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Abstract 

Manufacturers have begun to realize that in order to have factories which are adapted to the 

contemporary conditions required for having state of the art manufacturing, the fixed 

network cables should be replaced by wireless communication with higher capacity. Cellular 

connectivity has this ability, but to be able to deliver it to manufacturing factories, they would 

benefit from establishing a suitable ecosystem design for the technology.  

The purpose of this research paper is to investigate how infrastructure developing telecom 

companies can work to establish this business ecosystem for cellular connectivity in 

manufacturing factories and make sure they remain competitive over time.  The purpose was 

fulfilled using a qualitative case study consisting of 20 semi-structured interviews, conducted 

at a case company. The case study was complemented with a quantitative study to understand 

the status of current relationships in the ecosystem. 

Results of the study indicate that:  

• As cellular connectivity for manufacturing factories is in an early stage of its life cycle, 

it is of more importance to convince customers of the technology’s benefits, in order to 

get a market pull, rather than promoting the own product.  

• A competitive advantage may not be yielded through getting a minimum viable 

product to the market in the sense of learning about components and complements. 

However, the minimum viable product should give rise to an opportunity to establish 

key relationships and experience across the entire ecosystem.  

• Relationships to all business partners in the ecosystem are considered important. 

However, the relationships differ in strength, as they are at different maturity stages 

and needs various amounts of attention and resources. Accordingly, some effort needs 

to be put into all relationships, but making sure to understand the optimal amount of 

attention and resources for each relationship may facilitate the choosing of 

appropriate effort levels. 
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Sammanfattning 

Tillverkande fabriker har börjat inse att de fasta nätverkskablarna borde ersättas med trådlös 

kommunikation med högre kapacitet, för att deras fabriker ska vara anpassade till dagens 

förhållanden som krävs för toppmodern tillverkning. Cellulär uppkoppling har denna förmåga, 

men för att leverera tekniken till tillverkande fabriker borde en lämplig ekosystem-design 

etableras. 

Syftet med denna studie är att undersöka hur infrastrukturutvecklande telekomföretag kan 

arbeta för att etablera detta ekosystem för cellulär uppkoppling i tillverkande fabriker samt se 

till att vara konkurrenskraftiga över tid. Syftet uppnåddes genom en kvalitativ fallstudie 

bestående av 20 halvstrukturerade intervjuer som genomfördes på ett företag. Fallstudien 

kompletterades med en kvantitativ studie för att förstå statusen på nuvarande relationer i  

ekosystemet. 

Studiens resultat påvisar att: 

• Eftersom cellulär uppkoppling för fabriker är i ett tidigt skede av sin livscykel så är det 

av större betydelse att övertyga kunder om teknikens fördelar för att expandera 

marknaden snarare än att främja företagets egen produkt. 

• Vart eftersom tekniken mognar är det viktigt att ha en differentieringsstrategi, för att 

få en tillfredsställande marknadsandel. En konkurrensfördel uppnås inte garanterat 

genom komponenter och komplement via att företaget får ut en tidig fungerande 

produkt på marknaden. Den tidigt fungerande produkten bör dock ge upphov till en 

möjlighet att etablera viktiga relationer och erfarenheter över hela ekosystemet. 

• Affärsrelationer till alla parter i ekosystemet anses vara viktiga. Relationerna skiljer sig 

åt i styrka, eftersom de befinner sig i olika mognadsfaser och behöver olika mängder 

uppmärksamhet och resurser. Följaktligen måste en viss ansträngning sättas in i alla 

relationer, men förståelse av den optimala mängden uppmärksamhet och resurser för 

varje relation kan underlätta valet av lämpliga insatsnivåer. 

Nyckelord: Industri 4.0, Cellulär uppkoppling, Affärsekosystem, Affärsrelationer  
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1. Introduction 

This chapter introduces the research by presenting the background and problem statement. 

The purpose of the study and formulated research questions are presented, as well as 

delimitations and contribution to the science. 

1.1 Background 

The next generation of industrial progress, referred to as Industry 4.0, intends to computerize 

and interconnect traditional industries such as the manufacturing industry (Varghese & 

Tandur, 2014). The main aim of Industry 4.0 is to make factories smart (Varghese & Tandur, 

2014; Ericsson, 2019). Making factories smart refer to creating factories with advanced 

adaptability, efficiency and improved integration of supply and demand processes between 

factories (Varghese & Tandur, 2014). Wireless communication plays a key role in enabling the 

development of Industry 4.0 (Varghese & Tandur, 2014; Ericsson, 2019) as it provides benefits 

such as; mobility of factory assets, massive interconnectivity, increased efficiency and 

analytics of operations, improved situation awareness and low deployment costs (Ericsson, 

2018). Presently, factories use fixed networks with cables for critical machine-to-machine 

communication (Ericsson, 2019). However, as Industry 4.0 develops, manufacturers have 

begun to realize that in order to have factories which are adapted to the contemporary 

condition required for having state of the art manufacturing, they would benefit from 

replacing the cables (Varghese & Tandur, 2014).  

As it stands today, there are two main technologies that can be used to for wireless data 

transmission in factory settings, Wi-Fi and Cellular connectivity. There are some fundamental 

differences between Cellular connectivity and Wi-Fi:  

Spectrum – Wi-Fi is commonly known for being regulated in unlicensed spectrums (2.4GHz 

and 5GHz). These are bandwidths that anyone can enter by setting up their own Wi-Fi hotspot, 

hence, the spectrum can be heavily saturated in densely device connected areas. Cellular on 

the other hand, is running on licensed spectrum. This means that cellular connectivity is not 

limited to any specific bandwidths, but a license for spectrum is needed to communicate using 

cellular network.  
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Transmission – Wi-Fi have a built-in listen before talk attribute. This means while sending 

information, the transmitter has to wait for transmission window before being able to send 

data to awaiting receivers. In other words, it is hard to predict how long time the transmission 

will take since there might be unpredictable delays. This does not apply for cellular, where 

multiple transmissions can occur simultaneously (Ericsson, 2019). 

Security – Most Wi-Fi devices and data are not protected by encryption or intrusion detection 

and are additionally open to any user. In contrast, cellular is for exclusive users and connected 

to trusted infrastructure. According to the data security companies McAfee and Symantec, 

using a cellular connectivity is more secure than Wi-Fi (Symantec, 2019; McAfee, 2012). 

Reliability – Ping latency for Wi-Fi varies between 3-80ms, whereas cellular varies between 

10-20ms (Huawei, 2019), making ping latency for cellular more predictable. 

For communication that is non-critical, either Wi-Fi or Cellular can be used to fulfill the 

purpose of the connection. However, for critical machine-to-machine communication, there 

are multiple advantages of using cellular connectivity when replacing the f ixed cables in the 

manufacturing factories. A comparison of fixed cables, Wi-Fi and cellular connectivity is shown 

in Figure 1 below, to further clarify the situation. 

 

Figure 1 - Comparison of connectivity options (Ericsson, 2019) 

The infrastructure developing telecom companies (will be referred to as IDTCs) have realized 

that Industry 4.0 brings new business opportunities (Huawei, 2019; Nokia, 2019; Ericsson, 
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2019). They also have a history of doing business with mobile network operators  (MNOs), 

when selling cellular connectivity for cell phones. IDTCs now wants to deliver cellular 

connectivity to manufacturing factories. Due to the experience of cooperating with MNOs, it 

is natural that their first choice would be selling through them. Looking beside the obvious 

fact that the IDTC have this history of successfully selling cellular connectivity via MNOs, the 

MNOs also have the spectrum rights. As the cellular network runs on licensed bandwidth, 

spectrum rights are needed to set up cellular connectivity. In other words, MNOs will most 

likely play a role in the uptake of cellular connectivity for manufacturing factories. However, 

the MNOs do not have the experience of selling connectivity to factories, neither is it certain 

that they have the competence of integrating new technologies in factories. Consequently, 

the IDTCs have started to investigate different distribution options to reach end customer. 

Using channel partners such as IT-distributors could potentially be a beneficial way of doing 

business, given the fact that they have both the experience of selling to the manufacturing 

industry as well as the competence and experience of integrating communication tools.  

Conclusively, cellular connectivity is not yet ready to be taken to the manufacturing industry, 

as a fully developed ecosystem including suppliers, complementary companies and 

intermediaries is missing. A business ecosystem is described as a network of multiple 

companies, that together produce a technological system which creates value for end-

customers (Basole, 2009; Ågerfalk & Fitzgerald, 2008; Moore, 1993). For IDTCs to be able to 

deliver cellular connectivity to manufacturing factories, they need to investigate and decide 

on a suitable ecosystem design for the technology.  

1.2 Problem Statement 

Wireless communication technologies have a bad reputation in communication due to the 

flaws in reliability and security of Wi-Fi. Thus, wireless communication has only been used for 

non-critical communication in manufacturing factories. With the new generation of cellular 

connectivity comes new potential, which enables for manufacturing factories to utilize 

wireless communication technology even for the most critical operations. However, the IDTCs 

have not figured out what the business ecosystem will look like, and which ecosystem 

members are needed to deliver the product to end customer. As the potential customers 

already have a functional business, there is no certainty that there will be a market pull either.  
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1.3 Research Purpose 

The purpose of this research paper is to investigate how IDTCs can work to establish a viable 

business ecosystem for cellular connectivity in manufacturing factories and ensure they 

remain competitive.   

1.4 Research Questions  

To research and achieve the purpose, the following main and sub research questions were 

formulated: 

Main Research Question: How can IDTCs create a basis for an ecosystem for cellular 

connectivity in manufacturing factories and become a competitive market player?  

Sub Research Question 1: How can IDTCs attract more customers to create a stronger market 

pull and ensure competitiveness? 

Sub Research Question 2: How should companies prioritize the inter-organizational 

relationships to different ecosystem members? 

1.5 Contribution to Science 

Studies have shown that relationship marketing can be utilized to decrease opportunistic 

behavior and other undesired acts between business partners. Other studies also show that a 

product or service is not better than the ecosystem delivering it to the end customer. By 

combining these two subjects, this thesis aims to contribute to science by examining  how 

relationship marketing theories can be utilized to establish a viable ecosystem for cellular 

connectivity for manufacturing factories. Furthermore, how establishing relationships per se 

enable competitive advantage where the value adding aspects are currently open to all 

competitors in the market. Theories from the subjects together with empirical evidence from 

the study seek to provide a thorough description to the explanandum.  
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1.6 Delimitations 

This study is subject to a couple of delimitations in order to deliver a good solution to the 

specific purpose: 

• The study results are limited to areas where MNO’s owns the spectrum rights, and 

where spectrum may soon also be available for industries (Sweden, Germany, USA etc.)  

• The study is subject to the assumption of the most probable ecosystem players and do 

not seek to find out if other players would fit into the ecosystem. 

• This study adopts the internal perspective, as empirical data only has been collected at 

the case company.  

1.7 Thesis Outline 

This section presents the outline of the thesis in a descriptive table, in order give a graspable 

overview of the thesis. Table 1 show the thesis outline.  

Table 1 - Thesis outline 

Chapter Chapter description 

1. Introduction This chapter introduces the background to the problem, how the problem has been 

formulated by researchers, the constructed purpose and what questions seek to answer 

that specific purpose 

2. Literature 

Review 

This chapter presents earlier research on the areas relevant for the study, and theories 

necessary to understand the analysis of the gathered empirical evidence 

3. Method This chapter explains the methodology utilized to perform this research, what tools and 

measurements that have enabled the results 

4. Empirical 

Context 

This chapter introduces the empirical setting researchers where placed in from the case 

company perspective 

5. Results This chapter introduces the findings from the study together with an analysis from the 

theories presented in the literature review 

6. Discussion This chapter discusses the findings in relation to the research questions and other 

empirical data from alike studies 

7. Conclusion This chapter introduces the conclusion as an outcome of analysis and discussion, as well as 

managerial implications and suggestions for future research  
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2 Literature Review 

This chapter presents a review of existing literature and is divided into two sections: Business 

Ecosystems and Relationship Marketing.  

2.1 Business Ecosystems 

The ecosystem in a business context is a concept that is derived from biological science. Similar 

to a biological ecosystem where a community of organisms adapt and evolve in order to 

survive, the idea of a business ecosystem suggest that multiple interdependent companies are 

contributing to a business ecosystem’s well-being; businesses benefit from the existence of 

other businesses. A business ecosystem is described as a network of multiple companies, that 

together produce a technological system which creates value for end-customers (Basole, 

2009; Bahrami & Evans, 1995; Lusch, 2011; Teece, 2007; Ågerfalk & Fitzgerald, 2008; Moore, 

1993; Iansiti & Levien, 2004).  

Business strategist James F Moore first coined the term business ecosystem in the article 

“Predators and Prey: A New Ecology of Competition” that was published in 1993 in the 

Harvard Business Review (Moore, 1993). Moore claimed that the only sustainable competitive 

advantage comes from out innovating competition but doing so is impossible as a single 

company. Moore argued that no innovative business can evolve in a vacuum, all businesses 

need to create cooperative networks in order to be successful (Moore, 1993). He stated that 

companies included in a business ecosystem co-evolve capabilities around new innovations, 

by working in cooperation as well as in competition while creating products and services. He 

described the concept as:  

“In a business ecosystem, companies co-evolve capabilities around a new innovation: 

they work cooperatively and competitively to support new products, satisfy customer 

needs, and eventually incorporate the next round of innovations.” (Moore, 1993) p.4 

Moore’s original description and idea of a business ecosystem has received recognition from 

scholars and researchers, which in turn have expanded the idea of the business ecosystem: In 

addition to companies as system integrators (SIs), suppliers and complementary companies, 

business ecosystems may also be perceived to include any other part that affects a business. 

This means it also includes advertisers, finance providers, universities and institutions, 
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distributors, finance providers, regulatory 

authorities, judiciary and end-customers (Li, 2009; 

Iyer & Davenport, 2008; Gaba, et al., 2005; Kapoor 

& Adner, 2010; Pierce, 2008).  

There is a consensus among researchers that the 

overall benefit of working in a network of multiple 

organizations, is that cooperation can deliver value 

which no single company can do alone (Moore, 

1993; Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Gawer & Cusamano, 

2002; Adner, 2006). However, business ecosystems 

do also present new challenges that require 

attention from a strategy perspective (Adner, 2006; 

Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Moore, 1993). As described, 

a company’s innovation and its value are no longer 

independent. With insufficient development of 

complementary and component companies, 

innovation efforts are at risk of becoming 

meaningless (Adner, 2006). When in an evolving 

ecosystem, an important factor that companies 

must consider is timing – developing an own 

innovation too far ahead of its complements, for 

example, have negative impact on the market potential of an innovation (Adner, 2006; Kapoor 

& Adner, 2016). This may allow a company to reconsider its strategies. In some cases, it is 

beneficial to lower the expectations on the company’s own product’s performance, and rather 

allocate resources to a partner, integrate within the ecosystem, change targeted market or 

perhaps engage in lobbying activity directed at the government; anything to enhance the 

performance of the ecosystem as a whole. A common mistake by managers is to plan out the 

full ecosystem, choose position within it, and then act in a hurry to develop and defend their 

role in providing end customers with an integrated product (Adner, 2006). Adner (2006) 

argues that the key for being a successful member of an ecosystem is to have a strategy that 

accounts for challenges inherent in collaborative networks.  

Bottlenecks in an Ecosystem 

An historical example of 

bottlenecks in an ecosystem is 

the HDTV: Manufacturers had 

made HDTV technology available 

for the mass market in 1990’s, but 

the diffusion of this technology did 

not meet the manufacturers 

expectations. This was not due to 

the fact that the TVs were 

deficient, but because 

complements as broadcasting, 

studio production equipment and 

signal technology needed over a 

decade to catch up with the 

innovation (Adner, 2006; Kapoor 

& Adner, 2016). As the HDTV 

innovators waited for 

complements to reach an 

adequate level, competition 

started to arise. The chance of 

obtaining the first-mover 

advantage was gone once the 

required complements were 

there, and when the HDTV finally 

reached the market, the 

innovators had to compete for 

consumers in a crowded market 

(Adner, 2006; Kapoor & Adner, 

2016). 

Historical Case 
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Understanding of business ecosystems helps executives to predict the challenges of nurturing 

the complex communities that bring new innovations to the market (Moore, 1993; Iansiti & 

Levien, 2004). Through the ecosystems approach, companies can understand their own 

business by taking their partners, with which they cooperate, into consideration. At the same 

time, they are able to assess the power of competition considering the ecosystem that they 

have created. 

Beyond assessing capabilities, companies must also address the matter of ecosystem 

leadership (Adner, 2006). The leader of a business ecosystem is called the keystone (Iansiti & 

Levien, 2004). The keystone is sometimes referred to as the ecosystem leader (Moore, 1993) 

or the platform leader (Gawer & Cusamano, 2002), and is the company that takes the role of 

regulating the ecosystem’s overall function. The keystone’s actions affect the success of all 

companies in an ecosystem, including its own. Apple is an example of a keystone in its business 

ecosystem; Since other members of the ecosystem utilizes Apple’s platform (iPhone) for 

delivering their own offerings (Apps), they are directly dependent of Apple’s success. The 

keystone strategy involves sharing created value with companies that are included in the 

ecosystem. By sharing created value, the keystone company can recruit and retain other 

companies to the ecosystem, which is a crucial part for development of an ecosystem (Moore, 

1993).  The keystone is supported by niche players. The majority of the members in an 

ecosystem are niche players, which are the companies that have specialized functions to 

contribute with toward the overall function of a business ecosystem (Gawer & Cusamano, 

2002). The niche players are sometimes referred to as complementary companies and are 

companies that help the keystone expand its application areas (Gawer & Cusamano, 2002). As 

the creation of a product and consequently the creation of value is reliant on the development 

of components and complements, the niche players are of great importance for an ecosystem. 

Adner and Kapoor (2016) argues that you can only be as good as your ecosystem. Hence, the 

failure of a component or a complement producer can hamper the performance of the whole 

ecosystem.  
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2.1.1 Architectural Design of a Business Ecosystem 

Business ecosystems are evolved subsequent to internal and external processes. An important 

endogenous factor within the ecosystem is the process of co-evolution, as interdependent 

members of the ecosystem evolve in reciprocity with other members (Basole, 2009; Moore, 

1993). Co-evolution refers to the processes of exchanging recourses and knowledge, 

supporting and interacting with other members of the ecosystem, even feeding off one 

another (Tsatsou, et al., 2010; Wang & Vidgen, 2006). Co-evolution is easily observed when 

component producers and  complementary organizations create distinct sub-systems, and 

when there is a clear platform architecture of the ecosystem which connects all of the sub-

systems in an effective manner (Li, 2009). In such an ecosystem, the keystone plays an 

important and central part in connecting technologies of the ecosystem members (Iansiti & 

Levien, 2004; Iyer & Davenport, 2008). The keystone is therefore typically responsible for the 

architectural design of an ecosystem (Bush, et al., 2010). The architectural design can be 

facilitated by disaggregation, the breaking down of the architecture into sub-systems. By 

disaggregation, it is easier to identify the functions performed by the different sub-systems, 

which is beneficial when reducing interdependence between the components in the 

ecosystem (Bush, et al., 2010). A reduced interdependence can speed up the development of 

sub-systems, while simultaneously helping to cope with complexity. Therefore, the level of 

independence across sub-systems, referred to as modularity, is central to the architectural 

design of an ecosystem (Bush, et al., 2010). When developing the architectural design, 

modularity can be increased by decoupling of sub-systems and creating standardized 

interfaces between them. Systems that have a high degree of modularity are likely to 

experience a faster development rate due to the fact that sub-systems are allowed to evolve 

independent of other sub-systems. With a high degree of modularity, there is not the same 

need for module producers to understand internal functions of other module producers  

(Bush, et al., 2010). However, even though sub-systems have a high degree of independence, 

it is important that the members of the ecosystem interact with one another. Having clear 

interfaces is a requirement for a successful modularized system (Bush, et al., 2010), since all 

modules of an ecosystem are integrated together upon a platform.  
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In business ecosystems, a module comprises of several components that are required for that 

module’s performance potential to be maximized. A schematic illustration of a module 

producing sub-system is shown in Figure 2 below.  

 

Figure 2 - Illustration of an ecosystem, from a module producing company’s point of view (Bush, et al., 2010) 

A company that is specialized in producing a module (the focal company) will strive to optimize 

its innovations. Unless the focal company has a monopoly, it will likely have competition from 

companies in other ecosystems that are producing the same module. However, the focal 

company is not fully in control of the performance of its innovation – the failure of a 

complementary company or a component producer can hamper the performance of the focal 

company’s module and, consequently, hamper the performance of the holistic system. As 

mentioned, you can only be as good as your ecosystem (Kapoor & Adner, 2016). Due to this 

fact, co-evolution is important in order to avoid bottlenecks in the system (Basole, 2009; 

Moore, 1993). 

2.1.2 Challenges 

Designing an ecosystem to increase modularity has gained prominence in strategy research 

(Adner, 2006; Iansiti & Levien, 2004). However, modularity also poses challenges to an 

ecosystem: if the incentives across an ecosystem are not aligned, it might have negative effect 

on the overall performance (Yoffie & Casadesus-Masanell, 2005). This might lead to 

bottlenecks in the ecosystem partly due to challenges in innovation development.  

In a business ecosystem, it is important to distinguish between different categories of 

challenges. This is because the effect on the focal company’s performance varies, depending 

on whether the challenge is in the complements or the components (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). 
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Component Challenges 

New innovations are often made possible by changes in components (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). 

Changes in components pose challenges to companies and their suppliers in integrating the 

new component into the focal company’s offer (Brusoni Stefano, et al., 2001).  

When developing innovations, the first mover advantage is the possibility to exploit market 

experience to progress down the learning curve (Argote, 2013; Lieberman, 1989), by doing so, 

increase the added value by improving costs or performance. The extent to which a first mover 

advantage can be a source of performance advantage to a company varies, and is dependent 

on the learning potential of the innovation (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). To understand whether 

learning can be a source of advantage for an innovation or not, drivers of learning opportunity 

must be understood. The magnitude of learning potential is highly dependent on the extent 

to which an innovating company must change its current approach to solving problems – to 

master new routines is a driver for progress down the learning curve (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). 

If little change is needed from the current approach to problem solving, there is not much new 

to learn. Hence, the opportunity and the relative advantage from learning will be low. On the 

contrary, if an innovating company must overcome high complexity and uncertainty to be able 

to bring its offer to market, the opportunity for learning will be high, hence, be a source of 

competitive advantage. Analogously, when the focal innovation requires innovation in 

components, the challenges for the focal company increase since it must overcome hindrance 

in sourcing and integrating new components into the design (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). These 

challenges might have impact on the routines that has to be mastered in order to bring the 

offer to market. Hence, component challenges increase the magnitude of the focal company’s 

learning opportunity, and by doing so, increase the advantage it can gain from progressing 

down the learning curve.  

Hence, close coordination with suppliers along with more frequent iteration through 

development and design cycles contribute to increased benefits to the technology leader as a 

consequence of greater experience than competitors with the new technology. It also 

contributes to reducing the ease with which competition can imitate these processes 

(Lippman & Rumelt, 1982; Rivkin, 2000). In other words, greater challenges in components  

increases the potential for competitive advantage of the technology leader (Kapoor & Adner, 

2010).  
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Complement Challenges 

The resolution of component challenges is needed for a company to be able to bring the offer 

to market. However, the degree to which the offer can deliver value for end-customers  

depends heavily on the availability of critical complements (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). Many 

innovations are reliant on the availability of complements to unlock the full value of the 

innovation (Kapoor & Adner, 2010; Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Goldfarb, 2005). In the example 

with the HDTV, the technology’s ability to create value for viewers is hampered until 

broadcasting, studio production equipment and signal technology, as key complements, are 

available.  

Innovation in complements risks resulting in delays in the availability of the complements, as 

the complementary company battles to overcome their technology challenges (Kapoor & 

Adner, 2010). A failure in critical complements significantly reduces the value creation in the 

focal offer, consequently, a delay in critical complements slows down the rate of adoption of 

the innovation. A slower adoption rate impacts the technology leadership advantage 

negatively in two ways: It allows competition more time to catch up, and it will reduce the 

pace at which a company gains experience, because lower demand leads to lower production 

(Kapoor & Adner, 2010). Hence, slower adoption erodes the sustainability of the competitive 

advantage for the technology leader. This means that greater challenges in complements  

decreases the potential for competitive advantage of technology leader (Kapoor & Adner, 

2010).  

The impact that complement challenges have on technology leaders is likely to be affected by 

the degree to which complements are proprietary or open (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). For open 

complements, such that the complements can be used with any company’s offer, laggards can 

take advantage of any progress that the technology leader have made. In this way, technology 

leaders will likely see their first mover advantage being eroded more frequently when working 

with open complements. For proprietary complements, meaning they are only able to work 

with one particular company’s offer, the risk of laggards taking advantage of progress is non-

existent. However, technology leaders do not necessarily have to be better off: to the degree 

that a new development race is to be won in the development of complements, whether the 

first company with a focal offer have an advantage is dependent on multiple factors specific 

to the case. What is evident, however, is that no matter if complements are open or 
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proprietary, complement challenges forces companies to compete for leadership in 

complements and not only components (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). 

2.1.3 Balance Between Technological and Behavioral Uncertainty 

In ecosystems where focal offers must be combined with complements and components in 

order to create value, innovation challenges will likely arise. Kapoor and Adner (2010) argue 

that the distribution of technological challenges over the ecosystem is a driver of the outcome 

of companies, and that it should be managed in order to avoid bottlenecks. One key factor 

companies should consider, and work to mitigate, is contractual hazards  (Kapoor & Adner, 

2010). These contractual hazards occur when companies and suppliers make investments that 

are asset specific, under uncertain conditions (e.g. early in a products life cycle)  (Williamson, 

1985). When contracting for components that have a high level of innovation- and 

development challenges, the focal company stands before two certain kinds of uncertainties: 

technological and behavioral (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). Technological uncertainty refers to 

whether, and when, suppliers will find a fitting solution to development challenges. The 

resolution to technological uncertainties is a strong driver of value creation, since the focal 

company will not be able to bring the desired product to the market if the supplier is not able 

to produce the required components (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). Behavioral uncertainty refers 

to whether, and when, a supplier is going to act opportunistically to renegotiate contract and 

try to set terms to their own benefit. The resolution to behavioral uncertainties is a strong 

driver of a company’s value capture, since the focal company might not be able to adapt to 

new contract conditions if the supplier renegotiates agreements opportunistically (Kapoor & 

Adner, 2010).  

In early stages of an innovation’s life cycle, technological uncertainty is at its highest. Even 

though the development of an innovation goes on throughout the whole lifecycle, and 

challenges are always existent, technological uncertainties have a tendency of decreasing over 

time (Dosi, 1982; Kapoor & Adner, 2010). Behavioral uncertainty, however, have a more 

ambiguous development as technology matures. On the one hand, repeated interactions and 

increased experience might allow companies to improve relational contracts with suppliers, 

in a way that it causes behavioral uncertainty to decrease over time (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). 

On the other hand, behavioral uncertainty can increase over time due to other factors: as 

companies work with suppliers in order to improve an offer, the degree of transaction specific 
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assets, co-specialization and supplier switching 

cost might increase. In a similar way, the cost of 

switching supplier might increase as the market for 

an offer increase. This would be an incentive for 

suppliers to act opportunistically (Kapoor & Adner, 

2010). As the amount of technological uncertainty 

decrease over an innovation’s life cycle, the 

relative significance of behavioral uncertainty 

increases. In other words, the performance 

advantage from being able to cope with behavioral 

uncertainty will increase over the course of an 

innovation’s life cycle (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). 

In order for companies to handle the risk of 

suppliers behaving opportunistically, Adner and 

Kapoor (2010) argue that vertical integration is a 

superior governance strategy to manage 

interdependence. The ability to mitigate 

contractual hazards, and thereby remove the risk 

of opportunism, is an important benefit of vertical integration (Kapoor & Adner, 2010). 

However, vertical integration is not always an option. Another way to cope with the risk of 

opportunism is to build sustainable relations with partners, so that the loss of behaving 

opportunistically undermines the short term benefit (Hawkins, et al., 2008; Mysen, et al., 

2011; Ozkan-Tektas, 2014), making strong relationships capable of reducing behavioral 

uncertainty in business relationships (Kleinaltenkamp, et al., 2011). To be able to enhance the 

value that is created by the focal product, hence, benefit the performance of the entire 

ecosystem, building and managing long-term relationships is key. In terms of getting a first 

mover advantage, it can be beneficial to be the first player on the market in order to start 

establishing loyalty and brand reputation before competitors get going (Meghna, 2008). 

  

A Study on trust in B2B 
relationships 

In 2016, Henneberg et. al. 

conducted a study with the 

purpose to investigate the role of 

trust in business-to-business 

relationships. In the study, they 

collected data from 331 managers 

in the UK, that had knowledge 

about supplier relationships. The 

respondents’ positions included 

senior managers, middle 

managers, professional analysts, 

consultants, purchasing managers 

and IT managers. The 

respondents had an average of 13 

years of experience in their 

companies. The results from the 

study show that: opportunistic 

behavior has a negative impact on 

the inter-organizational trust, 

relationship-specific investments 

have a positive impact on financial 

performance and non-economic 

(soft) performance (Ashani, et al., 

2016).  

Study 1 
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2.2 Relationships in the Ecosystem  

This section introduces the term of relationship marketing, and how it can be utilized to classify 

relationships that should be sought after and examined by every organization. These 

relationships are needed for the ecosystem and hence key when examining the organization 

and its position in the specific business ecosystem.  

2.2.1 Relationship Marketing 

Marketing has always been an important business unit but have through time been defined in 

different ways of telling customers about a product. Traditional marketing tools as the 4P’s 

have been used for decades to view marketing in a specific way. Famous marketing writer, 

consultant and Professor Philip Kotler transformed the 4P’s into the 4C’s in 1999, trying to 

step out of the traditional marketing toolboxes, but did not quite succeed, as this still stuck to 

the “toolbox” view of marketing (Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002). Hougaard and Bjerre also defined 

relationship marketing as: 

“Company behavior with the purpose of establishing, maintaining and developing 

competitive and profitable customer relationship to the benefit of both parties”  

(Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002) p.50 

Accordingly, as every other unit in a business, marketing has continued to develop, from just 

trying to catch customers to squeeze them for money – to the modern way of trying to 

establish long-lasting relationships. Famous marketing consultant and writer Regis McKenna 

stated that: 

“Marketing has shifted from tricking the customer to blaming the customer to 

satisfying the customer – and now to integrating the customer systematically” 

(McKenna, 1991) p.3 

This transformation is fueled by the increasing spread and significant power of technology, 

since as of today, there are only technology companies and no nontechnology business es and 

industries (McKenna, 1991; Mims, 2018). As McKenna stated, that technology was an obvious 

reason for this change in marketing in 1991 it is obvious when Mims agree in 2018, where 

technology have advanced vastly and develop faster than ever, that this type of marketing is 

more significant than ever before.  
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This provides a new way of looking at the relationship between companies, their business  

partners and their customers, hence, traditional marketing strategies are getting obsolete and 

new approaches to marketing are required (McKenna, 1991; Grönroos, 1994). Grönroos  

(1994) elaborated that modern marketing can clearly be viewed as:  

“an interactive process in a social context where relationship building, and 

management is a vital cornerstone” (Grönroos, 1994) p.8 

Accordingly, Calonius (1988) argued that marketing does not only entail giving a promise to 

the customer in return of the customer acting in an expected way, but also fulfilling this 

promise and creating long-term profitability through relationship and genuine customer value 

creation (Calonius, 1988; Reichheld & Sasser, 1990; Kotler, et al., 2012). Likewise, in this case, 

Kotler (2012) agree to this fact in modern time.  

A common denominator in the two fields of Industrial and service marketing is the concept of 

relationship marketing (Berry, 1983; Jackson, 1985; Gummesson, 1987). Both fields consider 

the importance of establishing and maintaining relationships between all parts in the 

ecosystem or the expected value chain. Grönroos, back in the 1990s, argued that there was a 

paradigm shift of marketing and that the traditional marketing techniques were obsolete and 

misguiding for scholars, academics and students. With the introduction of the industrial and 

service marketing related term relationship marketing he state that: 

“The goal of relationship marketing is to establish, maintain, and enhance 

relationships with customers and other partners, at a profit, so that the objectives 

of the parties involved are met. This is achieved by mutual exchange and fulfilment 

of promises” (Grönroos, 1990) p.3 

By the time this was noted by Grönroos in the 1990s, there were only a handful of books and 

articles considering the importance of relationship marketing, but as presented above, many 

others had begun understanding the importance of treating your customer in an entirely 

different manner than before. They all understood the importance of creating long-term 

relationships.   
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2.2.2 Classification of Relationships  

In 2002, Gummesson followed up the 

thoughts presented from McKenna, 

Grönroos, Calonius, Reichheld and Sasser in 

the previous section, when he released a 

book questioning the old ways of marketing 

and which instead focused on what could be 

learned if marketing was looked at as 

relationships, networks and interactions, 

and what this knowledge could provide a 

company (Gummesson, 2002). Gummesson 

(2002) presented what he considered the 

thirty relationships of marketing. The 

relationships are split into two sub-groups, 

market and non-market relationships, 

where market relationships are either 

classic or special and non-market 

relationships either mega or nano 

(Gummesson, 2002). Appendix A presents 

all these relationships, where R1: The classic 

dyad – the relationship between the supplier 

and the customer, is presented as the 

parent relationship and the only one 

outranking the other 29, as it constitutes the foundation of marketing (Gummesson, 2002).  

The gist of this first relationship is that it provides the same message given by Calonius, 

McKenna, Reichheld and Sasser decades earlier, pushing for the importance of long-term 

relationships with customers. Figure 3 introduce the customer life cycle, showing how long-

term relationships make profitability. According to Hougaard and Bjerre (2002), who 

elaborate on the theory, the break-even point is reached at late stages in most relationships. 

Hence, reaching this point faster, through focusing on relationships and ecosystem creating is 

of utter importance for greater profitability.  

A Study on Business Relationships 

In a study from 2017, about business 

relationships where data was collected 

from 658 business service companies in 

the United States proved the value of 

relationships. The study focused on senior 

managers in companies with 25 or more 

employees and the 658 contributions 

constituted a response rate of 29%, where 

the average company business age was 

31.8 years. The results were published in 

the article “Different recipes for success in 

business relationships”, where the authors 

mention that relationship strategies mostly 

rely on communication, interorganizational 

trust and relationship-specific investments, 

as core conditions. The study proves that 

shaping companies (companies with the 

strategic intent to develop new resources 

and capabilities) are dependent on co-

developing new technologies and exploring 

new market opportunities. The article state 

that there is no general recipe for success 

and as companies have scarce resources, 

they need to choose where they can gain 

most from focusing theirs. However, results 

also show that no matter what, focusing on 

sustaining stable relationships with their 

most important customers is most 

important. Clear investments in the 

relationships show potential partners that 

the company truly believes in the 

relationship (Zaefarian, et al., 2017). 

Study 2 
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Figure 3 - The customer life cycle (Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002) 

Furthermore, as all 30 relationships are not applicable to all organizations  (Hougaard & Bjerre, 

2002), they will not be disaggregated and examined in detail, but the four groups will be 

examined out of how they fit with the specific purpose of this thesis. The general idea of the 

30 relationships is that there ought to be relationships between suppliers, customers, 

competitors and others who operate in the same market, but there are also less 

interorganizational relationships, which still influence the efficiency of the established 

relationships.  

Classic market relationships  

The classic market relationships are the most obvious market relationships, like the supplier 

and customer dyad, the ultimate exchange of value and foundation of business performance 

(Gummesson, 2002; Mondini, et al., 2014). Relationships included here are also those to 

competitors and all relevant networks or distribution channels.  

As attracting new customers have been put first to caring for the existing ones (Gummesson, 

2002; Clark, 1997), the terms retention marketing and zero defection (Reichheld & Sasser, 

1990) emphasize on the importance of established relationships. Zero defection refers to 

continuous improvement of products and maximal reduction of customer loss. Although, it 

also focuses on the importance to understand customer needs, as a customer that do not 

really need the product will remain unprofitable (Reichheld & Sasser, 1990; Hougaard & 

Bjerre, 2002).  

Another cornerstone within the classic market relationships is the presence of competitors, 

as a driver of the industry evolution and a necessary condition for wealth. This means the 
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customer can choose its most preferable relationship and that no supplier can take it 

customer for granted.  

Finally, in relationship marketing, Gummesson (2002) suggest that distribution channels 

should not be seen as a sequential supply chain, but rather as a value-enhancing but complex 

network of interactive relationships. Weitz and Jap (1995) explain in their article “Relationship 

Marketing and Distribution Channels” that this has always been the case, but that the use of 

relational norms and attitudes instead of authoritative control change the way we look at 

channel relations (Weitz & Jap, 1995).  

Special market relationships  

The special market relationships are extensions, effects and outcomes of the classic market 

relationships, acting as new layers, creating more specific relationships, as they influence and 

nuance the classic relationships.   

Gummesson (2002) introduce the concept of full-time marketers (FTMs) and part-time 

marketers (PTMs). The gist of the concept is that all employees, no matter which company 

function they belong to, are more or less PTMs. Executives, consultants, assistants and even 

former employees play a role as PTMs for the company, hence, marketing must pervade the 

entire organization (Gummesson, 2002; French, et al., 2011). However, these functions also 

need to have a collective idea of what they deliver, for it to have positive outcome (French, et 

al., 2011). Figure 4 visualize the weight of the marketing activities for each function, 

specifically for a manufacturer of industrial equipment.  
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Figure 4 - Marketing activities for functions of a manufacturer of industrial equipment (Gummesson, 2002) 

According to Figure 4, even the customer will perform marketing activities for the supplying 

company and when it comes to a business to business to consumer setting, it is important 

not to lose sight of the even further relationship, to the customer´s customer (Gummesson, 

2002). Gummesson (2002) frame the importance of caring for all downstream customers by 

the words: 

“As our customers live by their customers, it is an intelligent marketing strategy to 

help our customers help satisfy their customers” (Gummesson, 2002) p.83 

Furthermore, to provide for customers today, in the best way sought after, Payne & Frow 

(2004) argue that long-term relationships can hardly be established if not several channel 

options are provided. A multichannel deliverance however demand even more from the 

collaborating businesses delivering to the customer, which in turn means companies cannot 

only care about their direct customer (Payne & Frow, 2004).  
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Mega relationships 

Mega relationships are what extends above the market relationships. Meaning i.e. society and 

economy related relationships as an outcome of the involved parties. 

In contrast of opposition, alliances can be created for the purpose of collaboration. In these 

alliances both competitors, suppliers and customers are included and structured in a way 

profitable for all parties involved (Gummesson, 2002). Davis & Love (1994) explain that 

alliances and partnerships have been used to stimulate collaborative relationships and 

improve project performance. The focus is between supply chain members and the 

importance of mutual trust through relations (Davis & Love, 1994). No matter where a 

company is situated in the supply chain, it will be affected by the relationships surrounding it 

(Gummesson, 2002) and through continuous maintenance of the alliance, it can contribute 

with great value (Davis & Love, 1994).  

Nano relationships 

Nano relationships are what lies beneath the market relationships, like internal relationships 

in the organization, which in turn, affect the external relationships.  

What is sometimes referred to as a key in this relationship group is the internal customer. The 

term infer that every employee must see all other employees as customers they deliver to and 

focus on the internal customer service, a commonly overlooked aspect of the entire service 

delivery chain (Gummesson, 2002; Solomon, 2018; Marshall, et al., 1998). Kaoru Ishikawa, 

considered the father of total quality management, claims: 

“It is important that you carry out your work based on the belief that the next 

process is your customer, and therefore, you should not cause trouble to your 

customer” (Watson, 2004) p.56 

Gummesson (2002) further explain that for network approach in B2B, interdependency 

between marketing and all aspects of operations management is one of the messages. If a 

company contrarily do not consider the existing links between all functions in especially a large 

organization, there will be “broken chains”. Through this view of the organizational network, 

the internal force becomes a joint mesh of relationships, processes and projects, where 

everyone is an internal customer and hence an internal supplier. 
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This direct interest to understanding the concept of internal marketing, an application of 

marketing knowledge, which is once again directed to the employees. The term was first 

considered in the 1970s but have been discussed and conceptualized by many since. Grönroos  

is one of many who put it in a relationship perspective in early days, but Kotler and Keller 

(2006) more recently elaborated that: 

“Internal marketing requires that everyone in the organization buy into the 

concept and goals of marketing and engage in choosing, providing and 

communicating customer value” (Kotler & Keller, 2006) p.697 

This may infer more collaboration than relationship creation, but the message is that 

marketing still must be grasped by everyone in the organization. Gummesson elaborate that 

internal marketing have an objective within relationship marketing, which is, the specific 

creation of relationships between management and employees and separate functions 

(Gummesson, 2002).  

2.2.3 Building Relationships 

This sub-section considers different ways to act to establish or reconsider the relationships 

presented in the previous sub-section. What can be the managerial actions and employee 

contributions to create a more relationship-focused workplace, to foster the development of 

an ecosystem. As the 30R’s are a descriptive way of understanding what relationships are and 

how they contribute to a successful organization, the following section will focus more on 

concepts/strategies for relationships that can be utilized/considered in order to seize the 

advantages.  

Touched upon in the beginning of the previous section was the change from providing the 

customer solely for getting a monetary compensation to establishing a long-term relationship. 

Hougaard and Bjerre (2002) use what they call a relationship ladder to illustrate this. The 

illustration with the ladder is done as it provides the ability to move up and down in a safe 

manner with minimal risk and because it takes time to reach the next step (Hougaard & Bjerre, 

2002). Figure 5 (Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002), presents their compilation of several ladders from 

known researchers (Kurzrock, Dwyer et al., Payne et al. and Kotler). What they all have in 

common is that relationship marketing is considered an extension above traditional 



  

23 
 

marketing, as traditional marketing only focuses 

on finding potential customers and ensuring a 

trade with them.  

 
Figure 5 - The relationship ladder (traditional to relationship)  

(Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002) p172 

Thus, reaching the different levels of the ladder 

infer different alignments for the customer and 

the supplier. Figure 6 further illustrates this and 

show what tasks are handled for the customer, 

what the access is to the customer and what 

resources are provided as a supplier moves up (in 

Figure 6 down) the ladder (Kurzrock, 1996). What 

is evident from the figure is that the stronger the 

relationship, the more access the supplier have to 

the customers organization, but also more 

responsibility, as more is handled.  

A Study on Guanxi 

In a study conducted in 1998, on 

how guanxi (the Chinese word for 

relationship) can be a source of 

sustained competitive advantage in 

China, Eric W.K. Tsang from the 

University of Cambridge, analyzed 

interviews with 120 managers in 

Singapore, Hong Kong and China. 

40 of the interviewees were senior 

Chinese managers working for 

foreign Companies in China. The 

interviewee’s positions included 

factory managers, chief engineers, 

general managers and deputy 

general managers.  The results of 

that study show that managers rely 

on organizational guanxi to 

enhance company performance, 

but that guanxi alone will not make 

customers buy a company’s 

product (Tsang, 1998). Several of 

the executives working for foreign 

companies said that even though 

their companies did not have any 

plans to do business in China in the 

near future, they had to move in 

early and set up offices in China in 

order to start building relationships. 

This was done to attain a 

competitive advantage due to 

having established relationships 

(Tsang, 1998). 

 

Study 3 
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Figure 6 - Alignment level characteristics for the relationship ladder (Kurzrock, 1996) p122 

However, the company needs to focus on the right things to gain from the relationship 

advantages as only extreme satisfaction provide loyal customers. (Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002; 

Reichheld, 1996). As many companies satisfy with customer satisfaction studies leaving them 

with an average score of 8-9 on a 1-10 scale, this is no indication of established relationships 

or loyalty. In the book “The Nature of Customer Relationship Profitability - Analysis of 

Relationships and Customer Bases in Retail Banking” Kay Storbacka write that: 

“Customer loyalty is not always based on a positive attitude, and long-term 

relationships do not necessarily require positive commitment from the customers. 

The distinction is important because it challenges the idea that customer 

satisfaction (attitudinal dimension) leads to long-lasting relationships (behavioral 

dimension)” (Storbacka, 1994) p.19 

The interpretation is that more than regular customer satisfaction is needed for long -term 

relationships to be created and that Storbacka agree with Hougaard & Bjerre and Reichheld. 

Hence, companies need to establish and maintain extraordinary customer satisfaction that is 

superior to what others can offer to get sustainable competitive advantage via relationship 

strategies (Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002).  
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3. Method 

This chapter includes thorough explanation of which methods were used in this study, and why 

they were specifically chosen to fulfill the purpose and answer research questions. The research 

was carried out between January and May 2019 at a global IDTC. The sections introduce how 

the research was carried out, how data gathering was done, both qualitative and quantitative, 

and how the conducted research quality is considered. 

3.1 Research Design 

This study was carried out with an inductive approach, exploring the research area to provide 

insight for how relationship marketing can be utilized to establish a differentiation strategy. 

This infers use of interpretive measures to reach the final result and when adopting 

interpretive methods, a case study is the most suitable methodological approach (Collis & 

Hussey, 2013). Through the case study new dimensions of the phenomena can be discovered 

(Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015; Yin, 2003). Furthermore, as an exploratory purpose often is 

combined with an inductive approach (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015), focus was put to empirics 

before choosing on a distinctive theory. In unexplored research areas, the case is most suitable 

addressed with questions of how and why (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015; Yin, 2003), which is also 

the case for this particular study. Building theory from a case study in this manner entails 

several strengths for the case study. First, as it enables combining different research methods, 

the validity of the study is increased and theory can be considered more interesting and 

accurate (Collis & Hussey, 2013; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). As the research is inductive, 

there is also of ease to alternate the purpose of the research as more accurate and 

comprehensive data is collected, providing a more consistent analysis to be backed up by the 

empirical evidence (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015). However, due to infusion of researchers’ 

interpretation, case studies are also affected by subjectivity. Therefore, this chapter will be 

explaining choices made in the process (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015), so that possible subjective 

contribution can be traced back in the progress of the study. The case study was 

complemented with a questionnaire of other questions, to achieve a large volume of data to 

analyze relationships in the ecosystem. By this research design, the entire study relies on 

multiple sources of evidence, which is needed to make a viable case study inquiry (Yin, 2003).  
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Research on business ecosystems and relationships is rather comprehensive, but in the 

specific case of cellular connectivity and the development of an ecosystem for it, the area is 

uncharted. Therefore, the study was initiated by a thorough pre-study, in order to find a viable 

area for further research (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015; Yin, 2003). The pre-study included semi-

structured interviews at the business unit responsible for the product, as it is the most 

common way to gather empirical material when using interview methodology (Blomkvist & 

Hallin, 2015) and as it fits the inductive approach. This enabled understanding of the 

challenges the case company faced with the new product, and what was required for it to 

enter the market in a large scale. Through ongoing literature study, the pre-study could exceed 

into the main study. The targeting literature study was focused to understanding how the case 

company could act to cover the gaps found in the pre-study. This was done through careful 

and comprehensive reviewing of earlier research.  

Empirical data together with the targeting literature study enabled researchers to discuss the 

findings and analyze the situation in order to find a viable recommendation and managerial 

implications for the case company in how to act to make the situation as workable as possible. 

Figure 7 below present the outline of the study and the iterative and linear processes that 

enabled progress. The following sub-sections will introduce all parts of the of the research in 

detail.  

 

Figure 7 - Thesis research design 
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3.1.1 Pre-study 

The pre-study was aimed at understanding what the current situation was for the innovation 

and looked to find areas where it needed more attention. The semi-structured interviews 

were sorted in McCarthy’s 4P's theory, examining product, place, price and promotion 

(McCarthy, 1960). The utilization of a semi-structured interview was preferred to be able to 

provide interviewees with a template beforehand (Appendix B) and to be able to use questions 

of different kinds (last bullet point in the list below). All interviews were recorded with multiple 

devices for safety precaution, and valuable contributions were withdrawn from the interview 

recordings. The interview had the following structure: 

● Researchers introduced themselves and their study, asking interviewees if they 

preferred focus in any of the 4P’s 

● Questions were asked out of the original template or the P’s preferred by the 

interviewee 

● Follow-up questions asked were introductory, probing, interpreting and specifying 

(Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015). Furthermore, other tactics recommended by Blomkvist and 

Hallin, like silence and agreement measures (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015), were also 

utilized.  

● Ending questions of recommendations about further insight or contact information to 

other possible contributors 

Through the 4P’s, researchers could find areas relevant for further investigation. All interviews 

were internal at the organizational unit that developed the product, and the contributor’s  

different expertise are shown in Table 2 below. During the pre-study researchers were also 

provided with documents relevant to understand what the case company already knew about 

the product and how they considered their position in the market. These documents and 

publications were reviewed in order to understand the case company’s point of view.  
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Table 2 - Pre-study contributors 

Interviewee ID Interview number Business expertise Interview date 

A1 1 Sales & Partnering 2019-02-22 

B1 2 Research 2019-03-01 

C1 3 Sales & Partnering 2019-03-05 

D1 4 Sales & Partnering 2019-03-12 

E1 5 Sales & Partnering 2019-03-12 

F1 6 Marketing & Channels 2019-03-27 

G1 7 Portfolio Management 2019-03-28 

H1 8 Offering Management 2019-04-01 

I1 9 Sales & Partnering 2019-04-09 

J1 10 Marketing & Channels 2019-04-10 

 

Selection of interviewees was done in collaboration with the supervisor at the case company, 

to find relevant contributors for the study. All contributors were internal at the organizational 

unit where the case study was performed. Interviews were approximately 45-60 minutes in 

the preferred language of the interviewee (mostly English, but a few in Swedish). Interfaces 

utilized for interviews were either physical meetings or web interface Skype calls. During the 

interviews one of the researchers was responsible for taking notes and the other had main 

responsibility of the questions outline.  

3.1.2 Literature Study 

The literature study was conducted in two interlinked parts, where business ecosystems 

literature merge into modern marketing theories, relationship marketing. The literature study 

presents a comprehensive part of how relationships can help creating a lasting and 

competitive business ecosystem through what is already known within the field of business 

ecosystem creation and relationship marketing.  

The literature study comprises of both primary and secondary sources from books, journals 

and articles. Sources where theories about the research areas are presented for the first time 

(mostly books) are considered primary sources, and writings where theories are discussed, 

developed or interpreted in any manner are considered secondary. Google Scholar and KTH 

online library are the two main databases used for the research together with documents  

provided from the case companies internal databases. For the published research the 
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collection of information was done through search words such as Relationship marketing, 

Traditional marketing, Internal marketing, Business ecosystem and Behavioral uncertainty. 

Through this research methodology the most famous researchers in the areas could be 

distinguished and more concentrated on, avoiding to extensive subjectivity from other 

contributors. However, the information was also triangulated where needed in order to 

remove bias from the originator.  

3.1.3 Main Study (Case study) 

As mentioned, literature covers the development of ecosystems and the fundamentals of 

relationship marketing. However, in the case of cellular connectivity for manufacturing 

factories, the combination of theories has unknown impact. As a global and well-known 

organization, the case company will have to put established relationships in comparison to 

how new ones, unique for the new ecosystem need to be established. The empirical material 

found have been focused to finding the information that can explain this specific 

phenomenon. Qualitative and quantitative measures were considered important to 

understand the explanandum.  

The qualitative case study consisted of semi-structured interviews at the case company and 

the quantitative study a questionnaire about ecosystem relationships. Hence, the main study 

consisted of two distinct parts to capture different and complementing aspects of the 

phenomenon, as explanans from one chosen method never fully reflect the explanandum and 

as more than one strategy can be used in any given study (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015; Yin, 2003). 

The case study was considered an important contribution as it generates rich empirical 

material in which the complexity of reality is captured better than via, e.g. a survey. However, 

according to Blomkvist and Hallin a quantitative study can work as Stage 2 in a study, following 

an explorative inductive study, as a deductive quantitative study (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015).  

The purpose of the interviews was to get an overview of what the case company’s  strategy is 

in the ecosystem and what the relationships look like now. The utilization of a semi-structured 

interview was preferred to be able to provide interviewees with a template beforehand 

(Appendix C) and to be able to use questions of different kinds. The interviews were recorded 

and exploited in the same way as for the pre-study but the new structure for the interview 

was: 
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● Introduction of pre-study conclusions, which led researchers to the focus of the main 

study 

● Questions followed the template presented in Appendix C 

● Follow-up questions asked were introductory, probing, interpreting and specifying 

(Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015). Furthermore, other tactics recommended by Blomkvist and 

Hallin, like silence and agreement measures (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015), were also 

utilized.  

● Ending questions of recommendations about further insight or contact information to 

other possible contributors 

The participants all have different expertise in order to minimize bias, but all worked within 

the organizational unit delivering the product. Candidates were handpicked together with the 

supervisor at the case company. Table 3 below introduce the interviewees and description of 

their roles. Interviews were approximately 45-60 minutes in the preferred language of the 

interviewee (mostly English, but a few in Swedish). Interfaces utilized for interviews were 

either physical meetings or web interface Skype calls. During the interviews one of the 

researchers was responsible for taking notes and the other had main responsibility of the 

questions outline.  

Table 3 - Main study contributors 

Interviewee ID Interview number Business expertise Interview date 

A2 1 Marketing & Channels 2019-03-27 

B2 2 Sales & Partnering 2019-04-09 

C2 3 Offering Management 2019-04-11 

D2 4 Marketing & Channels 2019-04-16 

E2 5 Sales & Partnering 2019-04-25 

F2 6 Sales & Partnering 2019-04-26 

G2 7 Sales & Partnering 2019-04-29 

H2 8 Sourcing 2019-05-02 

I2 9 Sales & Partnering 2019-05-06 

J2 10 Offering Management 2019-05-14 

The purpose of the questionnaire was to complement the findings from the interviews with a 

quantitative overview of how the relationships look like and how they should develop 

according to respondents’ thoughts. The questionnaire can be found in Appendix D. The 

selected respondents all had roles within business development, which effectively covers 

offering management, device & integration, sales & partnering, marketing & channels and 
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business operations at the organizational unit for the study. The respondents were the same 

as in the qualitative study, with some additional inquiries  sent to other people at business unit 

where the study was conducted. The number of participants were 19 out of 24 possible, 

providing a hit rate of 79%. The questionnaire was created in Google documents, to make sure 

of easily being able to distribute and compile the information (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015). The 

outline of the questionnaire was iterated several times to make sure of a good design, which 

could not be misinterpreted by the respondents.  

3.1.4 Empirical Analysis Method 

The analysis was conducted in the way of sorting the empirical material into different 

categories, latter used to answer the research questions, a thematic method (Blomkvist & 

Hallin, 2015). For the questionnaire a quantitative analysis was done, where data was sorted 

into graphs which could indicate strength, importance of and effort put into different 

relationships. The researchers both analyzed all empirical material in order to remove bias 

and subjectivity, but also to increase construct validity of the thesis (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 

2007). The independent contributions could be utilized to generate a more viable outcome 

and to generate more space for discussion of the findings.  

3.2 Quality of Research 

In order to obtain high quality results, it is of great importance to evaluate the quality of the 

research. The examination of research quality consists of four criteria: construct validity, 

internal validity, external validity and reliability (Yin, 2003). The paragraphs below are 

descriptions of each individual criterion as well as a brief discussion on how this study fulfills 

them. As truthfulness and trustworthiness of qualitative research commonly are questioned, 

which depends on the comprehension of validity and reliability (Shenton, 2004), Table 4 also 

present the actions taken to ensure this in the study.   

Construct Validity refers to which extent the study investigates what it claims to investigate 

(Gibbert, et al., 2008). Moreover, construct validity aims to support an objective judgement 

when collecting empirics (Yin, 2003). Validity was obtained by having clear established 

evidence, as well as triangulation of the theories and literature to show that the standpoint of 

this study is approached from multiple perspectives. In the case of this study, this has been 

achieved by collecting empirics from multiple independent sources, all present at the 



  

32 
 

organizational unit at the case company. For literature, old sources were put in contrast to 

more recent sources in order to examine the validity and relevance of the source in the 

present.  

Internal Validity refers to what extent the study is performed in a correct manner (Yin, 2003). 

To ensure to meet internal validity, sources in the literature were thoroughly examined of 

relevance due to obsolescence. Concept and theories of old dates were examined through 

time and examined for present value. Triangulation was performed where there was 

reasonable suspicion of influence from subjectivity. All participants in the study who provided 

empirical data were present at the organizational unit where to study was performed and they 

were provided with interview template beforehand.    

External Validity refers to what extent the study can be performed in other empirical settings, 

and whether the findings can be generalized (Gibbert, et al., 2008). In order to achieve 

external validity, the theory must be replicable (Yin, 2003). In the case of this research, the 

study will provide external validity in the sense that it has a transparent description of the 

methods used to carry out the research. However, the final conclusions will be focused on the 

specific area for the product and only applicable in the case where IDTCs choose to enter the 

area of cellular connectivity. Furthermore, a single case study can never result in statistical 

generalizability (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015), which is the case for this study. As this study is 

performed with one case company, findings from this single case will likely not apply to all 

other cases, even if they would be similar. 

Reliability refers to what extent other researchers can replicate this study and come up with 

the same or similar results (Yin, 2003). This study achieves replicability by providing a general 

transparency and a detailed description of the methods that are used. Due to privacy issues, 

this report does not present the names of the interviewees or which company the case study 

has been performed at. However, as it does present the position of the interviewee and what 

is the specific industry, subjects with similar roles can be interviewed if any researchers were 

to replicate this study. Conducting interviews can be a useful tool when investigating issues in 

depth. However, some limitations should be noted. As all of the interviewees has given their 

subjective answer to interview questions, it is important to bear in mind that results may be 

subject of opinions and bias (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015). Furthermore, as all interviews have 

been performed at the same business unit, the interviewees can be considered a homogenous  
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group. This provides the deeper understanding mentioned above, but may constrict the 

content as the interviewees work close together (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015).  

Table 4 - Quality measures and undertaken actions 

Quality 

measure 

Undertaken action 

Construct validity A thorough pre-study to find a relevant and valid research area 

Literature study meeting the empirics through inductive approach  

Several interviews to ensure removal of subjectivity 

A questionnaire with qualitative complement to the interviews 

Internal validity Literature sources validated through triangulation 

Empirical data extracted from sources with experience and knowledge considered 
relevant 

Frequent debriefing sessions with supervisor at the case company and KTH, to discuss 

ideas and approaches 

External validity Use of sources with different expertise in the organizational unit, to increase validity by 

differentiation 

Data collection through recorded semi-structured interviews 

45-60 min interviews with a data collection span of four months 

Reliability Purpose clarification through iteration, to find relevant solutions and recommendations 

Explanatory methods chapter to ensure repeatability of the study  

Conclusions based in empirical data and previous literature 
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3.3 Research Ethics 

This study was conducted in collaboration with an IDTC, who shared a vast amount of valuable 

and confidential information. In respect of the sensitivity, confidential information has only 

been used to provide a deeper understanding for the researchers, nothing sensitive or 

confidential have been published in this research paper.  

The empirical data in the study originate from interviews and as there might be a risk of 

reporting false data as a result of misunderstandings (Bell & Bryman, 2007), any vague 

information was clarified with the interview subject. Moreover, all interview subjects have 

given their consent to be interviewed and have been informed of the purpose of the study as 

well as the fact that the study was being carried out in collaboration with the case company.  

In any cases where support was needed for ethical decisions, open discussion was held with 

the supervisor at the case company as well as the supervisor from KTH. The general guidelines 

regarding ethics that is recommended by KTH have been followed. This includes having an 

objective approach when scrutinizing data, applying source criticism, not misrepresent 

information through exaggerated language, consider sustainability aspects, acknowledge any 

contributions from other people and a no-tolerance of plagiarism (KTH, 2015; ALLEA, 2018; 

Vetenskapsrådet, 2017). 
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4. Empirical Context 

This chapter aims to introduce the case company at which the case study has been performed. 

The chapter introduces the company’s role in the market, the geographical presence  and 

current relationships. 

4.1 Company A 

The case company will be referred to as Company A. Company A is a leading global developer 

of telecom infrastructure, mobile systems and services. The global workforce is over 100 000 

employees, spread across more than 180 countries. About 40% of all global mobile traffic 

passes through mobile networks built by Company A. Accordingly, Company A is a well-known 

market player and a respected ecosystem member.  

4.1.1 The Organizational Unit 

As a provider of infrastructure, Company A have the knowledge and experience of doing 

business with MNOs, the owners of the spectrum rights. Together they deliver cellular 

connectivity to end customers such as private users and companies. Company A have 

established a separate organizational unit responsible working with the manufacturing and 

processing industries. This means the unit can utilize the long-term experience of doing 

business with MNOs, but also have the responsibility of finding out what else is needed for a 

functional business ecosystem.  

The case organizational unit is approximately 2-years old and has around 70 employees. One 

part of the workforce is within engineering and the other has  the focus on developing the 

cellular connectivity offering. The offering unit is split into five parts; offering management, 

device & integration, sales & partnering, marketing & channel and business operations. These 

sub-units have been the main focus for the empirical data collection, complemented with 

some other interviews with people supporting the unit. The engineering unit have been 

excluded as this thesis do not focus on the development of the technology.  
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4.1.2 Ecosystem Status 

Company A, as an infrastructure developer is dependent on MNOs as suppliers of licensed 

spectrum to provide a valuable product to end customer. Entering the new business area, a 

few things must be considered: 

• Company A have the experience of doing business with a few MNOs in every national 

market and not a larger number of customers.   

• MNOs have the experience of reaching out to the larger number of customers and 

provide spectrum, but they do not necessarily have the experience of integrating 

products in manufacturing factories.  
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5. Results and Analysis 

This chapter introduces the empirical findings from the study combined with an analysis of 

collected data to fulfill the aimed purpose.  

5.1 Ecosystem 

Company A and its surrounding ecosystem have many new routines to master before cellular 

connectivity reaches its full potential in terms of value creation for end customers and before 

it will be ready to take to the market in a large scale (B2, G2, I2, J2). The ecosystem has much 

to learn, hence, getting a minimum viable product (MVP) out to early adopter manufacturing 

factories seems to be a suitable way to get hands on experience. This will help develop all the 

processes needed to deliver the innovation to the market successfully (C2, E2, G2, J2). During 

the gathering of empirical data, all interviewees answered similarly to Interviewee G2: 

“We are just getting this to market now, so I think we are going to learn a lot. I 

think it’s important that you get like a minimum viable product type offering out 

there so you can learn. I think the sooner you can get something to the customers 

hands the better, because you learn what features that they need and how they 

use it” 

     - Interviewee G2 

As cellular connectivity for manufacturing factories is at an early stage of its life cycle, the 

infrastructure providing companies have much to learn before the offering is optimized and 

reaches its full potential of value creation. By getting an MVP out on the market as fast as 

possible in order to start learning, infrastructure providers may be able to get a first mover 

advantage. Nevertheless, there are some important factors to consider when assessing 

whether Company A would benefit from being the first company to get this innovation to the 

market. As stated by several researchers, the extent to which it is a source of performance 

advantage to be first on the market is dependent on the learning potential of the innovation 

(Lippman & Rumelt, 1982; Rivkin, 2000; Kapoor & Adner, 2010).  

Empirical findings show that the components of the product are rather simple (B2, E2, G2, J2) 

which implies that Company A does not have a high learning opportunity for components. In 

other words, Company A would likely not get a significant first mover advantage as a 

consequence of learning opportunity in components. However, as stated by Kapoor and Adner 
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(2010), companies do not only compete for technology leadership in components. As many 

innovations’ success are reliant on the availability of complements, the resolution for 

complement challenges is a competitive factor. Making progress down the learning curve for 

complements can grant an advantage. Hence, companies compete for leadership in 

complements as well.  

The empirical data implies that cellular connectivity is highly reliant on complements to unlock 

the innovation’s full value (F2, I2, J2). One important complement that will likely add 

significant value to cellular connectivity will be applications that can run on top of the network  

(C2, E2, F2, G2, H2, J2). Examples of these complements could be applications for positioning, 

asset management and data collection (C2, E2, F2, I2). The empirical data implies that such 

applications will likely be an important differentiator, as the purpose of cellular connectivity 

is not solely to connect devices, but also to provide the availability to set up a more digitized 

factory (F2, G2, H2).  

Another important complement are devices for retrofitting, as they allow production 

equipment to be connected in retrospect. This means that production equipment that does 

not support cellular connectivity today simply needs this complement in order to connect to 

the cellular network (B2, F2, I2, J2). This enables for manufacturers to connect their factories  

without having to get new production equipment that is originally designed to support cellular 

connectivity. As the technology is in an early stage of its life cycle, being able to retrofit will 

add much value since most factories today does not have production equipment that supports 

cellular connectivity (B2, F2, I2, J2). There was a consensus among interviewees that 

complementary companies will play an important role in the ecosystem around cellular 

connectivity. Interviewee E2 gave a concise explanation of the situation:  

“To be able to gain full access to the benefits of having cellular connectivity in the 

factory, complements are must-haves. Without complements, the factories will not 

get nearly the full value of cellular connectivity”  

     - Interviewee E2 

An important factor that must be taken into consideration is that the third-party companies 

that develop the applications are, in the current situation, open. In other words, the 

application developers’ offering can be used by any company that develops cellular 

connectivity (F2, G2, J2). This implies that if Company A invests both money and effort in the 
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development of third-party companies’ applications, there is a risk that laggards take 

advantage of any progress that is made by using these applications in their cellular 

connectivity. Consequently, if Company A collaborates with open complementary companies, 

they will likely see that any advantage granted by that collaboration will be eroded over time. 

The applications are important complements for unlocking the full value of the focal offer. 

However, it cannot in the current situation be perceived as a differentiating factor. This is due 

to the fact that solely the applications would not certainly grant Company A a sustainable 

competitive advantage if they are developed by third-party companies, whose offering can be 

used by anyone. 

Developers of devices used for retrofitting are also open; the companies that produces this 

complement can deliver their offering to any company that offers cellular connectivity (B2, 

D2, F2, J2). Even though retrofitting adds much value to the focal offer, it cannot be considered 

a differentiating factor which will yield a sustainable competitive advantage, as the 

complement can be utilized by any company that develops cellular connectivity.  

Finding 1: Components are rather simple, which infer no competitive advantage 

due to learning potential in components. Complements adds much value to the 

product but comes from open complementary companies and will therefore not 

grant a sustainable first mover advantage.  

Finding 2: The ecosystem has a lot to learn and getting a minimum viable product 

out to early adopters is a suitable way to gain experience.  

5.2 Promote the Technology 

The empirical findings infer, as the technology is early in its life cycle, it is of great importance 

to promote the technology of cellular connectivity and not only Company A’s own product 

(A2, D2, E2). Without proof that manufacturing factories know the benefits of cellular 

connectivity, there will be no certain market pull (A2, D2, E2). Hence, to increase numbers of 

manufacturing factories that wants to adopt cellular connectivity, the industry must 

understand what value the technology can bring. As cellular connectivity gets improved, the 

value that is added to manufacturing factories will increase accordingly (F2, G2). Hence, 

improvements in the technology will likely create a stronger market pull. Therefore, it is of 

interest for Company A to improve and promote the technology, so that factories understand 
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that cellular connectivity is the superior product for wireless critical communication. The 

interviewees agree that Company A should work to expand the market, Interviewee A2 stated: 

 
“We should be going to factories and tell them how fantastic cellular connectivity 

is, because they will then go and buy it from their channels and that will grow our 

business” 

      - Interviewee A2 

Therefore, Company A may benefit more from improving cellular connectivity and letting 

competition gain from any progress made by Company A and its complements. This, rather 

than focusing on trying to gain a competitive advantage by using a differentiation strategy 

consisting of solely open complements. Hence, assuming that it is important for all cellular 

connectivity providers to market the technology in order to see a market pull, competitors  

will likely cooperate indirectly in the initial promotion process of cellular connectivity to 

manufacturing factories. However, as the technology matures it will be important for cellular 

connectivity providers to have a differentiation strategy in order to secure a satisfactory 

market share among competitors. 

Finding 3: Early in the life cycle of cellular connectivity it is of more importance to 

convince end customers of the technology’s benefits, rather than marketing the 

own product.  
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5.3 Differentiation Strategy for the Future 

Company A has not yet established a clear plan on how to differentiate themselves in the 

future (A2, B2, E2, G2). Both the potential applications as well as the devices for retrofitting 

are considered important in order to unlock the full value of the focal offer. However, 

infrastructure providers will not gain a sustainable advantage solely by being able to complete 

their offering with open complements. Being able to work with proprietary complements  

would likely grant a competitive advantage, if it shows to be better than open complement 

options. Empirical findings infer that it is unclear whether Company A possesses the ability of 

developing certain applications that are best in the market (E2, F2, G2, J2). The interviewees’ 

opinions were ambiguous regarding Company A’s ability to develop specific applications. 

Some of the interviewees were convinced that Company A would benefit from using third-

party solutions (E2, F2, G2). F2 specifically stated that:  

“We don’t need to waste resources on applications, because the likeliness that we 

make the best one among all developers is very low” 

- Interviewee F2 

Contrarily, interviewee J2 had the opinion that Company A is able to develop a certain 

application that would outcompete all third-party applications (J2). J2 stated that: 

“We have not looked into developing such applications ourselves, but I believe we 

could do the best one in this case” 

- Interviewee J2 

If Company A possesses the ability to develop certain applications that are better than all 

other options, it would likely be a source of competitive advantage. This is because in-house 

developed applications are proprietary complements, meaning it can be utilized only by 

Company A.  

If Company A does not have the ability to develop certain applications that are better than all 

other options, it is likely a better strategic choice to use the best open complementary 

company’s application. Thus, Company A should investigate the option of formulating a 

contract which makes the application exclusive for Company A’s product. In this way, this 

complement can be utilized in order to gain a performance advantage. However, in the 
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current situation all applications are expected to be developed by open complementary 

companies (E2, F2, G2). Another obvious way to make the open complements into proprietary 

would be through acquiring.  

It is evident that Company A stands before a challenge in understanding which differentiating 

factors could be utilized to gain a competitive advantage. When working with non-complex 

components and open complements that can be utilized by any company, Company A must 

investigate alternative ways to compete with other companies that provides cellular 

connectivity. Being the first mover may not grant a competitive advantage in the sense that 

the learning solely benefits Company A. However, it may be beneficial to be first on the market 

since it will allow Company A more time to build sustainable relationships with 

complementary companies.  

The empirical findings infer that it could be beneficial to get an MVP to the market as fast as 

possible in order to start learning (C2, E2, J2). As the IDTCs stand before a complex situation 

in the development of the ecosystem, every member must understand their role and their 

new routines for getting this new business to work (B2, E2, J2). All processes will likely be more 

optimized as the technology matures, through repeated interactions and increased 

experience in delivering cellular connectivity. On the one hand, any progress made when 

working with simple components and open complements will not only benefit Company A, 

but every company that wants to deliver cellular connectivity to manufacturing factories. 

From this perspective, being first on the market would not provide a sustainable competitive 

advantage. On the other hand, as the technology matures, Company A and the companies 

that are providing complements will develop a specialty in delivering their offering together. 

This co-specialization implies the establishment of relationships, which in the future may be 

an important competitive factor. However, according to theories by Kapoor and Adner (2010), 

co-specialization may be an incentive for complementary companies to behave 

opportunistically. Therefore, a performance advantage can be yielded by being able to cope 

with behavioral uncertainty and hence, lower the risk of ecosystem members acting 

opportunistically. As the amount of technological uncertainty decreases over an innovation’s 

life cycle, the relative significance of behavioral uncertainty increases. In other words, the 

performance advantage from being able to cope with behavioral uncertainty will increase over 

the course of an innovation’s life cycle. Hence, developing sustainable relationships with 
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ecosystem members to be able to cope with behavioral uncertainty may provide company A 

with an advantage as the technology matures. 

Finding 4: Company A has not yet developed a clear plan of how to differentiate 

themselves in the future. Competitive advantage may not be yielded through an 

MVP in the sense of learning about components and complements. However, the 

MVP should give rise to an opportunity to establish key relationships and 

experience across the entire ecosystem, thus, provide Company A with a 

competitive advantage.  

5.4 Ecosystem Relationships 

As mentioned, employees at the organizational unit were asked to rate the relationship with 

different ecosystem members. The respondents were asked to rate strength of current 

relationships, importance of the relationships and how much effort they are putting in to 

improving those relationship. The results are presented in Table 5 below. Appendix E show all 

individual ecosystem member graphs and Appendix F shows ratings for all ecosystem 

members.  

Table 5 – Ecosystem member relationship ratings 

Ecosystem member Strength of the 
relationship (avg.) 

Importance of the 
relationship (avg.) 

Effort 
(avg.) 

End customers 3.5/7 5.6/7 5.4/7 

Resellers (not MNOs) 3.0/7 6.1/7 3.6/7 

System integrators (SIs) 3.6/7 6.6/7 4.5/7 

Industrial application 

developers 
3.8/7 5.8/7 4.4/7 

Industrial equipment 3.4/7 5.6/7 3.9/7 

Communications equipment 4.0/7 6.1/7 4.7/7 

Mobile network operators 

(MNOs) 
5.1/7 5.8/7 5.2/7 
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What can be concluded from Table 5 above, is that Company A perceives all the listed 

relationships to be important (rated in the range 5.6-6.6 on a scale 1-7). It is also evident that 

that not all the relationships are considered to be strong and this implies that Company A 

would benefit from putting in more efforts to strengthen those relationships. Even though 

Company A understands that all relationships are important, establishing strong relationships 

with all possible business partners is demanding (J2). Interviewee J2 described the situation 

as: 

“We need to push in all directions simultaneously. There are so many players to 

cover - with few man hours and resources. We have not yet figured out what the 

structure of the ecosystem will look like, because everything is new and complex.” 

     - Interviewee J2 

Finding 5: The employees at Company A consider relationships to all ecosystem 

members to be important. They put notable effort to most relationships while they 

understand that reaching the desirable strength is demanding.  

5.4.1 Upper End and Lower End Relationships 

The gist of the customer life cycle (Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002) is that in early stages of a 

products life cycle the area of loss occurs as effort, resources, research and development is 

put into the process. As soon as customers enter the process, the profitability start 

approaching the break-even point. A company must reach break-even in order to be 

profitable. This infer two things: 

• The more customer that enters, the faster break-even is reached. 

• The longer the customer stays loyal, the bigger the area of profitability becomes. 

The relationship between customer and supplier is the parent relationship of all relationships 

within an ecosystem (Hougaard & Bjerre, 2002). The quantitative study proved that the 

relationship to end customers is considered very important (rated 5.6/7). However, the 

classification of the current state of the relationship indicates that it could be further 

strengthened (rated 3.5/7). To meet the customer lifecycle as profitable as possible, effort 

must be put in establishing these relationships with end customers. According to the 

quantitative study this is also known by Company A, as notable effort is put into the 
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relationship with end customer (rated 5.4/7). Figure 8 below gives a clarifying picture of the 

relationship ratings. 

 
Figure 8 - Strength importance and effort for the relationship with end customers 

However, as complements and components create much of the value that is provided to the 

end customer, the upper side of the ecosystem is very important as well. This is also confirmed 

by the quantitative study, where complement and component providers, such as 

communication equipment providers and industrial application providers are considered very 

important (rated 6.1/7 and 5.8/7). According to the quantitative study, the relationship with 

both the communications equipment providers (rated 4/7) and the industrial application 

developers (rated 3.4/7) could be further strengthened. This infer that the value-creation part 

of the ecosystem needs considerable effort to be able to provide for customers in the first 

place. According to the quantitative study, notable effort is placed into these relationships as 

well (rated 4.7/7 and 4.4/7).  

Establishing relationships to the customers is hence of major importance. Without the 

customer, the product cannot be delivered and generate value for the value network. But 

without good relationships to component suppliers and complementary companies, the 

customers will not be provided with a more valuable product and therefore likely be less 

interested. Evidently there is no consensus in whether developing the best offering, through 

focus on relationships with members of the upper ecosystem, or focusing on establishing as 

strong end customer relationships as possible in early stages is the best alternative. 

Component and complementary companies are in the upper part of the ecosystem and end 
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customers in the lower part. Figure 9 shows what will be considered the upper and lower parts 

of the ecosystem.  

 
Figure 9 - Brief ecosystem overview, upper and lower parts 

Finding 6: The relationships with the end customers, component suppliers and 

complementary companies are all considered very important, but all could be 

further strengthened. However, which relationship would be most favorable to put 

effort on is unclear.   

5.4.2 Intermediary Relationships 

The direct customers (intermediaries in Figure 9) are MNOs, resellers and SIs, where 

relationships are at different maturities. The relationship to MNO’s should according to 

Grönroos (1990) be nurtured, but relationships to the new ecosystem players also needs to 

be developed. The results from the quantitative study show that the relationship with MNOs 

is considered important (rated 5.8/7). Moreover, the relationship is considered by Company 

A to be quite strong (rated 5.1/7), which is likely due to Company A’s existing partnerships 

with MNOs. As it stands today, Company A rates their effort as significant (rated 5.2/7). In 

Figure 10 below, it is evident that employees at Company A consider their relationship with 

MNOs to be balanced. 
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Figure 10 - Strength, importance and effort for the relationship with MNO's 

A resolution for the relationships between intermediaries must be established to deliver 

satisfaction to end customer (C2, G2, J2). C2 specifically stated:  

“We need to understand the structure of the potential intermediaries before we 

can scale our business” 

- Interviewee C2 

On top of this, Interviewee B2 tells he is frequently present at meetings with customers ’ 

customers as well, which helps to make sure the next step relationships are also properly 

established. This acting is supported by theory, suggesting that the distribution channel 

cannot be considered a sequential supply chain but rather a complex network of interactive 

relationships. Figure 11 show a schematic overview of the potential lower ecosystem, as a 

detailed illustration of what was shown as the lower part in Figure 9.  

 
Figure 11 - Potential lower ecosystem 
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Moreover, Company A does not have the capabilities to reach out to several million potential 

end customers, while MNOs do (B2, G2). Interviewee B2 state that: 

“We need something that multiply our reach to customers and most natural that 

will be the mobile network operators, who might multiply even more through 

system integrators” 

- Interviewee B2 

Interviewee G2 agrees that Company A cannot reach all potential end customers with the 

current capabilities and that various ecosystem members such as MNOs and SIs could have a 

distinct role as intermediaries. In line with G2, B2 state that: 

“The idea here is that Company A will not be a direct sales channel. So, we will not 

sell this to end customers ourselves but rather want to find partners who will be 

the ones who actually sell the product” 

- Interviewee G2 

In regard of this, Company A is considering the option of taking cellular connectivity to the 

market through various partners (C2, G2, J2). However, Company A does not yet have 

experience of developing such a partner network for this particular case (C2, G2, J2). 

Consequently, there will be a need to strengthen the relationship with various partners such 

as MNOs, SIs and even potentially resellers. The relationships with SIs and resellers are 

considered important (rated 6.1/7 and 6.6/7), but not as strong as some of the existing 

relationships (rated 3.0/7 and 3.6/7). This is an indication that Company A would benefit from 

working to improve the strength of those relationships. The quantitative study indicates that 

Company A could spend more effort on these relationships (rated 3.6/7 and 4.5/7). Figure 12 

below gives a clarifying picture of the empirical data, derived from the quantitative study.   

 
Figure 12 - Strength, importance and effort for the relationship with resellers  and SI’s 
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As Company A has not yet developed the experience of doing business through resellers and 

SI’s for this market, it is of great importance to establish good relationships. This might lead 

to a decreasing level of behavioral uncertainty over the course of the technology’s life cycle. 

As stated, this can be a driver for competitive advantage (Kleinaltenkamp, et al., 2011). In 

other words, Company A may gain a performance advantage by establishing relationships with 

ecosystem members such as resellers and SI’s. 

Finding 7: Company A would benefit from putting more effort into the relationship 

with SI’s and resellers, as they were rated the two most important business 

relationships in the ecosystem. However, they also need to nurture the relationship 

to MNO’s, even though that relationship is considered established.  

5.5 All are Marketers 

The concept of PTMs was introduced by Gummesson (2002). What this concept infer is that 

everyone in a company is a marketer, but to different extents. The marketing and sales 

function are evidently heavyweights within marketing, but research and design (R&D), 

purchasing, external and internal services, all have their role as marketers. In the quantitative 

study, 60% of the respondents identify themselves within marketing and sales . Furthermore, 

46.7% identified themselves within management and 33.3% within R&D, design. According to 

how the organizational unit have identified within functions, it is evident that the 

organizational unit should be very settled on how the product should be marketed 

(Gummesson, 2002). In contrast, several interviewees state that there is not yet a 

comprehensive plan of how marketing should be done (A2, I1).  

Traditionally, all being marketers would seem like a rather odd statement, but according to 

modern theories of relationship marketing, it is all about retaining customers, interactions and 

relationships between parties. In other words, everyone that ever comes in contact with other 

parts of the ecosystem, whether it is at work or at home, plays a role as a marketer, as they 

can influence the perception of both product and company. Accordingly, only a few of the 

respondents in the quantitative study answered they put no effort into relationships, in few 

areas. Put differently, most of the respondents understand the value of putting effort into 

establishing the relationships, which in turn is marketing the product. However, for this to be 

effective, there should be a consensus in what the organization sought after and what is the 
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goal and vision with the specific product. If this is not certain, parts of the ecosystem will not 

contribute with the possible marketing activities they otherwise, consciously or unconsciously 

would perform for the company delivering to them.  

Finding 8: Company A needs to aggregate their idea of the product in order to 

market it in a profitable way. There is not yet a consensus in how the product is 

going to be marketed. 

5.6 Establishing Relationships 

The alignment level characteristics theory suggest that the ultimate goal of relationship 

marketing is becoming allies or partners (Kurzrock, 1996). Generally, the interactions reached 

in the organizations at this level can almost be considered a cooperative merge, even though 

actual outcome and success stays individual for the parties. However, this does not mean 

becoming partners or allies is the best alternative for all companies in all ecosystems. When 

open complements are an option, partnering companies do not necessarily develop the best 

offering (F2, J2). Accordingly, being too interdependent may cause companies waste 

resources and end up with inferior complements (F2, J2). Preferred provider is the first stage 

in relationship marketing, where products and value-added services are provided instead of 

sharing and managing resources from both parties, which is the situation for partners. Being 

a preferred provider might develop a more beneficial relationship for both parties as open 

complements still can provide for the better package (F2, J2).  

However, when focus is put to end customer, there may be a different relationship level that 

is necessary for the better outcome. Figure 13 shows the ecosystem presented earlier, with 

an addition of potential relationship resolutions. This indicates how the IDTCs will keep 

component and complement providers at the alignment level of preferred providers in order 

to not be dependent on each other. Simultaneously, with a strong relationship help each other 

develop the best possible offering to be delivered to end customers.  
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Figure 13 - Potential ecosystem alignment levels 

The specific structure of the intermediaries is still unknown. As the IDTCs only have the 

experience of reaching out to a handful of customers and since they need spectrum, MNOs 

are essential (B2, D2, J2). Furthermore, since MNOs do not have the experience of reaching 

out to manufacturing factories, SIs or distributors are needed as well (B2, D2, J2). Evidently 

the product cannot be delivered in any way without the intermediaries and as the structure is 

unknown, this relationship may need to be at partner/ally level to be able to provide together 

to end customer. As mentioned earlier, there is also significant importance for IDTCs to care 

for the customers customer, as they might have several providers to choose from. This is of 

importance because end customers may have heard about the feature, but do not associate 

it with a specific company. Thence, they will only ask upstream providers for the feature and 

not the company’s specific product. Contrarily, creating strong relationships to customers 

customer can generate a market pull, where end customers reach out to intermediaries asking 

for what they see as the only viable product for their specific need, solely due to the bond of 

the relationship. The relationship between intermediaries and end customers may align at 

several levels, where business consultant seems to be the most viable options . Interviewee 

G2 stated that:  

“There is a need for consulting beyond the product in terms of integration and 

learning about the features”  

- Interviewee G2 
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This indicates that the partner/ally characteristics of sharing and managing resources may be 

excessive for next step relationships. Figure 13 above shows a simplified version of what has 

been analyzed in the text and not an exclusive solution to the ecosystem relationships.  

Finding 9: The ecosystem is in need of relationships at different alignment levels 

for every ecosystem member. An alignment level of partner/ally is likely not needed 

for every relationship in the ecosystem.  

5.7 Main Findings 

From finding 1-9 in this chapter, three main findings have been derived. The main findings will 

be considered in the discussion presented in the next chapter.  

Main finding 1: As cellular connectivity is in an early stage of its life cycle, it is of more 

importance to convince customers of the technology’s benefits, in order to get a market pull, 

rather than promoting the own product. However, as the technology matures, it is of more 

importance to have a differentiation strategy in order to get a satisfactory market share. As it 

stands today, Company A has not yet established a competitive advantage to help them 

differentiate in the future. 

Main finding 2:  A competitive advantage may not be yielded through an MVP in the sense of 

learning about components and complements. However, the MVP should give rise to an 

opportunity to establish key relationships and experience across the entire ecosystem, thus, 

provide Company A with a competitive advantage. 

Main finding 3: Relationships to all business partners in the ecosystem are considered 

important. The relationships differ in strength, as they need different alignment levels and are 

at different maturity stages. Accordingly, effort need to be put into all relationships. 
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6. Discussion 

This chapter discusses how the empirical findings relates to the reviewed literature  and 

previous studies. It highlights and discusses major similarities and differences between the 

findings and analyses compared to the literature. 

6.1 A Balanced Ecosystem 

There is a consensus among researchers in reviewed literature that companies working in a 

network of multiple organizations can deliver value which no single company can do alone 

(Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Gawer & Cusamano, 2002; Adner, 2006). The empirical findings infer 

that Company A is of a similar opinion. In this way this study contributes with empirical data 

to confirm the theory. Company A understands that cellular connectivity is dependent on 

ecosystem members in order to succeed. Developing cellular connectivity too far ahead of its 

ecosystem would likely have a negative impact on the market potential of the innovation. As 

described in the literature review, past research has shown that this may allow companies to 

reconsider its strategies, to be more focused on the ecosystem rather than solely on 

developing the own technology (Adner, 2006; Kapoor & Adner, 2016). For Company A, such a 

strategy would likely be beneficial for the success of cellular connectivity. The findings show 

that Company A is focusing resources towards the development of the ecosystem, which 

according to theory is a suitable strategy as the product is in early stages of its life cycle. The 

empirical findings infer that getting an MVP to the market is a suitable way for the ecosystem 

to gain experience and develop. Literature states that you can only be as good as your 

ecosystem, and as complements adds much value to cellular connectivity, it is of importance 

that these complements are sufficiently developed. This would minimize the risk of 

inadequate complements acting as a bottleneck and hence, hamper the performance of the 

entire ecosystem. Kapoor and Adner (2016) introduced this via a historical case of how the 

HDTV was hampered by insufficiently developed complements. This is an example of why it is 

of great importance to have a strategy that accounts for the entire ecosystem. However, the 

characteristics of the products must be taken into consideration; the early HDTV was aspiring 

to get a first mover advantage due to learning opportunity in components, whereas 

components for cellular connectivity are rather simple. Complements for the HDTV were so 

important that the product could not function without them. For cellular connectivity, the 

devices that allows retrofitting are at the same level of importance, since most manufacturing 
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factories today does not have machinery to support cellular connectivity. However, as that 

complement is already sufficiently developed, it will not act as a bottleneck in the same way 

that inadequate broadcasting did in the example with the HDTV. Nevertheless, the ecosystem 

around cellular connectivity most likely have other bottlenecks as it is early in the product life 

cycle. As the ecosystem develops, these bottlenecks will become evident. As relationships will 

contribute to the development of the ecosystem, establishing these relationships is hence key 

in identifying and understanding the potential bottlenecks.  

6.2 Relationships as Competitive Advantage 

Empirical findings show that the development of an ecosystem for cellular connectivity is 

crucial for delivering the product to end customers in a satisfactory way. One way to initiate 

this development, or speed it up, is believed to be through getting an MVP to the market. The 

MVP may be key in establishing relationships and gaining experience with the potential 

ecosystem members. Study 2, “A Study on Business Relationships” proved the value of 

relationships, where the results showed a few core conditions. Communication, inter-

organizational trust and relationship-specific investments was proven to be these core 

conditions. Hence, it can be derived that relationships need more than direct contact between 

potential ecosystem members for sustainable relationships to be established. Furthermore, 

the findings in Study 2 show that there is no general recipe for success when it comes to 

distributing company resources. Accordingly, as most companies have scarce resources, they 

need to carefully deliberate where to allocate them. What these results infer for this study is 

that resources must be allocated carefully, as different relationship alignment levels are 

expected to be needed and hence suitable effort. When it comes to communication and inter-

organizational trust, researchers believe that Company A, as a strong and well-known 

incumbent unconsciously will fulfill these core conditions. Communication is key for Company 

A to spread knowledge of the products existence to end customers and potential ecosystem 

players. Inter-organizational trust can be considered established, as Company A have 

significant influence in the business. Finally, relationship-specific investments can be a crucial 

part according to Study 2. Company A would benefit from understanding which relationships 

need to be established first and what strength level these relationships need. Once this is 

understood, relationship-specific investments can be done in order to make sure the 

ecosystem develop as fast as possible. The scope of Study 2 fits the description of Company A 
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rather good, and could infer that the core concepts derived from the results can also be 

considered core concepts in establishment of the relationships needed for cellular 

connectivity. Accordingly, this study goes in line with the findings of Study 2.  

This study is limited to the Swedish, German and American market, as researchers chose to 

focus on markets where MNO’s presently own the spectrum rights, and where spectrum may 

soon also be available for industries.  However, as the well-known label “Made in China” has 

global impact, the market for cellular connectivity for manufacturing factories in China will 

probably be significant in the total future share as well. This means  organizational 

relationships are most likely very important for the case of cellular connectivity in other 

research settings, and the results from Study 3, “A Study on Guanxi” may be used as guidelines 

for how to compete the relationships in that market. Empirical findings from Study 3 show 

how managers in China have understood the value of relationships in highly competitive 

markets. Where products prove to be very performance-alike, relationships were the 

solutions for the managers. Accordingly, large investments were put into establishing 

relationships long before actual business was initiated. Findings from this study further infer 

that Company A would benefit from strengthening the relationships with the ecosystem 

members in order to secure a competitive advantage in a market where components and 

complements are open. The results from Study 3 are subject to the Chinese market even 

though some contributing companies were global. As a highly competitive and fast changing 

market the Chinese market may not constitute the best example to compare cellular 

connectivity to, but is rather considered a proof of how relationships can infer competitive 

advantage when the product itself cannot.  

6.3 Relationship Alignment Levels 

As discussed in the previous section, inter-organizational trust and relationship-specific 

investment were proved to be core conditions for building relationships in Study 2, “A Study 

on Business Relationships”. Study 1, “A Study on Trust in B2B Relationships” also prove these 

results, but in another context. Empirical findings show that opportunistic behavior has 

negative impact on the inter-organizational trust and relationship-specific investments have 

positive impact on both financial and non-financial performance. This interweave the findings 

that relationships are important even more, as strong relationships will counteract 

opportunistic behavior, which would negatively affect inter-organizational trust. Accordingly, 
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if relationships are strong, inter-organizational trust will be strengthened. What is different 

with Study 1 is the proof that relationship-specific investments can have positive impact on 

both financial and non-financial performance. Study 1 is however subject to the markets in 

the UK, where circumstances might be different. Furthermore, it only focuses on the 

relationship between provider and supplier, which is a very simplified version of an ecosystem, 

as the network is linear rather than complex. Hence, results from Study 1 cannot be directly 

applicable to this study, but used as a good example of what relationships can contribute with.  

One of the key topics in the results and analysis chapter is the priority problem of 

relationships. Hence, whether components and complements, end customers or intermediary 

relationships are to be prioritized. There may not be a need of choosing one or another of the 

relationships as they are not mutually exclusive. However, finding indications of what 

alignment level is needed and how important that specific relationship is could conduce to 

knowledge of how to prioritize and allocate resources for the different ecosystem 

relationships. Thence, the relationship to end customers is the parent relationship, but due to 

several indication factors it is hard to say that solely the importance of this relationship can 

indicate that it needs more resource allocation than all the others. The alignment level needed 

is also a very important indicator to the resource allocation considerations. 

As described in the literature review, past research has shown that challenges in components 

increases the opportunity for competitive advantage due to learning potential, and challenges 

in components has a negative impact on the potential for competitive advantage (Kapoor & 

Adner, 2010). Theory on business ecosystems infer that ecosystem members are categorized 

as either a component provider, complement provider, focal firm or a customer (Bush, et al., 

2010; Kapoor & Adner, 2010). In the case of this thesis, it is not certain which category is the 

most suitable for MNOs and resellers. Resellers could be considered a complementary firm as 

they help Company A to multiply their reach, which is needed in order to have a scalable 

business model. However, the resellers do not provide a complement that enhances the value 

added by the product. Resellers could also be considered to be the customer for Company A, 

depending on what the pricing model will look like. Using the same logic, MNOs could also be 

considered the customer. However, MNOs contribute with spectrum rights that is needed in 

order to utilize the product, hence, act as a complementary firm. This study infers that theory 
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on business ecosystem would benefit from being extended with more classifications apart 

from components and complements.  

6.4 Sustainability Discussion 

Society is getting more and more aware of sustainability challenges, and the sustainability 

demands on companies in the manufacturing industry are increasing. As the guiding principle 

of Industry 4.0 is to boost productivity and revenue growth, it is extremely important to 

consider ethics and sustainability factors. This is because it is evident that, when focusing 

solely on profit, production leads to depletion of environment, bad working conditions and 

unequal distribution of wealth. Industry 4.0 is contributing with new capabilities within 

production, but the impact Industry 4.0 will have on sustainability is still unknown. Wireless 

communication plays an important role in Industry 4.0. This implies the IDTCs have some 

responsibility.  

Cellular connectivity will enable a higher degree of automation. This will likely contribute to 

social sustainability by providing better working conditions, since more jobs which are unsafe 

does not have to be performed by manual labor. Cellular connectivity will  also contribute to a 

more effective production, less resources will be used to produce the same number of 

products. This will contribute to ecological sustainability, but also to economic sustainability 

for the manufacturers. However, even though the technology per se is contributing to 

sustainability, increased efficiency may infer new ecological sustainability challenges as it 

enables higher production, and accordingly, more resource utilization.  
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7. Conclusion  

This chapter aims to answer the purpose of the study through the main research question, 

presented in an aggregated conclusion. Five managerial implications have also been derived 

from the report, which are presented after the conclusion. The chapter also include suggestions 

for future research and limitations.   

7.1 Main Conclusion 

As cellular connectivity is in an early stage of its life cycle, it is of more importance to convince 

customers of the technology’s benefits , in order to get a market pull, rather than marketing 

the own product. However, as the technology matures, it is of more importance to have a 

differentiation strategy in order to get a satisfactory market share. This competitive advantage 

could be established through superior proprietary complements, thus, make the product 

more valuable than competitors’. Accordingly, companies compete for leadership in 

complements and components, but it is also evident that a competitive advantage can be 

achieved through relationships and inter-organizational ecosystem experience. If competitive 

advantage is sought for through relationships, the most suitable alignment level must be 

chosen in order for the company to allocate an appropriate amount of resources. 

7.2 Managerial Implications 

Getting an MVP to the market can provide insights of which complements that could add value 

for the end customer. It is also a suitable way for the ecosystem to gain experience and 

develop.  

The purpose of intermediaries is to multiply Company A’s reach, in order to have a scalable 

business model that is able to reach all potential end customers. This is an important part 

since Company A does not have a sales force that can reach all potential customers. However, 

before getting an MVP to the market through intermediaries like MNO’s and resellers, 

Company A can gather insights of what complements the end customers desire. Company A 

can therefore consider going directly to end customers to gain insights on what additional 

complements that can provide extra value. By doing so, Company A does not have to wait for 

the network of intermediaries to be established before starting to gather insights. However, 

as this can provide Company A with useful insights about complements, it does not provide 
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learning for the entire ecosystem. Intermediaries must therefore be included eventually, as it 

is an important part for scalability.  

Implication 1.1: Company A should consider taking an MVP directly to end customers as a way 

to gain insights on what additional complements could provide extra value.  

Implication 1.2: Company A should eventually take an MVP to the market through 

intermediaries as a way to gain insights of the ecosystem structure and how to scale the 

business.  

The interviewee’s responses were ambiguous regarding Company A’s ability to develop 

certain applications. Various applications are considered important for the purpose of setting 

up a more digitized factory.  If Company A possesses the ability to develop such applications 

that are better than all other options, it would likely be a source of competitive advantage, as 

an in-house developed complement is proprietary. Therefore, Company A should thoroughly 

examine potential complements and consider if they can make proprietary versions  that are 

superior. Otherwise an open complement would be the better option. 

Implication 2.1: Company A should investigate their ability to develop proprietary 

complements that can yield competitive advantage.  

Complements are important for unlocking the full value of cellular connectivity. However, 

complements cannot in the current situation be perceived as a differentiating factor. This is 

due to the fact that complements developed by third-party companies whose offering can be 

used by anyone, will not grant Company A a sustainable competitive advantage. Company A 

should investigate the possibility of formulating a contract that makes any open complement 

exclusive for Company A’s product. This would yield a competitive advantage since Company 

A would be able to complete their product with a complement which their competition cannot 

use. 

Implication 2.2: Company A could investigate the possibility of formulating a contract that 

makes any open complement exclusive for Company A’s product. 

Manufacturing factories must understand the benefits of cellular connectivity, otherwise 

there will be no market pull. Therefore, to increase numbers of manufacturing factories that 

wants to adopt cellular connectivity, the industry must understand what value the technology 

can bring to the factories. Accordingly, it is of interest for Company A to promote the 
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technology, for manufacturing factories to understand that cellular connectivity is the 

superior product for wireless critical communication. 

Implication 3: As the technology is early in its life cycle, Company A should promote the 

technology of cellular connectivity and not only the own product. 

The ecosystem is in need of relationships with different alignment levels for every ecosystem 

member. An alignment level of partner/ally is not possible nor needed for every relationship 

in the ecosystem. Since relationship-building and further progress up the relationship ladder 

is time consuming, over-prioritizing relationships may result in unnecessary resource 

allocation. This is due to the fact that it does not benefit Company A to have the highest 

alignment level to all ecosystem members. To choose the optimal level of effort that is put 

into a specific relationship, Company A must understand at what level the relationship should 

be aligned.  

Implication 4:  Company A should choose appropriate alignment levels for all ecosystem 

members, in order to know how much effort should be put into each relationship.  

Depending on which business function employees identify themselves within, the 

responsibility of promoting a product varies. As the employees in Company A’s business unit 

for cellular connectivity for manufacturing factories identify mostly within management and 

marketing & sales, it is evident that much resources should be allocated to promoting the 

product. As Company A needs a collective idea of what they deliver for promotion to be 

effective, the business unit needs to unify their thoughts regarding the overall strategy.  

Implication 5: Employees at the business unit needs to unify their idea of the overall strategy 

in order for promotion to be effective.  

7.3 Future Research 

Future research area 1: As this study is delimited to the Swedish, German and American 

market, the study could be complemented with research from markets with other conditions. 

The study infer that Company A will need MNO’s as a part of the new ecosystem, nurturing 

and utilizing the relationship and experience of working together. However, when MNO’s are 

not an essential part of the ecosystem, but spectrum can be provided by others, the outcome 

may differ from this study’s results. As discussions whether the spectrum rights should be 
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available to anyone in the Swedish, German and American market is ongoing, this future 

research topic may become increasingly important.  

Future research area 2: As this study disregard the possible financial input needed to establish 

relationships and what would be the potential financial outcome, future research may focus 

on investigating this performance. As resources are limited, this study would benefit from 

being complemented with financial measures, where indications to what financial input would 

be needed is included. Furthermore, financial resources may have various impact depending 

on where they are allocated in the ecosystem and hence, future research could also put focus 

into understanding where financial resources should be prioritized in the ecosystem 

development process.  

Future research area 3: This study focuses on the internal perspective of Company A and is 

subject to the thoughts and ideas of contributors at the business unit. The perspective of all 

potential ecosystem members could provide even deeper insight to how the ecosystem 

should be developed and how relationships can benefit all potential members in the better 

way. Hence, this study only examine how Company A perceive the relationships in the 

potential ecosystem and not how the other members perceive these. This future research 

would provide more diversified implications of which relationships should be prioritized and 

how other potential ecosystem members consider the relationship to Company A. 

7.4 Research Limitations 

Establishing relationships with all important members of an ecosys tem is time consuming, 

hence, allocating more resources to building relationships implies investments. Companies 

must prioritize where to put focus considering the available resources. Since all factors that 

are important for the development of innovation are resource demanding, companies must 

find a balance. In this research paper, financial considerations have been disregarded. 

As findings are based solely on interviews at Company A, the implications become Company 

A specific. This study is performed from an internal perspective and does not consider 

competitor’s progress or strategies. By conducting the same or similar studies at multiple 

IDTCs, a broader and more generalizable result would likely be attained. 
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Finally, this research is time-dependent to cellular connectivity being in an early stage of its 

life-cycle. This thesis indicates that a competitive advantage can be yielded through 

establishing relationships. However, to find out the effects of this strategy the theoretical 

findings must be put in a more practical context and be tracked over a longer period, until 

cellular connectivity for manufacturing factories is more mature.  

There are vast amounts of studies that prove the theoretical importance of relationships in 

ecosystems, but rather few examples of the long-term outcome. This lack of empirical data to 

compare the study to makes it challenging to conduct an action plan for more practical results.   
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Appendix A: The 30R’s of Relationship Marketing 
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Appendix B: Pre-study Interview Template 

• Project introduction 
• Tell us about yourself, role at company etc.  

• How would you briefly define a GTM strategy, and your company’s GTM strategy? 
• Questions out of 4P perspective, where every question have a follow-up question 

of how it does work today and what could be better: 
 
Product 

• What is the offering you provide your customers? 
o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 

• What are the complementary companies? (Do you care about customer success 
etc.?) 

o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 
• How do you differentiate yourselves to be the better alternative, why choose you? 

o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 

 
Place 

• How do you bring the product to market? 
o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 

• Which are the targeted customers? 
o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 

• Which channels are used to reach the customer (selling/distributing)? (Where do the 
customer buy the product?) 

o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 

 
Price 

• What is your pricing model? + pricing tactics? 

o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 
• What is your cost structure/core costs? 

o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 

 
Promotion 

• Which channels are used to reach the customer (advertising)? (Where do the 
customer come in contact with the customer?) 

o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 
• How do you promote your offering? Do you have a catchphrase?  

o Are you satisfied as it is? What could be better? 

 
Outro 

• What should we have asked? 
• Do you have anything to add? 

• Do you recommend anyone else we should talk to?  
• Do you have any questions to us? 
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Appendix C: Main Study Interview Template 

 

Explanation of the pre-study 

Introduction of relationship and ecosystem approach 

1. What complements do you think are the most important in order to add value to the 
offering? 

 
2. What does the relationship with those complementary companies look like?  

 
3. How much effort does the company put into developing relationships with the 

complementary companies? 
 

4. What challenges do you have or see with developing your relationships with the 
complementary firms? 
 

5. How easy or difficult would it be for your competitors to develop similar relationships 
with the complementary companies? 
 

6. Is there anything else you would like to add about the current situation with 

complementary companies? 
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Appendix D: Business and Partners Relationships Questionnaire 
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Appendix E: Quantitative Study Results 
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Appendix F: Quantitative Study Results, sorted by effort 

 


