201). Business models represent value-creating 

systems – ‘bundles of practices’ that become institutionalised in firms, in business networks 

and in markets, over time (Mason & Spring 2011, p. 1038). Zott and Amit (2010) develop the 

notion of the business model as an ‘activity system’, combining the activities undertaken by 

all the actors in a ‘business model’. ‘Activity’ is defined as “the engagement of human, 

physical and/or capital resources of any party to the business model (the focal firm, end 
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customers, vendors, etc.) to serve a specific purpose towards the fulfilment of the overall 

objective” (Zott & Amit 2010, p. 217). The ‘activity system’ is “a set of interdependent 

organisational activities centered on a focal firm, including not only the activities conducted 

by the focal firm itself, but also those of its partners, vendors or customers etc. The firm’s 

activity system remains firm-centric to enable the focal firm to create value through 

interactions with its partners and also to appropriate a share of the value created (Zott & Amit 

2010, pp. 217-218). Because of its boundary-spanning nature, the business model is 

increasingly being seen as an object that depends on the relationships between the focal firm 

and other actors, one that evolves through their interactions, and one that is affected by 

changes in the relationships and in the business models of other actors in the wider network 

(Clarke & Freytag 2011, Munksgaard 2011, Storbacka et. al. 2012). The business model of a 

focal firm is thus interactive and emergent over time (Bankvall et. al. 2014). Clarke and 

Freytag (2011) provide a multi-level analysis of changes in business models as schemas at the 

firm level, in schema couplings at the relationship level and in complex schema 

configurations at the network level (Clarke & Freytag 2011, pp.9-10).  

 

The concept of ‘value’ is central to the business model concept (Frandsen et. al. 2014) and 

thus any analysis of business models presupposes a view about value and how value is 

created. Recent work by IMP researchers focuses on the nexus between interactions, business 

models and value. Westerlund (2004) extends the definition of value from that of transaction 

economics to include the value contributed by industrial buyer-supplier relationships, 

including economic, strategic and behavioural value, applying the ‘benefits minus sacrifices’ 

approach of Ravald and Gronroos (1996). Rajala and Westerlund (2004) extend this further to 

look at how relationship and network interactions enable the development of firms’ assets 

and capabilities, looking at a number of different business models in the software industry. 

Cantu et. al. (2008) explore the dynamic connections between increasing complexity in 

customer demand and in relationship and network interactions that lead to the identification 

of new opportunities and new value propositions, which in turn lead to the development of 

new business models (Cantu et. al. 2008, pp. 4-5). Frandsen et. al. (2014) analyse the links 

between relationships, different actors’ perceptions of value and the development of business 

models. Their starting point for value is also a benefits-costs approach (p. 5) which views 

‘value’ as actor-specific, phenomenological and emergent (p. 7), though they note a need to 

recognise the role of a softer kind of ‘value’ as well. They associate attributes of the 

product/service offering with elements valued by customers on the one hand and by suppliers 

on the other (pp. 5-13), and they explain changes in the business model as a consequence of 

customers’ and suppliers’ intersecting perceptions of value (p. 7).  

 

Storbacka et. al. (2012) take as their starting point the concept of ‘use-value’ in the manner 

defined by Gronroos (2011), where value is created by customers when they integrate the 

provider’s offering into their practices. The provider’s role is to facilitate and support the 

customer’s creation of use value through the customer–provider relationship (Storbacka et. al. 

2012, p. 54). The value itself is then created in ‘value creating systems’ where value is a 

consequence of interactions, “co-created between various actors within the system” 

(Storbacka et. al. 2012, p. 53). Value is created through the integration of resources with the 

customer’s practices; increased ‘use value’ is associated with increased ‘density of 

resources’, which is achieved through interaction (Storbacka et. al. 2012, p. 57). The business 

model provides a framework for the activities and practices that integrate resources across the 

various actors and their value propositions. ‘Practices’ are “more or less routinized actions, 

which are orchestrated by tools, know-how, images, physical space and a subject who is 

carrying out the practice” (Storbacka et. al. 2012, p. 56). The business model is thus one of 
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the tools or mediating devices through which the practices of different actors are orchestrated 

(Doganova & Eyquem-Renault 2009, Jones & Holt 2008). Storbacka et. al.’s (2012) 

framework implies, though it does not state explicitly, that the same process of resource 

integration enables the other actors engaged in the ‘value-creating system’ – actors other than 

the customer – also to create some kind of ‘use-value’ for themselves through these 

interactions. Clarke and Freytag (2011) note the tendency of the earlier business model 

literature to focus only on firm level value and they show how interactions in relationships 

and networks create value, not only for customers and for the firm, but also for suppliers and 

other actors (Frandsen et. al. 2014, pp. 2-3). Zott et. al. (2011) note that business models 

create value for a wide range of actors, including customers, suppliers, and alliance partners, 

as well as for the firm itself, even extending to a broader set of stakeholder beneficiaries 

across an economy and society more generally (Zott et. al. 2011, p. 1029).  

 

 

HOW BUSINESS MODELS AND RELATIONSHIP INTERACTIONS CREATE VALUE 

George and Bock (2011) note that ‘value’ is the least understood element of the business 

model concept (George & Bock 2011, p. 104). Frandsen et. al. (2014) also note that analysing 

‘value’ is both interesting and difficult (Frandsen et. al. 2014, p.3). Amit and Zott (2001) 

define value as ‘transaction value’, which is made up of producer profit and consumer surplus 

(Amit & Zott 2001, p. 503, Brandenburger & Stuart 1996). Later studies extend the notion to 

include value creation for other actors (Zott & Amit 2010, Storbacka et. al. 2012). However, 

business research on ‘value’ has extended the concept substantially beyond the financial 

consequences of transactions. Holbrook (1999) describes consumer ‘value’ as an interaction 

between a subject and an object, a relativistic comparison of preferences amongst objects, a 

process that varies amongst individuals and contexts (Holbrook 1999, p. 6). It is the 

consumption experience, not the product itself, which is the object of value (Holbrook 1999, 

pp. 8-9). Consumer behaviour and service quality models note the role of expectations that 

precede purchase or service experiences (Howard & Sheth 1969, Parasuraman et. al. 1985). 

Ng and Smith (2012) note that an evaluative consciousness precedes and follows a 

phenomenological value experience. Gronroos (2004), writing about ‘value’ in the context of 

buyer–supplier relationships, refers to ‘value’ as a process that emerges over time through the 

interaction of the customer and the supplier (Gronroos 2004, p. 108). Clearly, there are forms 

of value that extend beyond those that can be described in financial or transaction terms and 

these involve relationships and interactions with many kinds of actors that continue over time 

– before, during and after any transaction (Ford et. al. 2010, Helkkula et. al. 2012, Storbacka 

et. al. 2012). Payne et. al. (2008) note both the complexity of what constitutes ‘value’ and the 

multi-layered nature of the interactions involved in value co-creation. If ‘value’ is 

experiential and multi-dimensional, if it is a process that can precede and follow interactions, 

if ‘value’ as a process can arise before any transaction is entered into, then it is possible that 

value may be a cause, as well as an effect, of the business model and its associated 

relationship interactions. Axelsson (2010) notes the importance of relationship and network 

interactions in creating the activity links and resource ties that facilitate the creation of value 

(Axelsson 2010, p. 13). Ford and Mouzas (2013) note the important role of the customer in 

‘service-seeking’ to counterbalance the traditional supplier-side emphasis on ‘service-

offering’, with substantial value-creating activities arising jointly through interaction. The 

role of interaction in value-creation is further highlighted by Bankvall et. al (2014) in 

discussing service relationships, where “joint problem-coping can be seen as the basis for the 

offerings/seekings developed through interaction in business relationships” (Bankvall et. al. 

2014, p.45). These interactions evolve over time, and may lead to new forms of production 
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and use of offerings/seekings (Bankvall et. al. 2014, p.45). Frandsen et. al. (2014) note the 

phenomenological character of value; they focus on perceptions of value, noting the 

importance of a ‘softer dimension of value’, which includes the mindset of the supplier, 

transparency, honesty and professionalism (p. 11). These change over time for both 

customers and suppliers, as the focal firm develops (p. 12). The business model also develops 

over time as the focal firm adds new activities and changes how the activities are performed 

(Amit & Zott 2012).  

 

The research reviewed above highlights the extent of the shift of emphasis that has taken 

place in marketing, from transactions to interactions and relationships (Ford et. al. 2010), in 

which customers increasingly play an active part in the value-creation process (Sheth & 

Parvatiyar 1995). Relationships between customers and suppliers and the interaction of 

producer and consumer processes are sources of value (Gronroos 1994, 2004, 2009, Ravald 

& Gronroos 1996, Sheth & Parvatiyar 1995). In the buyer–supplier relationship, value for 

customers ‘emerges’ through interaction levels and episodes, linked as a process over time 

(Gronroos 2004, p. 104). The value process connects the value proposition suggested by the 

firm with the value actualisation that occurs only when the customer uses the product 

(Gronroos 2009, pp. 353-354). Hallen et. al. (1991) note how firms involved in ongoing 

buyer-supplier relationships tend to adapt products, processes and procedures mutually, in 

order to meet their own and their counterparts’ needs better, creating additional value in the 

process (Hallen et. al. 1991 p. 30). IMP research also emphasizes the mutual adjustments that 

occur through relationship interactions over time and space (Ford et. al. 2010). Tsai and 

Ghoshal (1998) extend the customer-supplier dyad relationship model to show how value – 

specifically, in their case, product innovation – is created through social capital generated in 

intra-firm networks that enable resource exchanges and recombinations, leading to the 

creation of new value (Tsai & Ghoshal 1998, p. 466). Moller and Torronen (2003) further 

explore the value-creation potential of relationships with multiple suppliers in relationship 

networks, noting that relational value arises on a spectrum – higher in high-uncertainty 

contexts where the focus is on value creation in the future (Moller & Torronen 2003, p. 113). 

Cantu et. al. (2008) apply the Actors, Resources and Activities model (Axelsson 2010, Ford 

et. al. 2010) and note how network actor bonds contribute to learning, help in mobilising 

external resources and enhance companies’ capabilities, orienting the resources and activities 

towards new shared objectives (Cantu et. al. 2008, p. 6). They note that the increasing 

complexity in consumers’ needs triggers a requirement to define new value propositions, 

stimulating heterogeneous actors to engage in network interactions that enable them to devise 

new business models that will satisfy those needs (Cantu et. al. 2008, p. 5).  

 

Bititci et. al. (2004) also build on the relationship and network model, combining it with the 

extended value-chain, to develop a theory of how value is created in collaborative networks. 

They show first of all how value is created cumulatively through a succession of ‘value 

propositions’ that are linked sequentially along a supply chain, and then broadened into 

multi-directional flows of ‘value propositions’ across an extended network of enterprises. 

Each ‘value proposition’ is “an implicit promise a company makes to its customers to deliver 

a particular combination of values” (Bititci et. al. 2004, p. 252). The ‘value proposition’ thus 

links “the customers’ expectations with the suppliers’ offer” (Bititci et. al. 2004, p. 253, 

Martinez & Bititci 2001). Frow and Payne (2011) develop a stakeholder perspective on the 

value proposition concept. Value creation is thus increasingly seen as a network-based 

phenomenon, where value-creating systems are organised as ‘value nets’ (Parolini 1999); and 

the value system of a business net is “a set of specific activities carried out by the actors 

constituting the net” (Moller & Rajala 2007, p. 898, also Moller & Svahn 2006). Palo and 
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Tahtinen (2013) also note the important role played by networks in the development of 

business models for emerging technology firms. The business model concept is thus central 

to understanding how value is created in networked markets, where ‘value’ is created for all 

stakeholders (Frow & Payne 2011, Zott et. al. 2011, p. 1029).  

 

 

VALUE AS A PROCESS OVER TIME 

 

Frandsen et. al (2014, p.17) note that ’value’ is phenomenological and emergent and they 

observe the difficulty of analysing the ‘softer dimensions of value’ and how business models 

might develop to enable more of that kind of value. They also note that ‘value’ is actor-

specific (Frandsen et. al 2014, p. 7). The field of axiology provides sound philosophical 

foundations for a view of ‘value’ as something experienced by every type of actor, not just 

customers or suppliers. In the late 19
th

 Century, Alexius Meinong theorised that value was a 

process – a ‘value experience’, based on four central ingredients: (1) The value subject who 

experiences (2) a positive (or negative) emotion called the value feeling, which is directed at 

(3) a real (or a non-existent, but intentional) object – the value object – with the value feeling 

arising as a result of the value subject entertaining (4) a judgment about the realisation or 

existence of the value object (Rescher 1982, p. 51). Christian von Ehrenfels reversed the 

direction of the process – proposing that human subjects value something because they desire 

it, rather than the other way around (Rescher 1982, p. 53), providing the philosophical 

foundations for a ‘motor-affective’ or ‘psychological theory of value’ (Osborne 1933 p. xiii). 

 

Within the psychological school, the American philosopher Ralph Perry (1914) describes 

value as an expression of “bias or interest” (Perry 1914, p. 149), resulting from irrational, 

‘motor-affective’ processes (Perry 1926, p. 27; 1954, Ch. 2). Anything that is an object of 

interest comes to be invested with value, just as anything becomes a target the moment 

anyone aims at it (Perry 1926, pp. 115-116; 1954, p. 3). “To like or dislike an object is to 

create that object’s value. To be aware that one likes or dislikes an object is to cognize that 

object’s value” (Perry 1914, p. 153). On this view, any organism with consciousness, capable 

of forming purposeful intentions, can ‘create value’. Perry (1926) develops a view of value as 

the result of ‘purposive action’ towards an ‘object of interest’, mediated by the ‘expected 

effects’ of those actions (Perry 1926, pp. 180-212). Purposive action is taken in pursuit of the 

goal (or interest) in anticipation that it will be effective (Perry 1926, p. 209). Perry’s theory is 

neutral as to specific value content, allowing different subjects to attribute different ‘value’ to 

the same object and for the ‘value’ to vary in different contexts. He thus introduces the idea 

that an object can be invested with ‘value’ in anticipation, and that ‘valuing’ motivates action, 

thus allowing the initial valuing process to precede any action, interaction, exchange or 

transaction process. Stephen Pepper (1958, pp. 33-34) builds further on Perry’s foundations, 

proposing that the core of the valuing process lies in a ‘mediating judgment’ – the judgment 

that the goal object will, in fact, produce satisfaction (Pepper 1958, p. 72). The goal object 

continues to be invested with value only so long as the ‘mediating judgment’ is believed to be 

true. The ‘mediating judgment’ may, in fact, be false; the goal object, once attained, might 

not lead to a resolution of the tensions triggering ‘interest’. The subject doing the valuing 

may have to adjust his or her mediating judgment through learning and experience; they may 

need to adjust their expectations, perhaps redirecting them to a different goal object, before 

the purpose can be achieved (Pepper 1958, p. 64 & Ch. 5). This provides a mechanism for 

judgments of value to arise in anticipation, for the anticipation to motivate action towards a 

goal, and for the judgment of value to vary upwards or downwards, in the light of experience, 

without any change in the properties of the object itself (Pepper 1958, Ch. 5). Perry (1914, 
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1926) and Pepper (1958) thus shift the emphasis from ‘value’ as a substantive or property of 

objects to ‘valuing’ as an action or process, an approach taken further in Aschenbrenner’s 

(1971) philosophical study of ‘value’ language, which treats the word ‘value’ primarily as a 

verb – something that people do (Aschenbrenner 1971, p. 37, p. 61, p. 66, p. 384). David 

Stark (2009) similarly observes the way valuing, prizing and appraising are motivators of 

actions (Stark 2009, p. 9), reintegrating the dichotomy  of ‘value’ and ‘values’, which has 

been drawn as a boundary between economists and sociologists, into a unitary concept of 

‘worth’ (p.11).  

 

The Meinong-Eherenfels ‘motor-affective’ theory of value (Rescher 1982), which Perry 

(1926) and Pepper (1958) developed further, thus underlies much of the current theory of 

value as an experience, as a process continuing over time (Helkkula et. al. 2012, Holbrook 

1999), and provides a robust and parsimonious framework for analysing how value 

experiences affect many different kinds of actors’ relationships, including those that form the 

basis of business models. Once it is accepted that value as interest arises in anticipation 

(Perry 1926), that this anticipation of value motivates human actions (Pepper 1958), and that 

the outcomes of those actions confirm or contradict the beliefs on which the interest is based 

(Pepper 1958), it is possible to conceptualise the multifaceted value perceptions of multiple 

actors as processes over time and to see these as both drivers and consequences of 

relationship interactions and therefore also of the business model of a focal firm.  

  

The following definitions of terms clarify the relationship between the actors’ experiences of 

value, their commitment to action and interaction in relationships with other actors, and to the 

business model of the focal firm. 

 

ANTICIPATED VALUE 

‘Anticipated value’ is the value an actor hopes or expects to receive as a result of an action or 

interaction they are about to undertake as a consequence of interest (Perry 1926, Pepper 

1958). Anticipated value applies to all actors, and not just customers or the founders of firms. 

Every actor who engages in any action is therefore motivated by ‘anticipated value’ – a form 

of value that derives from their belief that performing the action will achieve a goal (Pepper 

1958, Woodruff 1997). Anticipated value is specific to the subject who experiences the 

interest. One actor’s anticipated value is largely invisible to other actors until they begin to 

act. For a prospective customer engaged in service-seeking (Ford & Mouzas 2013), 

anticipated value involves the anticipation that their goals will be achieved with the use of the 

service (or product) being offered. For a supplier, anticipated value may involve the hope that 

the other actor’s business will become a useful distribution channel, leading to further 

business. For a prospective employee, anticipated value may be the thought that the work will 

be interesting and will pay them well. Value can be positive (‘attraction’) or negative 

(expressed by ‘aversion’ or motivation away from the object) (Pepper 1958).  

 

REALISED VALUE 

‘Realised value’ is the value actually received by a subject, as a consequence of an action or 

interaction. Value realisation is the process by which the suggested value is fulfilled or 

actualised by the customer and other actors involved (Bititci et. al. 2004, Bowman & 

Ambrosini 2000). Realised value may differ from anticipated value. Actors learn to adjust 

their anticipations of value based on experience (Pepper 1958). Some of the realised value 

might not be recognised immediately (Perry 1914); it might be fully recognised only in the 

light of further experience (Perry 1914, Pepper 1958). Realised value is also specific to an 

individual subject. The realised value of one actor may therefore not be visible to another 
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actor, which causes uncertainty when actors attempt to understand each others’ motivations. 

When realised value corresponds to or exceeds anticipated value, this motivates an actor to 

engage in a repeat cycle of the activity, consolidating any associated interactions into patterns 

of relationships. Similarly, if the anticipated value is not realised, or is insufficient, the actor 

will most likely refrain from repeat cycles of the activity, weakening or terminating any 

associated relationships.   

 

 

APPLYING ANTICIPATED AND REALISED VALUE TO RELATIONSHIPS AND 

BUSINESS MODELS 

 

Perry (1926) and Pepper’s (1958) theory of value, by being simple, applicable to any kind of 

actor and neutral as to specific value content, makes it easier to discuss all the different kinds 

of value that relationship interactions and business models enable. It incorporates the effects 

of learning and adjustment over time. And the concepts of ‘value anticipation’ and ‘value 

realisation’ make it possible to analyse what motivates actors to engage in relationship 

interactions, in a particular business model, and what keeps them engaged. Furthermore, 

using the terms ‘value anticipation’ and ‘value realisation’ in place of the more conventional 

terms ‘value creation’ and ‘value capture (or appropriation)’ (Bowman & Ambrosini 2000, 

Leepak et. al. 2007) achieves two other useful purposes: first, it places the value experience – 

before, during and after – wholly within the realm of the human subject who is doing the 

valuing; and second, it avoids the implication that somehow a fixed quantum of ‘value’ 

comes to be created in any action or interaction, that this quantum is somehow stationary in 

time, and that the actors are always in competition with each other to capture or appropriate a 

share of it.  

 

In the business context, entrepreneurs launch new ventures in the hope of gain (Penrose 

2009), which is an anticipation of value. They design a future promise of value to customers 

in the form of a value proposition before engaging with them (Gronroos 2009), and the 

business model emerges as a cognitive framework for delivering that value proposition 

(Doganova & Eyquem-Renault 2009, Tikkanen et. al. 2005). Interactions in relationships and 

networks constitute the mechanism through which value propositions are tested and adapted, 

actors begin to commit resources, and real activities are undertaken (Bankvall et. al. 2014, 

Rajala & Westerlund 2004, Westerlund 2004). Value is realised when the customer integrates 

the offer into their processes and practices (Bititci et. al. 2004, Gronroos 2009, Storbacka et. 

al. 2012). Both the customer’s and the entrepreneur’s anticipations of value may be 

confirmed as true (Pepper 1958) through their engagement processes and interactions (Payne 

et. al. 2008). This process applies equally to the other actors involved: suppliers, resource 

owners, employees and other stakeholders, each of whom is motivated by their own 

individual anticipation of value. Business models integrate the resources, activities and 

practices of multiple actors (Storbacka et. al. 2012). They frame the interactions of the 

various actors which enable the creation of value (Mason & Mouzas 2007, Munksgaard 

2011). These networks of business activity are thus motivated by complex intersecting flows 

of value anticipations, value propositions and value realisations facilitated by the 

relationships and interactions occurring amongst all the actors (Bititci et. al. 2004, Mason & 

Mouzas 2007, Normann & Ramirez 1993, 1998, Parolini 1999). Future-oriented intentions 

and expectations play an important part in the formation and evolution of interactions in 

business relationships (Ford et. al. 2011). Building on these foundations, the present paper 

proposes that each actor’s prospective judgments of value determine the nature and degree of 

their willingness to enter into relationships with other actors and to engage in the actions and 
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interactions suggested by the business model. ‘Value’, in the sense of an anticipation of 

value, is therefore an input to the formation of relationships and interactions and therefore 

also to the business model, motivating the actions that bring it about and sustain it. Individual 

actors’ anticipations of value motivate them to offer resources, to engage in activities, and 

thus to create inter-actor relationships. ‘Value’ is also an outcome, in the sense of a 

realisation of something that an actor values. Realised value confirms (or disappoints) the 

anticipated value and thus motivates either a continuation of the interactions or a 

disengagement by the actor in question, depending on how each actor adjusts his or her 

‘mediating judgment’ (Pepper 1958). The ‘mediating judgment’ may be sticky; it may take 

several cycles of disappointment for an actor to change their judgment about an interaction 

from which they anticipated value. This same process can be applied equally to every kind of 

actor: to customers, to firm founders, to shareholders, to employees, to suppliers, to alliance 

partners and so on. The only thing that varies is the specific content of each actor’s personal 

valuing process, a process that is only visible to other actors when observable behaviour 

follows (Pepper 1958). For the relationship interactions (and therefore the business model) to 

be sustained, every actor must be realising something that they value from the process. The 

joint mechanism of anticipated and realised value thus functions as the glue that motivates 

and binds the relationships on which the business model depends.  

 

 

RELATIONSHIP INTERACTION PATTERNS AND BUSINESS MODELS EVOLVE 

OVER TIME 

Business models develop and evolve through a mixture of deliberate and emergent processes. 

They rarely emerge, complete and perfected, in a single moment of inspiration; they are more 

usually the end result of a process of discovery and refinement aimed at replicating successful 

business formulas in large scale to achieve growth in new environments (Winter & Szulanski 

2001, pp. 730-731). Business models may be discovered (McGrath 2010), developed and 

exploited through processes of trial-and-error learning (Andren et. al. 2003, Morris et. al. 

2005, Winter & Szulanski 2001) and experimentation (Sosna et. al. 2010). Business models 

may also be the result of an intentional and deliberate design process (Osterwalder & Pigneur 

2010, Storbacka et. al. 2012, Zott & Amit 2010). It is also clear that firms’ ‘activity systems’ 

evolve over time (Zott & Amit 2010, p. 218). This may be because the inherent complexity of 

the actor networks and interrelationships makes it impossible for entrepreneurs and managers 

to anticipate or comprehend all of the relevant considerations at the outset (Andren et. al. 

2003, Ford et. al. 2011). Business interactions are also conceptualised as processes evolving 

over time, where the outcomes of one interaction flow seamlessly as inputs into the next 

through joint activities and practices (Andersson & Mattsson 2010, Bankvall et. al. 2014, p. 

45, Ford et. al. 2010, p.86). The business models which result from relationship interactions 

therefore also evolve continuously over time (Bankvall et. al. 2014, Frandsen et. al. 2014, 

p.16).  

 

Business models may be ‘co-designed’ or ‘co-produced’ through relationship and network 

interactions evolving over time, a process common to situations of high complexity (Clarke 

& Freytag 2011, Frandsen et. al. 2014, Storbacka et. al. 2012, Tikkanen et. al. 2005, 

Wilkinson & Young 2002, p. 129). Entrepreneurs learn and adapt their start-up business 

models in real-time as they realise their vision of the desired business (Andren et. al. 2003). 

Business models are dynamic – they constantly evolve as “managers and frontline workers 

learn new and better ways of doing things” (Mason & Leek 2008, p. 774). Demil and Lecoq 

(2010) show how business models evolve as a fine-tuning process, including both intended 
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and emergent changes between and within the core components of the firm’s business model, 

in response to both external environmental triggers and deliberate decisions made by 

managers (Demil & Lecoq 2010, p. 235). They suggest that firms need to have the capability 

to change and evolve their business models while at the same time building and maintaining a 

degree of ‘dynamic consistency’ based on their core sources of competitive advantage (Demil 

& Lecoq 2010, p. 230). Clarke and Freytag (2011) show how business models are co-created 

through resource-embedding interactions that take place at the firm-level, through inter-firm 

connections at the relationship-level, and through complex configurations at the network 

level (Clarke & Freytag 2011, p. 10).  

 

Entrepreneurs embarking on a new business venture leverage their existing close 

relationships and develop new ones, interacting across an expanding network of other actors 

(Dubini & Aldrich 1991, Hoang & Antoncic 2003), thereby increasing their access to 

customers, resources and new information (Birley 1985, Yli-Renko et. al. 2001). Relationship 

interdependencies develop amongst the collaborating actors over time (Ford et. al. 2011), 

particularly in complex project-based businesses (Forsstrom 2005), and give rise to multiple 

opportunities for the co-creation of value, many of which may be initiated by actors other 

than the focal firm (Lusch et. al. 2010, Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004a, 2004b, Ramirez 

1999, Vargo & Lusch 2004). Through interactions and resource exchanges, self-interest 

broadens to mutual interest as actors begin to anticipate the effects of their actions on 

network partners (Anderson 1995). The interlinkage of multiple actors’ value propositions 

and resource exchanges (Frow & Payne 2011, Storbacka et. al. 2012, Wilkinson & Young 

2002) through these interactions constitutes a mechanism of value co-creation (Saarijarvi 

2012) which facilitates the development of the new business.   

 

As the focal firm interacts with resource owners, customers and other partners, its business 

model becomes linked to theirs through mutually aligned activities and practices (Brennan et. 

al. 2003, Mason & Spring 2011, p. 1038, Walter & Ritter 2003, Wilson 1995, Wilson & 

Vlosky 1998, Wilkinson & Young 2002).  Interacting business models are thus co-created by 

actor networks (Nenonen & Storbacka 2010, Storbacka et. al. 2012, pp. 65-68, Storbacka & 

Nenonen, 2011, p. 66).  Mutual interlinkage creates structural bonds (Ford et. al. 2011, 

Wilson 1995) that may help to stabilise the interacting business models; the parties adjust 

mutually and iteratively “until a sufficient degree of configurational fit has been achieved” 

(Storbacka et. al. 2012, p. 65) through a “mutually compatible ecology of theories and 

practices” (Wilkinson & Young 2002, p. 126).  Some degree of stabilisation is “a prerequisite 

for efficient operations, enabling long production runs and learning curve effects” (Storbacka 

et. al. 2012, p. 67).  However, mutual interlinkages also create dependencies, which mean 

that any changes affecting one actor may trigger changes in the activity patterns of other 

actors (Ford et. al. 2011, Hallen et. al. 1991), and thus in their business models. Dependencies 

also constrain the nature and direction of changes (Ford et. al. 2011, Wilson 1995). Changes 

in the patterns of network interaction thus trigger evolutionary changes in the firm’s business 

model (Araujo & Easton 2012, Hite & Hesterly 2001, Munksgaard 2011). The networks thus 

evolve over time (Hite 2005, Hite & Hesterly 2001), with consequences for all the actors 

engaged in them (Slotte-Kock & Coviello 2010).  Business models are thus co-developed 

through interaction and knowledge exchanges amongst actors (Demil & Lecocq 2010, Mason 

& Leek 2008, Munksgaard 2011, Storbacka et. al. 2012). Network interactions thus cause 

continual mutual adaptation (Hallen et. al. 1991) throughout the subsequent life of the 

business (Demil & Lecocq 2010).  
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The next section presents empirical evidence for these processes from the 20-year history of 

an Australian software company – ‘Z-SYS’ – whose relationship interactions and business 

model evolution illustrates the processes described above. 

 

 

METHOD  

 

The empirical data was collected iteratively from interviews with the company’s founders 

and key personnel, from original company documents and from general business media 

reports between 2004 and 2014. A preliminary version of the study was developed as a 

teaching case for a graduate course analysing the growth dynamics of high-tech SMEs, in 

2004. The teaching case was workshopped with classes of graduate students in 2004 and 

2005, with the permission of the company. Informal follow-up interviews were conducted in 

2005 and 2006 after the company was acquired by one of its international competitors. In 

2009, permission was obtained from the company’s founders to conduct more detailed 

interviews for the purpose of case study research. Multiple interviews were conducted with 

the two founders of the company, both of whom were actively engaged in day-to-day 

operations from the first concept of an opportunity, to the formal creation of the company in 

1985, through its development and growth, and up to its acquisition in 2005. Multiple 

interviews were also undertaken with two early-stage (pre-1996) employees of the company 

(former PhD students of the founders) and also with four later-stage (post-1996) employees 

of the company (none of them being former students of the founders). All eight informants 

held shares in the company at the time it was sold in 2005. Interview data was cross-checked 

against contemporary company documents and general business media in a forensic approach 

consistent with the methods recommended for company case analysis (Eisenhardt 1989, 

Pettigrew 1990, Yin 2009).  

 

From a detailed analysis of the company interviews, key events in the history of the company 

were identified, sequenced and plotted by date on an Excel matrix. Dates were validated by 

reference to company documents contemporary with the events. Events were sequenced and 

‘chained’ based on multiple informants’ accounts of antecedents and consequences (Bairstow 

& Young 2012), and ‘contingent relationships’ between the events were established (Abbott 

2001, Griffin 1992). Event sequences and contingencies were also checked with informants 

via several rounds of follow-up discussion and correspondence. Major periods were identified 

through interviewees’ accounts of discontinuities (Langley 1999) expressed in forms such as: 

“X was a major turning point for us, because…”, cross compared with objective company 

data such as growth in revenues, profits, average project size, staff numbers, the relative 

proportions of domestic and international work, and explicit statements in strategic plans and 

other company documents. Chained sequences of events were then plotted with causal 

linkages indicated by arrows connecting the events in accordance with Sterman’s (2000) 

approach to business dynamics. Significant events were enchained according to temporal and 

logical contingency (Abbott 1990, 2001, Abell 2009, Griffin 1992, Pentland 1999). Event 

sequences were then analysed using theories explaining evolutionary change over time 

(Dubois & Gadde 2002, Nelson & Winter 1982, Van de Ven 1992). Overall, 15 episodes of 

substantial changes in the company’s business model were analysed. The case study which 

follows analyses two of these episodes of substantial discontinuity (Langley 1999, Bairstow 

& Young 2012) in the business relationships of Z-SYS and consequential changes in the 

company’s business model, motivated by anticipations and realisations of value – (1) the 

transition from consultancy services to software development and (2) the transition from 

domestic customer focus to strategic international business.  
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CASE EVIDENCE: THE EVOLUTION OF THE BUSINESS MODEL AND 

RELATIONSHIPS OF AN AUSTRALIAN SOFTWARE COMPANY 

 

Z-SYS was founded in 1985, initially as a part-time applied mathematics consultancy, by two 

academics at ‘Technology University of Australia’ (TUA). The founders believed they could 

apply their mathematical skills to solve operational problems in large organisations in the 

public and private sectors. In the late 1990s, the company expanded rapidly beyond Australia 

and in 2005 it was acquired by one of its international competitors. Over its 20-year history, 

Z-SYS evolved through three distinct business models: ‘Applied mathematics consultancy’, 

‘Specialty software developer’, and ‘International systems supplier.’ In each of these major 

phases, both the company’s business model and the patterns of relationship interactions with 

other actors changed substantially. The discussion below focuses on two significant changes 

in key business relationships that occurred during Z-SYS’ two major business model 

transitions, triggered by changes in anticipated and realised value.  

 

FROM APPLIED MATHEMATICS CONSULTANCY TO SOFTWARE DEVELOPER 

 

Over the first ten years, the founders of Z-SYS undertook a large number of consultancies 

applying mathematical solutions and computer code to operations research problems for 

clients. As their reputation grew, computer systems companies began inviting them to 

participate in consortium bids for government contracts, anticipating that having these smart 

mathematicians on the team would help to differentiate their project bids. The 

commercialisation arm of the University, ‘TUAC’, also actively promoted their offerings. A 

major breakthrough came in 1992 when, as part of a consortium bid led by ‘TUAC’, Z-SYS 

was involved in developing a software system for A-CORP to optimise its call-centre 

operations. This project, which lasted over several years, involved the creation of new 

relationships involving not only ‘TUAC’ and the customer A-CORP, but also specialist 

service provides, computer systems companies and A-CORP’s Government stakeholders. Z-

SYS worked closely with the customer, with an ISO-accredited quality management 

company, ‘QualSys’, and with ‘Jay-Computer Systems’. The work involved less 

mathematical analysis and more software development, and Z-SYS hired more people with 

computer software skills to do this work. Up til that time, Z-SYS’ code had comprised 

problem-solving routines only suitable for use by trained specialists. Now they had to 

develop software that could be used reliably by semi-skilled call-centre operators via simple 

screen interfaces, 24/7. This involved an order of magnitude increase in software 

sophistication. When the developed system was rolled-out at A-CORP, Z-SYS also became 

involved in training the call-centre operators.  

 

The founders’ reputation and their relationship with ‘TUAC’, the value anticipations of those 

actors, led to Z-SYS’ involvement in the project, and the nature project work itself further 

transformed the actors, resources and activities required. The project for A-CORP differed 

substantially from the consulting projects the company had done previously; it was so 

complex that it required the continuous deployment of Z-SYS staff in ongoing interactions to 

support and maintain the software. The technical relationship was so close during the 

development period that A-CORP claimed a share of the intellectual property rights in the 

final software. From Z-SYS point of view, this relationship was motivated not only by the 

anticipated (and realised) fee revenue, but also by the founders’ anticipating that A-CORP 

would be a valuable reference site for the still young company; this anticipation was indeed 

realised. It was also anticipated that A-CORP would make a significant contribution to the 
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ongoing development of the software. Further, to ensure ongoing operations, Z-SYS set up a 

permanent team to support and maintain the software on behalf of A-CORP. 

 

By 1995, when the software went live at A-CORP’s call centres, Z-SYS’ relationships and its 

business model had changed quite fundamentally. Figure 1 illustrates the events in this 

transition. Over several years, through a number of incremental changes, the original applied 

mathematics consultancy which undertook discrete projects, sometimes providing specialist 

software code in exchange for fees for hours spent, had been transformed into a software 

company, developing, deploying, training, supporting and maintaining software in continuous 

interaction with a prime customer in exchange for software development fees and ongoing 

monthly maintenance and support fees. In addition, that customer had also become a strategic 

partner, bound to Z-SYS via shared IP rights in the software. Each of the events in the 

process are marked to show how anticipated value motivated action, which resulted in 

resource commitments or in the creation of new resources which helped to realise value, as 

well as the value realised by each of the actors as outcomes of each of the actions and 

activities undertaken. The overall process graphically illustrates a significant transformation 

of the relationships and the business model of the focal company.  

 

For most of the next decade, every deployment of the software involved Z-SYS sharing 

licence fees and royalties with A-CORP. As events turned out, however, A-CORP 

contributed little to the ongoing development of the software and Z-SYS experienced dis-

value in having to negotiate and share revenue with A-CORP every time the software was to 

be deployed by a third party. After multiple cycles, Z-SYS judged (anticipated) that it would 

realise greater value by buying back A-CORP’s share of the software rights and reverting 

from a partner relationship back to an ongoing customer-supplier relationship. For the 

founders of Z-SYS, their software projects were now realising such substantial value that 

they decided to leave ‘Technology University’ and work full-time on building the company. 

Just prior to this, the university’s commercialisation arm ‘TUCO’ was restructured and, from 

1996, it ceased to have any interest in software ventures. ‘TUCO’ thus ceased to value the 

relationship with Z-SYS and stopped promoting its business. Additionally, Z-SYS had by 

then obtained its own ISO quality certification, and so the anticipated value of working with 

consortium partners was reduced from its side also. These three events together resulted in Z-

SYS terminating its agency relationship with ‘TUCO’, and increasingly bidding and winning 

software development projects in its own right.   
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Figure 1. Relationship Linkages Leading Z-SYS from Operations Research Consulting to Software Products and Services 

 

Project 2 - Operations
Research Consultancy (City

Govt. StateA) (1985)

Project 4 - Operations
Research Optimization (City

Govt. StateA) (1990)
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Resource Value
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Program

Anticipated Value (Customer):
Govt service providers seeking

efficiencies through
computerization

Anticipated Value (Partner): Sale of
Computers (Computer companies
differentiate their bids by including

optimization)

Action (Network Devt): Z-SYS invited
by 'Big-Systems' Co. to participate in

consortium bid to develop service
optimization software for StateB

Action (Partner): TUAC
promoting Z-SYS

capabilities

Anticipated Resource Value:
Z-SYS sketches algorithm for

optimization software
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service optimization software

for A-CORP Call-centres

Resource (Partner): TUAC leads
consortium bid to provide service
optmization software for A-CORP

Call-centres
Network Devt: TUAC bid

involves 'QualSys' and
'Jay-Computer Systems'

Anticipated Value
(Customer): Better service

to the public

Anticipated Value (Customer):
Call-centre delivery requires 24/7

reliability and simple user-interfaces

Realised Value (Customer):
Periodic schedule changes

require regular system updates

Resource Value: Z-SYS
reputation for complex

optimization

StateB bid
not won Resource Value: Z-SYS uses

sketch of optmization
algorithm in StateA bid

Action: TUAC consortium (incl
Z-SYS) wins A-CORP service

optimization project (1992)
Action: Z-SYS develops reliable,
easy-to-use service optimization

software (1993-94)

Adaptation (Realised Value - Customer):
Z-SYS supports software with regular

updates when A-CORP service schedules
change (data entry/systems administration)

Adaptation (Value Proposition):
"Less operations research, more

software-development"

Adaptation (Resources):
"More software developers,
more data-entry people etc."

Action: Z-SYS
installs software

(1995)

Action: StateA sets up
service Call-centre

Adaptation (Realised Value -
Customer): Z-SYS trains

A-CORP Call-centre operators
in use of software

Realised Value (Customer):
Software usage reveals

system bugs

Adaptation (Realised Value -
Customer): Z-SYS fixes bugs

and maintains software

Realised Value
(Z-SYS): User

support fee

Realised Value (Z-SYS):
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Realised Value (Z-SYS):
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(Note: Item in italics links to events in other process diagram.) 
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FROM DOMESTIC TO STRATEGIC INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 

 

In 1996, two unrelated external events happened: (1) The Government of ‘Overseas’ (O/S) 

decided to break up the provision of government services into several competing entities, 

each of which set up call-centres to support service delivery, many of which came to be 

operated by B-CORP under outsourcing contracts; and (2) A-CORP in Australia decided to 

outsource the operation of its call-centres to B-CORP also. B-CORP was aware of the 

complexity of optimizing call-centre services and the Government of ‘O/S’ agreed to fund a 

3-year project to develop optimization software for use by its service providers. However, 

when B-CORP took over the operation of A-CORP’s call-centres in Australia, they 

discovered that Z-SYS software was already solving the optimization problem there. B-

CORP anticipated that Z-SYS software might give them an edge over their ‘O/S’ 

competitors, who would have to wait 3 years for something similar to emerge from ‘O/S’ 

Government’s project. B-CORP then invited the founders of Z-SYS to visit ‘O/S’ to observe 

their operations and see whether their system could be expanded and applied there. From 

early 1996, these interactions led Z-SYS to begin looking upon B-CORP as a potential 

marketing partner for its expansion into ‘O/S’. Armed with B-CORP’s introductions, Z-SYS 

founders visited ‘O/S’ in September 1997, where they called on B-CORP and on the 

Government’s call-centre regulators. In December 1997, Z-SYS went again to ‘O/S’ and in 

March 1998, they wrote a proposal to develop a pilot version of the software for one of B-

CORP’s larger call-centres. B-CORP funded the pilot project as an R&D venture, which was 

developed between March and June 1998. After the successful pilot in July, B-CORP 

commissioned a full-scale expansion of the software to support all its operations in ‘O/S’. 

This contract entailed another change in the payment model; B-CORP did not pay for the 

development of the full scale system, but it agreed to license the software if Z-SYS would 

build it. Z-SYS would retain the IP and could sell the system to other operators. (This was 

one of the triggers to Z-SYS ending its strategic partnership with A-CORP in Australia.) The 

software development work was done in Australia during 1998-1999 and the software went 

fully operational at B-CORP call-centres in ‘O/S’ in 2000. The system was then successfully 

sold to a number of other government-sponsored call-center service providers.    

 

Interactions with B-CORP and the ‘O/S’ Government call-centre regulator during the initial 

project in ‘O/S’ led to two other relationships that resulted in further valuable projects for Z-

SYS.  By 1997, web-based operators were beginning to compete to deliver government 

information services online and a startup web-based information services company ‘Gov-

Info.com’ was formed. The Call-centre regulator introduced Z-SYS to ‘Gov-Info.com’s 

systems integrator, Lynx Corp, who were seeking optimization software to support web-

based services. This led to a new contract for Z-SYS to develop a web-based version of its 

expanded ‘O/S’ software system. Lynx Corp also introduced Z-SYS to another company, 

‘MDM’ who were seeking to develop region-specific subsets of the ‘Gov-Info’ service, and 

this led to further software development opportunities. Thus, between 1996 and 2000, 

through a steadily increasing chain of new relationships and expanding network linkages in 

‘O/S’, Z-SYS incrementally expanded from an initial, opportunistic foray into servicing one 

particular customer in ‘O/S’ to having a viable and growing base of ongoing software and 

service customers there, sufficient to support the establishment of a wholly-owned subsidiary 

in ‘O/S’. Between 1997 and 2000, Z-SYS’ revenue from ‘O/S’ operations grew to exceed the 

company’s revenue from its original Australian customer base. Between 2000 and 2004, Z-

SYS continued to expand, using its subsidiary in ‘O/S’ to win additional software and service 

contracts in other neighbouring countries. Figure 2 illustrates the incremental steps in this 

transition, whereby Z-SYS developed from a purely domestic developer of optimization 
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software to become a strategic international player in this specialised domain. At each step, 

changes in anticipated value by particular actors motivated actions and the commitment of 

resources that led to realisations of value, which in turn confirmed the anticipated value, 

leading, in this case, to further new relationships, which led, in turn, to further expanded 

opportunities. Major changes in the relationships and network interactions were triggered by 

these incremental steps, which led also to substantial changes in Z-SYS business model. For 

example, the company’s new relationships with web-based service providers led to a change 

in the revenue model whereby the company earned a ‘fee-per-click’ from its web-based 

versions of the software. As usage of the Internet expanded rapidly through the late 1990s 

and early 2000s, this became a substantial source of new value realisation to Z-SYS.  

 

Throughout this period, the company grew dramatically under the momentum of new 

projects. Between 1997 and 2000, total employees grew from 18 to 32. The close 

interworking of Z-SYS software with clients’ operations led to increasingly close 

management relationships, with the result that, in several instances, key customers 

transformed themselves into marketing partners, as happened with both B-CORP and with 

Lynx Corp. Each new relationship thus led to other introductions, new opportunities and 

further expansions and adaptations of the Z-SYS software, steadily broadening the product 

range and deepening the company’s specific knowledge of the systems requirements of 

Government information service delivery. Through strategic relationships, and by 

successfully leveraging the learning from one project to the next, Z-SYS developed a 

strategic international business. Each international project  triggered more ‘trial-and-error 

learning’ (Zahra et. al. 2006) and the development of additional resource value in the form of 

new routines, practices and software tools, bringing further substantial changes to Z-SYS’ 

patterns of relationships and interactions and to the company’s business model. In its later 

years, Z-SYS also engaged with internet-based technology start-ups targeting the sector with 

web and mobile applications of the company’s core software. The international success of Z-

SYS – still a very small company with only 50 employees by 2004 – through these expanding 

network ties, brought it to the attention of larger international competitors who suddenly 

found themselves losing government tenders to this relatively unknown company from 

Australia. Finally, in 2005, the founders/owners of Z-SYS sold the company to one of their 

competitors in a successful trade sale.  
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Figure 2. Resource Ties and Network Links Leading Z-SYS to Strategic International Business Operations 
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(Note: Item in italics links to events in other process diagram.) 
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DISCUSSION: DYNAMIC INTERACTION OF VALUE, FOCAL FIRM 

RELATIONSHIPS AND THE BUSINESS MODEL, OVER TIME 

In 1985, the founders of Z-SYS identified an opportunity to apply their specialist 

mathematical expertise to solving real world problems (Alvarez et. al. 2013, Kirzner 1997, 

Klein 2008). The founders developed a conceptual business model which entailed anticipated 

value for the founders (Amit et. al. 2000), a potential value proposition for intended 

customers (“improved operational efficiency”), and preliminary ideas about resources they 

might need to carry out the business, many of which came from relationship partners such as 

their own post-graduate students (Bhide 2000). ‘Technology University’s Commercialisation 

Office’ (‘TUCO’) was an important initial partner, acting as the contracting agency for 

projects with external clients. The early projects realised value for customers, who gained 

new efficiencies. The founders realised value in the form of income, and also in new 

knowledge, some of which was published as research. The post-graduate student employees 

realised multiple forms of value: stimulus to research resulting from professional exposure to 

highly relevant issues, payment for the work, some of which was also published as research. 

The early projects thus confirmed many of the initial value anticipations, and motivated 

continued engagement with the business.  

 

As Z-SYS developed, one project at a time (Lind 2006, Pisano 2000), the company’s activity 

links and resource ties with other actors steadily broadened, stimulating incremental changes 

to both its relationships and its business model (Mason & Spring 2011, Storbacka et. al. 2012, 

Storbacka & Nenonen, 2011). The company thus evolved by small steps over about ten years 

from an applied mathematics consultancy to a company that developed speciality software. 

Initially, the partnering relationship with ‘TUCO’ grew stronger on both sides through 

repeated interactions (Ford et. al. 2011). ‘TUCO’ led the company into its first major 

software development venture by involving Z-SYS in a consortium bid for a very large 

organisation – A-CORP. Major computer companies also began to recognise Z-SYS 

specialist expertise and involved them in other projects for their customers, motivated by the 

anticipated value that having a team of specialist mathematicians in the consortium would be 

a useful differentiator in competitive tender bids. As a result, new relationship interactions 

were formed and the company’s network ties and resource links became more complex, 

resulting in changes to Z-SYS’ relationship networks and its business model. This led, over 

time, to the gradual interlinkage of Z-SYS business model with those of other actors 

(Storbacka & Nenonen 2011).  

 

The relationships with A-CORP and with ‘TUCO’ illustrate the dual character of actor bonds 

– as both enabling and constraining (Ford et. al. 2011). At one point in time, the founders of 

Z-SYS valued these relationships because of particular anticipations of value that were 

expected to follow from interacting with them. In the early stages of the relationship (1992-

1996) these anticipations of value were confirmed by interactions that led to value being 

realised by the firms jointly. Later on, however (after 1996), in both relationships, changes 

affecting the actors, some initiated in the indirect network, led to the earlier anticipations of 

value not being realised. In the case of ‘TUCO’, after Z-SYS obtained its own ISO 

certification, it had less dependence on actor bonds for that resource, which reduced one of 

the anticipated sources of value from the ‘TUCO’ relationship. Further, an externally initiated 

restructuring of ‘TUCO’ changed its strategic priorities and it ceased promoting Z-SYS’ 

offerings. As a result of these two events, the relationship with ‘TUCO’ ceased to be valued 

by the founders of Z-SYS.  In the case of A-CORP, Z-SYS realised value of a completely 
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unexpected kind, when B-CORP acquired A-CORP and discovered the capabilities of the Z-

SYS call-centre optimization software. B-CORP’s invitation to visit ‘Overseas’ then 

triggered a whole new series of relationships and new opportunities for Z-SYS. However, 

from 1998 onwards, as the ‘O/S’ projects began to offer new growth potential for the 

company, Z-SYS’ founders anticipated that the earlier strategic partnership with A-CORP 

would become a source of dis-value because of the need to negotiate and share revenue with 

them every time they sold another deployment of the system, particularly since A-CORP was 

making no contribution to the ongoing development of the software. As a result, they 

negotiated to buy back A-CORP’s share of the IP rights in the software. These interactions 

illustrate the dual role of actor bonds, also how particular relationships that are a source of 

value at one time may become a source of dis-value under other circumstances. They also 

illustrate how the anticipation of value (or in one case, dis-value) motivates actions 

(engagement/disengagement), and how the realisation of value motivates actors to continue 

engaging in the relationship. These event sequences illustrate how changes in the 

anticipations and realisations of value bring about changes in both the relationships and in the 

business model of the focal firm.  

 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS  

This paper shows how patterns of relationships amongst actors and the business model of a 

focal firm co-evolve through dynamic interactions over time, driven by each actor’s 

anticipations and realisations of value. The case shows how important it is for every actor, 

not only the customer and the focal firm, to be realising value, for the relationships and the 

business model to be sustained. The psychological or ‘motor-affective’ theory of value as 

interest (Perry 1914, 1926, Pepper 1958) provides a parsimonious theory of value that can be 

applied to every kind of actor – not just to the firm and its customers but also to the firm’s 

founders as individuals, its employees, shareholders as well suppliers, strategic partners and 

any other actors on whom the business model depends. This theory is entirely compatible 

with IMP research on the interactive processes of value creation (Ford & Mouzas 2013) and 

on the emergent and interdependent nature of business models (Bankvall et. al. 2014, Clarke 

& Freytag 2011, Frandsen et. al. 2014); it contributes a process explanation of the 

motivations behind actors’ interactions with each other and with the business models of other 

actors, why they engage and why they sometimes disengage, and how this process drives the 

evolution of the business model. It is also consistent with current theories of value as an 

experience continuing over time (Gronroos 2004, 2011, Helkkula et. al. 2012, Ng & Smith 

2012, Parasuraman et. al. 1985, Sheth et. al. 1991, Woodruff 1997).  

 

Contribution to theory 

By building on Perry (1914, 1926) and Pepper’s (1958) theory of ‘value as interest’, this 

paper shows how value processes can be explained for actors of all kinds, not just customers 

and the owners of firms. By applying equally to the value processes of any actor, this theory 

simplifies the discussion of value in relationship and network contexts, where the multiple 

intersecting interests of many kinds of actors need to be taken into account. IMP research has 

broadened the discussion of value by considering how the ‘service-seeking’ of customers is 

combined through interaction with the ‘service-offering’ of suppliers (Bankvall et. al. 2014, 

Ford & Mouzas 2013) to yield value propositions and valuable resource exchanges. The 

theory of value as interest enables a more general analysis of value processes that can be 

applied equally to actors of all kinds.  
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Pepper’s (1958) process theory of value also simplifies the explanation of the conceptual 

relationships between value on the one hand, and interactions and business models on the 

other. Most research to date treats the relationship as unidirectional: value emerges as a 

consequence – of interactions on the one hand (Bankall et. al. 2014, Ford & Mouzas 2013) 

and of business models on the other (Amit & Zott 2001, Clarke & Freytag 2011, Frandsen et. 

al. 2014). By applying Pepper’s (1958) theory of value as a process, this research shows that 

‘value’ may be an antecedent of interactions and of business models as well as being a 

consequence. The concepts of ‘anticipated value’ and ‘realised value’ make this clear. All 

actors anticipate value; the anticipated value is based on a ‘mediating judgment’ that the goal 

object will realise value for them; the anticipated value motivates them to act; after taking 

action, they reassess the ‘mediating judgment’ based on their experience; this may lead them 

to adjust their anticipation of value in subsequent activity cycles. The theory enables a 

dynamic analysis of value processes, explaining why actors change their judgments of value 

and what happens when they do. The paper proposes this ongoing process of value 

anticipation, action and value realisation as the central mechanism by which business 

relationships change and therefore also business models change, as the interactions confirm 

or disappoint each actor’s anticipations of value, in repeated cycles of activity over time.  

 

Implications for practice 

 

There is an increasing range of practical tools available to help practitioners manage 

relationships and networks (Ford et. al. 2011) and design new business models (Chesbrough 

2006, Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002, Johnson 2010, Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010). 

However, many of these tools tend to imply that relationships and business models come 

about as a result of a deliberate design process, and that, once they have been developed, they 

provide a more or less fixed template for value propositions, resource exchanges and 

interactions by the relevant actors. An alternative view suggests that relationships and 

interactions may be emergent and unpredictable (Wilkinson & Young 2002, Wilkinson et. al. 

2005) and that business models are also emergent phenomena (Demil & Lecocq 2010, Mason 

& Leek 2008). Business models may initially be implicit (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 

2010, Teece 2010), partial and incomplete cognitive maps (Mason & Leek 2008, Morris et. 

al. 2005, Osterwalder et. al. 2005), prospective mental representations of how a business idea 

might be made real (Doganova & Eyquem-Renault 2009). They are progressively made 

explicit through dialogue (Cornelissen & Clarke 2010, de Koning 2003) with close 

relationship partners (Dubini & Aldrich 1991). Through this dialogue process, patterns of 

interrelationships form and interacting practices emerge (Wilkinson & Young 2002); actors  

form their own meanings and judgments (Tikkanen et. al. 2005) about the potential value of 

engaging with others in a network, in which their value propositions become part of another 

actor’s value process (Alves & Roque 2005, Bititci et. al. 2004, Parolini 1999).  

 

The analysis presented here confirms the findings of IMP research that business models are 

emergent phenomena (Bankvall et. al. 2014), that they arise through interactions and 

relationships (Clarke & Freytag 2011, Frandsen et. al. 2014), and that they evolve over time 

(Bankvall et. al. 2014). This suggests that there are limits to the extent to which managers can 

formally and deliberately design a business model prior to enacting a new business. 

Uncertainty in the operating environment and the complexity of the actor networks and 

interrelationships (Ford et. al. 2011) make it impossible for managers to predict in advance 

exactly how a conceptualised business model will work in practice (Andren et. al. 2003, 

McGrath 2010). This places a premium on rapid learning and capability development by the 
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management team in the early days of any new venture (Eisenhardt & Martin 2000, Newbert 

2005). The relationships and the business model continue to adapt and evolve flexibly 

through processes of trial-and-error learning (Zahra et. al. 2006), as the various actors engage 

with each other and develop their understanding of the value anticipations of other actors and 

the actions necessary to realise value for themselves and for others (Frow & Payne 2011).  

 

There is still a role for formal business model design. It is important for managers to have a 

cognitive map to guide them (Mason & Leek 2008, Morris et. al. 2005, Sosna et. al. 2010), 

even accepting that it may be partial, incomplete, and subject to emergent adaptation, and 

shared across the related actors (Bankvall et. al. 2014). It becomes important to have an 

explicit account of the focal firm and how it operates when the founders need to access 

resources owned by other actors (Baker et. al. 2003, Jones & Holt 2008). The articulation of 

the business model in some durable form creates a business model artefact (Jones & Holt 

2008) or mediating device (Doganova & Eyquem-Renault 2009) that helps to make the focal 

firm meaningful to other actors. Once there is an explicit, formal description of the business 

model, this begins to have independent agency (Mason & Spring 2011, Simmons et. al. 

2013). Other actors use it to interpret the intentions of the focal firm and to judge the extent 

to which engaging with it will help them to realise their anticipations of value. However, 

explicit business model artefacts become fixed in time while the enacted business model 

continues to be subject to incremental, evolutionary changes as actors’ anticipations and 

realisations of value influence their ongoing interactions. Managers therefore need to be alert 

to the incremental changes and regularly review the explicit business model artefacts they use 

to orient themselves and other actors. There is a balance to be struck between the 

evolutionary benefits of incremental business model evolution and the disciplined critical 

thinking involved in formal strategic adaptation in response to radical, discontinuous change 

events arising in the external environment (Bhide 2000, Johnson 2010, Sosna et. al. 2010, 

Teece 2010). 

 

Most importantly, when conceptualising new interactions and new business models, 

managers need to understand not only the value sought by customers but also the kinds of 

value sought by every other actor with whom the focal firm will interact and to develop a 

business model through which every actor realises value (Frow & Payne 2011, Storbacka et. 

al. 2012, Zott & Amit 2007, 2010). They need to consider the service-seeking behaviour of 

these actors (Bankvall et. al. 2014, Ford & Mouzas 2013) just as much as they consider their 

own service-offerings; they need to decide how they will express their understanding of those 

actors’ anticipated value in specific value propositions, and how they will enable those value 

propositions to be realised through joint actions. They need to be aware that the anticipated 

and realised value for other actors may not always be evident to them. Value co-creation 

approaches (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004a, 2004b) may help bring them to light. Each 

actor’s anticipations and realisations of value will also evolve dynamically over time, based 

on their experience with the focal firm’s business model. Actors may increase or decrease 

their level of engagement with the business model; they may withdraw their resources 

completely if they are not realising sufficient value of the kinds important to them. Other 

actors’ judgments thus have a continuous incremental impact on the evolution of the 

relationships and of the business model.   
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Limitations  

 

This research focuses on the world view of the focal firm, as bounded by the business model 

concept. Accordingly, the concepts of anticipated, proposed and realised value are explored 

primarily from the viewpoint of the focal firm, its owners and employees, and only indirectly 

from the viewpoints of other actors such as customers, suppliers, resource providers and other 

partner firms. The value anticipations, propositions and realisations of those other actors 

could be studied in further depth by means of ethnographic studies such as that of Vaughan 

(2004), which would yield a deeper understanding of how the different individual 

anticipations of value motivate the different actors to engage in the value creation process, 

how that motivation is expressed in actions, and the different realisations of value that keep 

them engaged in the business model activities or that cause them to disengage. This would 

test and validate the concept of value anticipation as a motivator of those other actors’ initial 

and continued engagement in the business model.  

 

This research found very little evidence of deliberate relationship positioning (La Rocca & 

Perna 2014), of deliberate business model design (Zott & Amit 2010) or of radical business 

model innovation (Chesbrough 2010, Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002) in the case study. Z-

SYS’ approach to relationship development and business model adaptation was opportunistic 

and incremental. It is possible that continued strong market demand for their products and 

services meant that an incremental evolution of their relationships, networks and business 

model provided a satisfactory response to their circumstances in the specific historical 

context they experienced from 1985 to 2005. Being privately held, the Australian 

stockmarket crash of 1987 had little effect on Z-SYS; the recession of the early 1990s, if 

anything, increased the demand for the kinds of efficiencies their services enabled; and the 

dot.com bust of 2000-2001 made it easier for the company to hold onto its best staff. Studies 

of companies enduring external shocks that adversely impact their markets or resources may 

reveal a more strategic approach to managing relationships and networks (Ford et. al. 2011) 

and to business model adaptation (e.g. Sosna et. al. 2010).   



23 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Abell, P. (2009) ‘A Case for Cases: Comparative Narratives in Sociological Explanation’, 

Sociological Methods and Research, Vol. 38, No. 1, pp. 38-70. 

Abbott, A. (1990) ‘A Primer on Sequence Methods’, Organization Science, Vol. 1, No. 4, pp. 

375-392. 

Abbott, A. (2001) Time Matters: On Theory and Method, Chicago, University of Chicago 

Press. 

Alvarez, S., J. Barney and P. Anderson (2013) ‘Forming and Exploiting Opportunities: The 

Implications of Discovery and Creation Processes for Entrepreneurial and Organizational 

Research’, Organization Science, Vol. 24, No. 1, pp. 301-317. 

Alves, T. and L. Roque (2005) ‘Using Value Nets to Map Emerging Business Models in 

Massively Multiplayer Online Games’, Association for Information Systems, Proceedings of 

the Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems (PACIS 2005), Paper No. 113, pp. 1356-

1367. 

Amit, R. and C. Zott (2001) ‘Value Creation in e-Business’, Strategic Management Journal, 

Vol. 22, No. 6/7, pp. 493-520. 

Amit, R. and C. Zott (2012) ‘Creating Value Through Business Model Innovation’, MIT 

Sloan Management Review, Vol. 53, No. 3, pp. 41-49. 

Amit, R., K. MacCrimmon and C. Zietsma (2000) ‘Does Money Matter?: The Motive for 

Growth-Oriented Technology Ventures’, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 16, pp. 119-

143. 

Anderson, J. (1995) ‘Relationships in Business Markets: Exchange Episodes, Value Creation 

and Their Empirical Assessment’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 23, No. 

4, pp. 346-350.  

Andersson, P. and L-G. Mattsson (2010) ‘Temporal Profiles of Activities and Temporal 

Orientations of Actors as Part of Market Practices in Business Networks’, The IMP Journal, 

Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 57-78. 

Andren, L., M. Magnusson and S. Sjolander (2003) ‘Opportunistic Adaptation in Start-up 

Companies – Exploring the Links between Business Model Learning and the Resource Base’, 

International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management, Vol. 3, No. 5-6, pp. 

546-562. 

Araujo, L. and G. Easton (2012) ‘Temporality in Business Networks: The Role of Narratives 

and Management Technologies’, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 41, pp. 312-318.   

Aschenbrenner, K. (1971) The Concepts of Value: Foundations of Value Theory, 

Foundations of Language, Supplementary Series, Vol. 12, Dordrecht, Holland, D. Reidel 

Publishing. 

Axelsson, B. (2010) ‘Business Relationships and Networks: Reflections on the IMP 

Tradition’, The IMP Journal, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp.3-30. 

Bairstow, N. and L. Young (2012) ‘How Channels Evolve: A Historical Explanation’, 

Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 41, pp. 385-393.  

Baker, T., A. Miner and D. Eesley (2003) ‘Improvising Firms: Bricolage, Account Giving 

and Improvisational Competencies in the Founding Process’, Research Policy, Vol. 32, pp. 

255-276.  



24 

 

Bankvall, L., A. Dubois and F. Lind (2014) ‘Towards a Network-based Business Model 

Concept and The Case of a Truck OEM Considering its Business Model in India’, The IMP 

Journal, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp. 44-50.  

Bhide, A. (2000) The Origin and Evolution of New Businesses, New York, Oxford University 

Press.  

Birley, S. (1985) ‘The Role of Networks in the Entrepreneurial Process’, Journal of Business 

Venturing, Vol. 1, pp. 107-117.  

Bititci, U., V. Martinez, P. Albores and J. Parung (2004) ‘Creating and Managing Value in 

Collaborative Networks’, International Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics 

Management, Vol. 34, No. 3/4, pp. 251-268. 

Bowman, C. and V. Ambrosini (2000) ‘Value Creation Versus Value Capture: Towards a 

Coherent Definition of Value in Strategy’, British Journal of Management, Vol. 11, pp. 1-15. 

Brandenburger, A. and H. Stuart (1996) ‘Value Based Strategy’, Journal of Economics and 

Management Strategy, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 5-24.  

Brennan, D., P. Turnbull and D. Wilson (2003) Dyadic Adaptation in Business-to-business 

Markets’, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 37, No. 11/12, pp. 1636-1665. 

Cantu, C., F. Montagnini, M. Paiola and R. Senastiani (2008) ‘Convergence of Value 

Propositions : Developing New Business Models Through Networking’, Competitive Paper, 

24th Annual IMP Conference, Uppsala, Sweden.  

Casadesus-Masanell, R. and J. Ricart (2010) ‘From Strategy to Business Models and onto 

Tactics’, Long Range Planning, Vol. 43, pp. 195-215. 

Chesbrough, H. (2006) Open Business Models: How to Thrive in the New Innovation 

Landscape, Boston, Massachusetts, Harvard Business School Press. 

Chesbrough, H. and R. Rosenbloom (2002) ‘The Role of the Business Model in Capturing 

Value from Innovation: Evidence from Xerox Corporation’s Technology Spin-off 

Companies’, Industrial and Corporate Change, Vol. 11, No. 3, pp. 529-555. 

Clarke, A. and P. Freytag (2011) ‘Business Model Creation in Networks – Is there such a 

thing as a fresh start?’, Competitive Paper, 27
th

 Annual IMP Conference, Glasgow, Scotland. 

Cornelissen, J. and J. Clarke (2010) ‘Imagining and Rationalizing Opportunities: Inductive 

Reasoning and the Creation and Justification of New Ventures’, Academy of Management 

Review, Vol. 35, No. 4, pp. 539-557.  

de Koning, A. (2003) ‘Opportunity Development: A Socio-Cognitive Perspective’, Cognitive 

Approaches to Entrepreneurship Research (Advances in Entrepreneurship, Firm Emergence 

and Growth, Vol. 6), Emerald Group Publishing, pp. 265-314. 

Demil, B. and X. Lecocq (2010), ‘Business Model Evolution: In Search of Dynamic 

Consistency’, Long Range Planning, Vol. 43, pp. 227-246 

Doganova, L. and M. Eyquem-Renault (2009) ‘What Do Business Models Do? Innovation 

Devices in Technology Entrepreneurship’, Research Policy, Vol. 38, pp. 1559-1570 

Dubini, P. and H. Aldrich (1991) ‘Personal and Extended Networks are Central to the 

Entrepreneurial Process’, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 6, pp. 304-313.  

Dubois, A. and L-E. Gadde (2002) ‘Systematic Combining: An Abductive Approach to Case 

Research’, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 55, pp. 553-560.   



25 

 

Eisenhardt, K. (1989) ‘Building Theories from Case Study Research’, Academy of 

Management Review, Vol. 14, No. 4, pp. 532-550. 

Eisenhardt, K. and J. Martin (2000) ‘Dynamic Capabilities: What are They?’ Strategic 

Management Journal, Vol. 21, No. 10/11, pp. 1105-1121.  

Ford, D. and S. Mouzas (2013) ‘Service and Value in the Interactive Business Landscape’, 

Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 40, pp. 231-239. 

Ford, D., L-E. Gadde, H. Hakansson, I. Snehota and A. Waluszewski (2010) ‘Analysing 

Business Interaction’, The IMP Journal, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 82-103. 

Ford, D., L-E. Gadde, H. Hakansson and I. Snehota (2011) Managing Business Relationships, 

Chichester, John Wiley and Sons.  

Forsstrom, B. (2005) ‘Value Co-creation in Industrial Buyer-Seller Partnerships – Creating 

and Exploiting Interdependencies’, unpublished PhD thesis, Abo Akademi University, Turku, 

Finland. 

Frandsen, K., K. Munksgaard and T. Damgaard (2014) ‘Business Model Development – it’s 

all about Perceived Value’, Competitive Paper, 30
th

 Annual IMP Conference, Bordeaux.   

Frow, P. and A. Payne (2011) ‘A Stakeholder Perspective of the Value Proposition Concept’, 

European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 45, No. 1/2, pp. 223-240. 

George, G. and A. Bock (2011) ‘The Business Model in Practice and its Implications for 

Entrepreneurship Research’, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 35, No. 1, pp. 83-

111. 

Griffin, L. (1992) ‘Temporality, Events, and Explanation in Historical Sociology: An 

Introduction’, Sociological Methods and Research, Vol. 20, No. 4, pp. 403-427. 

Gronroos, C. (1994) ‘From Marketing Mix to Relationship Marketing’, Management 

Decision, Vol. 32, No. 2, pp. 4-20. 

Gronroos, C. (2004) ‘The Relationship Marketing Process: Communication, Interaction, 

Dialogue, Value’, Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, Vol. 19, No. 2, pp. 99-113. 

Gronroos, C. (2009) ‘Marketing as Promise Management: Regaining Customer Management 

for Marketing’, Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, Vol. 24, No. 5/6, pp. 351-359. 

Gronroos, C. (2011) ‘Value Co-creation in Service Logic: A Critical Analysis’, Marketing 

Theory, Vol. 11, No. 3, pp. 279-301. 

Hallen, L., J. Johanson and N. Seyed-Mohamed (1991) ‘Interfirm Adaptation in Business 

Relationships’, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 55, No. 2, pp. 29-37. 

Helkkula, A., C. Kelleher and M. Pihlstrom (2012) ‘Characterizing Value as an Experience: 

Implications for Service Research and Managers’, Journal of Service Research, Vol. 15, No. 

1, pp. 59-75.  

Hite, J (2005) ‘Evolutionary Processes and Paths of Relationally Embedded Network Ties in 

Emerging Entrepreneurial Firms’, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 29, No. 1, pp. 

113-144.  

Hite, J. and W. Hesterly (2001) ‘The Evolution of Firm Networks: From Emergence to Early 

Growth of the Firm’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 22, pp. 275-286.  

Hoang, H. and B. Antoncic (2003) ‘Network-based Research in Entrepreneurship: A Critical 

Review’, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 18, pp. 165-187.  



26 

 

Holbrook, M. (1999) (ed.) Customer Value: Framework for Analysis and Research, New 

York, Routledge. 

Howard, J and J. Sheth (1969) A Theory of Buyer Behaviour, New York, John Wiley & Sons. 

Johnson, M. (2010) Seizing the White Space: Business Model Innovation for Growth and 

Renewal, Boston Massachusetts, Harvard Business Press. 

Jones, O. and R. Holt (2008) ‘The Creation and Evolution of New Business Ventures: An 

Activity Theory Perspective’, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 

15, No. 1, pp. 51-73. 

Kirzner, I. (1997) ‘Entrepreneurial Discovery and the Competitive Market Process: An 

Austrian Approach’, Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 35, No. 1, pp. 60-85.  

Klein, P. (2008) ‘Opportunity Discovery, Entrepreneurial Action, and Economic 

Organization’, Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, Vol. 2, pp. 175-190.  

La Rocca, A. and A. Perna (2014) ‘New Venture Acquiring Position in an Existing Network’, 

The IMP Journal, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp. 64-73. 

Langley, A. (1999) ‘Strategies for Theorizing from Process Data’, Academy of Management 

Review, Vol. 24, No. 4, pp. 691-710. 

Lepak, D., K. Smith and M. Susan Taylor (2007) ‘Value Creation and Value Capture: A 

Multilevel Perspective’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 32, No. 1, pp. 180-194. 

Lind, F. (2006) ‘Resource Combining across Inter-organisational Project Boundaries’, 

Unpublished PhD Thesis, Division of Industrial Marketing, Department of Technology, 

Management and Economics, Chalmers University of Technology, Goteberg, Sweden.  

Lusch, R., S. Vargo and M. Tanniru (2010) ‘Service, Value Networks and Learning’, Journal 

of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 38, pp. 19-31. 

Martinez, V. and U. Bititci (2001) ‘The Value Matrix and its Evolution’, in ‘What Really 

Matters in Operations Management’, Proceedings of the European Operations Management 

Association, 8th International Annual Conference, Bath, 3-5 June 2001, Blackman, S. Brown 

et. al. (eds), Vol. 1, pp. 118-130. 

Mason, K. and S. Leek (2008) ‘Learning to Build a Supply Network: An Exploration of 

Dynamic Business Models’, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 45, No. 4, pp. 774-799. 

Mason, K. and S. Mouzas (2007) ‘Framing Business Relationships: The Role of Business 

Models’, Competitive Paper, 23
rd

 Annual IMP Conference, Manchester, UK.  

Mason, K. and M. Spring (2011) ‘The Sites and Practices of Business Models’, Industrial 

Marketing Management, Vol. 40, pp. 1032-1041. 

McGrath, R. (2010) ‘Business Models: A Discovery Driven Approach’, Long Range 

Planning, Vol. 43, pp. 247-261. 

Moller, K. and A. Rajala (2007) ‘Rise of Strategic Nets – New Modes of Value Creation’, 

Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 36, pp. 898-908.  

Moller, K. and S. Svahn (2006) ‘Role of Knowledge in Value Creation in Business Nets’, 

Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 43, No. 5, pp. 985-1007.  

Moller, K. and P. Torronen (2003) ‘Business Suppliers’ Value Creation Potential: A 

Capability-based Analysis’, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 32, pp. 109-118. 



27 

 

Morris, M., M. Schindehutte and J. Allen (2005) ‘The Entrepreneur’s Business Model – 

Towards a Unified Perspective’, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 58, pp. 726-735. 

Munksgaard, K. (2011) ‘Collaborative Business Models – Adding an Interaction Perspective 

to Business Models’, unpublished conference paper, ANZMAC Conference, 28-30 

November 2011, Perth, Australia. 

Nelson, R. and S. Winter (1982) An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change, Cambridge 

Massachusetts, Harvard University, The Belknap Press.  

Nenonen, S. and K. Storbacka (2010) ‘Business Model Design: Conceptualizing Networked 

Value Co-creation’, International Journal of Quality and Service Sciences, Vol. 2, No. 1, pp. 

43-59. 

Newbert, S. (2005) ‘New Firm Formation: A Dynamic Capability Perspective’, Journal of 

Small Business Management, Vol. 43, No. 1, pp. 55-77.  

Ng, I., and L. Smith (2012) ‘An Integrative Framework of Value’, in Vargo, S. and R. Lusch 

(eds) Special issue: ‘Toward a Better Understanding of the Role of Value in Markets and 

Marketing’, Review of Marketing Research, Vol. 9, Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp. 

207–243. 

Normann, R. and R. Ramirez (1993) ‘From Value Chain to Value Constellation: Designing 

Interactive Strategy’, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 71, No. 4 (July/August, 1993), pp. 65-

77. 

Normann, R. and R. Ramirez (1998) Designing Interactive Strategy: From Value Chain to 

Value Constellation, Chichester, John Wiley & Sons. 

Osborne, H. (1933) Foundations of the Philosophy of Value, Cambridge, Cambridge 

University Press. 

Osterwalder, A. and Y. Pigneur (2010) Business Model Generation, Hoboken, New Jersey, 

John Wiley and Sons.  

Osterwalder, A., Y. Pigneur and C.L. Tucci (2005) ‘Clarifying Business Models: Origins, 

Present, and Future of the Concept’, Communications of the Association for Information 

Systems, Vol. 15, pp. 1-38. 

Palo, T and J. Tahtinen (2013) ‘Networked Business Models for Emerging Technology-based 

Services’, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 42, p. 773-782.  

Parasuraman, A., V. Zeithaml and L. Berry (1985) ‘A Conceptual Model of Service Quality 

and Its Implications for Future Research’, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 49, No. 4, pp. 41-50. 

Parolini, C (1999) The Value Net: A Tool for Competitive Strategy, Chichester, John Wiley & 

Sons. 

Payne, A., K. Storbacka and P. Frow (2008) ‘Managing the Co-creation of Value’, Journal of 

the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 36, pp. 83-96. 

Penrose, E. (2009) The Theory of the Growth of the Firm, 4th edition (originally published in 

1959), Oxford, Oxford University Press. 

Pentland, B. (1999) ‘Building Process Theory with Narrative: From Description to 

Explanation’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 24, No. 4, pp. 711-724. 

Pepper, S. (1958) The Sources of Value, Berkeley and Los Angeles, University of California 

Press. 



28 

 

Perry, R. (1914) ‘The Definition of Value’, The Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and 

Scientific Methods, Vol. 11, No. 6, pp. 141-162.  

Perry, R. (1926) General Theory of Value, New York, Longmans, Green & Company. 

Perry, R. (1954) Realms of Value: A Critique of Human Civilization, Cambridge, 

Massachusetts, Harvard University Press.  

Pettigrew, A. (1990) ‘Longitudinal Field Research on Change: Theory and Practice’, 

Organization Science, Vol. 1, No. 3, Special Issue: ‘Longitudinal Field Research Methods for 

Studying Processes of Organizational Change’, pp. 267-292. 

Pisano, G. (2000) ‘In Search of Dynamic Capabilities: The Origins of R&D Competence in 

Biopharmaceuticals’, in Dosi, G., R. Nelson and S. Winter (eds) (2000) The Nature and 

Dynamics of Organizational Capabilities, Oxford, Oxford University Press.  

Prahalad, C. and V. Ramaswamy (2004a) The Future of Competition – Co-Creating Unique 

Value with Customers, Boston, Harvard Business School Press. 

Prahalad, C. and V. Ramaswamy (2004b) ‘Co-Creation Experiences: The Next Practice in 

Value Creation’, Journal of Interactive Marketing, Vol. 18, No. 3, pp. 5-14. 

Rajala, R. and M. Westerlund (2004) ‘Business Models and Networks: Assets and 

Capabilities in Software Businesses’, Competitive Paper, 20
th

 Annual IMP Conference, 

Copenhagen, Denmark.  

Ramirez, R. (1999) ‘Value Co-Production: Intellectual Origins and Implications for Practice 

and Research’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 20, pp. 49-65. 

Ravald, A. and C. Gronroos (1996) ‘The Value Concept and Relationship Marketing’, 

European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 30, No. 2, pp. 19-30. 

Rescher, N. (1982) Introduction to Value Theory, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, Prentice-Hall, 

University Press of America Inc. 

Saarijarvi, H. (2012): ‘The Mechanisms of Value co-creation’, Journal of Strategic 

Marketing, Vol. 20, No. 5, pp. 381-391 

Sheth, J. and A. Parvatiyar (1995) ‘The Evolution of Relationship Marketing’, International 

Business Review, Vol. 4, No. 4, pp. 397-418. 

Sheth, J., B. Newman and B. Gross (1991) ‘Why We Buy What We Buy: A Theory of 

Consumption Values’, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 32, pp. 159-170.  

Simmons, G., M. Palmer and Y. Truong (2013) ‘Inscribing Value on Business Model 

Innovations: Insights from Industrial Projects Commercializing Digital Innovations’, 

Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 42, pp. 744-754. 

Slotte-Kock, S. and N. Coviello (2010) ‘Entrepreneurship Research on Network Processes: A 

Review and Ways Forward’, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 34, No. 1, pp. 31-

57.  

Sosna, M., R. Trevinyo-Rodriguez and S. Ramakrishna Velamuri (2010) ‘Business Model 

Innovation through Trial-and-error Learning’, Long Range Planning, Vol. 43, pp. 383-407. 

Stark, D. (2009) The Sense of Dissonance – Accounts of Worth in Economic Life, Princeton 

and Oxford, Princeton University Press. 

Sterman, J. (2000) Business Dynamics: Systems Thinking and Modeling for a Complex 

World, Boston, Irwin McGraw-Hill.  



29 

 

Storbacka, K. and S. Nenonen (2011) ‘Markets as Configurations’, European Journal of 

Marketing, Vol. 45, No. 1/2, pp. 241-258.  

Storbacka, K., P. Frow, S. Nenonen and A. Payne (2012) ‘Designing Business Models for 

Value Co-creation’, in Vargo, S. and R. Lusch (eds) Special Issue: ‘Toward a Better 

Understanding of the Role of Value in Markets and Marketing’, Review of Marketing 

Research, Vol. 9, Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp. 51–78. 

Teece, D. (2010) ‘Business Models, Business Strategy and Innovation’, Long Range 

Planning, Vol. 43, pp. 172-194. 

Tikkanen, H., J. Lamberg, P. Parvinen and J. Kallunki (2005) ‘Managerial Cognition, Action 

and the Business Model of the Firm’, Management Decision, Vol. 43, No. 5/6, pp. 789-809. 

Tsai, W. and S. Ghoshal (1998) ‘Social Capital and Value Creation: The Role of Intrafirm 

Networks’, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 41, No. 4, pp. 464-476.  

Van de Ven, A. (1992) ‘Suggestions for Studying Strategy Process: A Research Note’, 

Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 13, Special Issue: ‘Strategy Process: Managing 

Corporate Self-Renewal’, (Summer, 1992), pp. 169-191. 

Vargo, S. and R. Lusch (2004) ‘Evolving to a New Dominant Logic for Marketing’, Journal 

of Marketing, Vol. 68, No.1, pp. 1-17. 

Vaughan, D. (2004) ‘Theorizing Disaster: Analogy, Historical Ethnography, and the 

Challenger Accident’, Ethnography, Vol. 5, No. 3, pp. 315-347. 

Walter, A. and T. Ritter (2003) ‘The Influence of Adaptations, Trust, and Commitment on the 

Value-creating Functions of Customer Relationships’,  

Westerlund, M. (2004) ‘Relationship Value in Software Business Models’, Work in Progress 

Paper, 20
th

 Annual IMP Conference, Copenhagen, Denmark.  

Wilkinson, I. and L. Young (2002) ‘On Co-operating Firms, Relations and Networks’, 

Journal of Business Research, Vol. 55, pp. 123-132. 

Wilkinson, I., L. Young and P. V. Freytag (2005) ‘Business Mating: Who Chooses and Who 

Gets Chosen?’, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 34, pp. 669-680.  

Wilson, D. (1995) ‘An Integrated Model of Buyer-Seller Relationships’, Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 23, No. 4. pp. 335-345.  

Wilson, D. and R. Vlosky (1998) ‘Interorganizational Information Systems Technology and 

Buyer-Seller Relationships’, The Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, Vol. 12, No. 

3, pp. 215-234. 

Winter, S. and G. Szulanski (2001) ‘Replication as Strategy’, Organisation Science, Vol. 12, 

No. 6, pp. 730-743. 

Woodruff, R. (1997) ‘Customer Value: The Next Source for Competitive Advantage’, 

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 25, No. 2, pp. 139-153. 

Yin, R. (2009) Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 4th edition, Thousand Oaks, Sage 

Publications. 

Yli-Renko, H., E. Autio and H. Sapienza (2001) ‘Social Capital, Knowledge Acquisition, and 

Knowledge Exploitation in Young Technology-Based Firms’, Strategic Management 

Journal, Vol. 22, pp. 587-613.  



30 

 

Zahra, S., H. Sapienza and P. Davidsson (2006) ‘Entrepreneurship and Dynamic Capabilities: 

A Review, Model and Research Agenda’, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 43, No. 4, 

pp. 917-955.  

Zott, C. and R. Amit (2007) ‘Business Model Design and the Performance of Entrepreneurial 

Firms’, Organization Science, Vol. 18, No. 2, pp. 181-199. 

Zott, C. and R. Amit (2010) ‘Business Model Design: An Activity System Perspective’, Long 

Range Planning, Vol. 43, pp. 216-226. 

Zott, C., R. Amit and L. Massa (2011) ‘The Business Model: Recent Developments and 

Future Research’, Journal of Management, Vol. 37, No. 4 (July 2011), pp. 1019-1042. 

 


