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Abstract
The banking industry is undergoing a transformation which is accelerated by the European
Commission introducing Payment Services Directive 2 (PSD2), mandating all banks in Europe to share
their clients’ account and transaction data with third party providers. This development will boost the
banking industry to invest more in innovations and offer consumers new products and services.
Therefore, banks are looking into becoming the leader of an innovation ecosystem in the banking
industry, known as Open Banking. Some banks are quite certain to making this shift, however, the
question at hand is ‘How to create a successful ecosystem in an Open Banking context?’.
This problem is addressed from both the academic literature as well as an empirical study in
the banking industry. Autio & Thomas (2014) argue that the emergence and creation of ecosystems
and the processes by which these ecosystems are created have not been studied sufficiently.
Therefore, the aim of this study is to identify how ecosystems can be created, especially in the Dutch
banking industry as the large corporate banks are at the forefront of transforming. Therefore, the
literature on innovation ecosystems was studied thoroughly before conducting interviews in the field
and gathering data. The literature was the starting point of this study, where the findings of the
literature review, were summarized in design principles and eventually a framework.
Prior to developing a framework, the literature was reviewed to identify the ‘ecosystem
building blocks’. This thesis is the first to identify ecosystem building blocks in the literature. Initially,
these building blocks were grouped into three main groups having implications on (1) the strategy, (2)
the ecosystem itself and (3) actors. The vision, which is seen as the fundamental center in ecosystem
(e.g. Adner, 2012), was parted from the strategic group since the vision and value proposition are at
the heart of ecosystems and define the contents of every other building block. Similarly, the value
proposition is at the heart of the Business Model Canvas, and therefore central in creating businesses
and ecosystems of businesses.
The developed framework, its structure, components, and logic, were tested and discussed
with consultants and (senior) managers at Accenture. This had drastic implications to the framework’s
logic and structure, which are to a significant extent coupled. The framework’s vertical and horizontal
structure was revisited and redeveloped, using the insights gained by the conducted interviews as well
as revisiting the literature. The main implications on the framework’s structure was four layers being
reduced to three, the development of four ‘guiding principles’ and each guiding principle consisting of
four building blocks. Four guiding principles were identified, these are fundamental to the creation and
existence of ecosystems; these are: vision, strategy, value, and structure. These guiding principles are
one aggregate level higher than the ecosystem building blocks and each consist of four building blocks.
The guiding principles are at the basis of the final framework. The framework consists of three
layers, the first being the vision of the focal firm or ecosystem. The vision is created by incorporating
the value proposition, the consumer segment, the consideration to create or participate and
stakeholder trust. In sum, the vision depicts the goal or promise of the ecosystem.
The second layer consists of the guiding principles strategy and value. The strategic perspective
is influence by the traditional view on strategy and the resource-based view. Therefore, the strategy
consists of the resources, capabilities, roles and underlying risks of the ecosystem. In other words, the
strategy illustrates how the promise will be delivered. The value, on the other hand, describes why the
consumer should use the ecosystem’s offerings. Therefore, configured by the value being created and
captured, these processes happen by means of control points, the main sources for value creation and
capture created by the firm’s position, and protection of each stakeholder’s assets and added value.

The final layer of the framework in concluded by the ecosystem’s structure. The structure is
built up of actors, activities, positions, and links. These building blocks map the structure of the
ecosystem and therefore describe what the underlying relationships and responsibilities of each
stakeholder are.
The framework, its guiding principles and building blocks define ‘what is part of the ecosystem’
and ‘why it is part of the ecosystem’. The missing piece of the ecosystem puzzle is the ‘how’ question,
in other words ‘how the ecosystem is created’. This thesis proposes two approaches in using the
framework and thus creating an ecosystem. These approaches are labeled ‘top-down’ and ‘bottomup’. As these names suggest, the first approach starts with the ecosystem’s vision and works down,
whereas the second approach starts at the ecosystem’s structure and works up. The former uses
causation processes and the latter effectuation processes (Sarasvathy, 2001).
Finally, the redeveloped framework, its structure, guiding principles, building blocks, logic and
the two approaches were tested with one of the major banks in the Dutch banking industry. This had
only minor implications for the framework, however it had more implications to the two design
approaches which were developed. The participants of this validation session did not have a clear
preference regarding one or the other. However, they indicated that they had a preference regarding
a combination of the two approaches which would offer them much more freedom.
Therefore, a ‘hybrid’ design approach was developed, whereby the design process is not set in
stone and the users are free to follow whichever preferred sequence. This design approach has at its
core that it offers the user as much freedom as possible and at the same time follows the logic of the
previously designed approaches. This third approach is a lot more iterative than the previous two
design approaches.
Besides developing a framework and three design approaches, this thesis discusses banks’
maturity in creating ecosystems and therefore the industry’s current state. There is a difference
between EU member states as well as within each EU member state, whereby the UK is the furthest in
their development as the UK has already included the PSD2 into their law. This is not studied in detail
since this is not the scope of this thesis and is therefore only touched upon in short.
Banks currently have mainly explored the market and experimented, they are learning-bydoing so-to-say. However, during these activities the banks have already encountered challenges.
Amongst others, these challenges are: getting the value proposition and ecosystem live, partnering
with third parties, and finding their role and position in the ecosystem. These challenges are addressed
by the framework and design approaches and therefore highlighted especially.
However, banks becoming an Open Bank is not as easy said as done, due to underlying
implications. First of all, banks will have to change their mindset and culture, becoming more
innovative and agile; in turn, this will enable them to attract the ‘right’ bright people. Furthermore,
banks will have to modernize and keep up their IT with the 21st century.
In sum, this thesis developed a framework and three design approaches which are based on
the current available literature and conducted interviews with consultants and (senior) managers at
Accenture. Finally, the framework and approaches were validated at one of the major Dutch banks.
This thesis argues that the top-down approach should be used in conditions with low uncertainty and
the bottom-up approach in conditions with high uncertainty. Future research should map the ideal
conditions for each of the design approaches even though the top-down and bottom-up approach are
to a certain extent comparable to causation and effectuation processes respectively.
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1.

INTRODUCTION
This study will research how to create a successful ecosystem in an Open Banking context. The
Dutch banking industry is the case that is studied by this thesis. In this chapter, the research domain
and empirical domain are demarcated. The research domain will shortly discuss the ecosystem
literature and the emergence of the concept itself, the literature is discussed in more detail in Chapter
3. In addition, the relevance of studying ecosystems is described. The empirical domain discusses the
relevance of the Dutch banking industry to the ecosystem literature. Finally, this chapter discusses the
gap in the literature and practice (i.e. research gap) and the aim of this study. In addition, the research
questions are proposed, and the theoretical framework is shaped.

1.1 Research Domain
Generally, individual firms compete on their ability to create more value than their direct
competitors (Porter, 1985; Brandenburger & Stuart, 1996). The value creation of a firm, in turn,
depends on its ability to innovate successfully (Adner & Kapoor, 2010). Ideally, value would be created
that has not yet been imagined by the customer (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990); and therefore, meet new
customer needs and create a new market. Innovations are beneficial both for companies and nations
in order to survive and develop in a market environment, ‘create value’, and enhance competitiveness
(Jalonen, 2012). To make innovation happen, a suitable innovation must meet different conditions,
these may address natural, structural, organizational and cultural factors (Durst & Poutanen, 2013).
The innovation capability rests on the resources and capabilities of the firm, this will determine
the value creation abilities of a firm (Adner & Kapoor, 2010). Besides creating value, value should be
captured by the firm creating the value (Adner & Kapoor, 2010). By creating value and capturing it,
firms become economically sustainable, make profits and gain a competitive advantage (e.g.
Brandenburger & Stuart, 1996). This reinforcing process leads to a more stable competitive position.
Nowadays, firms rarely provide everything in creating new offerings, as offerings become more
complex and varied, so do the relationships necessary to produce them (Normann & Ramirez, 1993).
In addition, most innovations do not stand alone, innovations rather depend on other innovations
happening in the same environment, therefore there is an increasing interest in ecosystems of
interdependent innovations providing holistic customer solutions (Moore, 1993; Adner, 2006; Adner
& Kapoor, 2010).
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The ecosystem literature finds its roots in ecology (e.g. Moore, 1993); the ecological analogy
in the management and innovation studies is more often and widely used to shape our understanding
of the underlying phenomena (Ritala & Almpanopoulou, 2017). However, in the case of innovation
ecosystems Oh et al. (2016) argue that it has drifted away from this analogy as innovation ecosystems
are deliberately designed and do not only evolve naturally. Adner (2017) defines this difference as
‘ecosystem-as-structure’ and ‘ecosystem-as-affiliation’.
Oh et al. (2016) found that there is no consensus regarding the definition of ecosystems, they
criticize the flawed analogy of ecosystems and call it a metaphor rather than a rigorous construct. In
addition, the many definitions differ in their vision, scope and detail (Rabelo & Bernus, 2015). Different
definitions of an innovation ecosystem are provided (e.g. Moore, 1993; Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Adner,
2006; Rabelo & Bernus, 2015). The joint definition of an ecosystem as adopted by this study is:
Innovation ecosystems are (1) networks of complex relationships formed between inter- and
codependent actors, (2) where entities have a joint functional goal and enable technology
development and innovation, (3) thereby recognizing the holistic value embedded in highly integrated
customer-facing solutions and acquiring a competitive advantage (Moore, 1993; Moore, 1996; Iansiti
& Levien, 2004; Adner, 2006, 2012, 2017; Jackson, 2011; Mäkinen and Dedehayir, 2012). This definition
is chosen, since it satisfies both literature streams as identified by Adner (2017). This study adopts a
holistic view in creating ecosystems and therefore this joint definition was chosen. The definition as
proposed by this thesis will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.1.
Adner (2017) made a distinction in the ecosystem literature, whereby he argued that the
‘ecosystem-as-structure’ literature adopts an activity-centric perspective. Whereas the ‘ecosystem-asaffiliation’ adopts an actor-centric perspective. One could argue that the former assumes that an
ecosystem can be designed and created, and the latter assumes a natural evolution of the ecosystem.
This distinction is discussed further in Section 3.1.
The distinction made by Adner (2017) assumes two separate approaches in creating the
ecosystem. Ron Adner has mainly focused his work on the deliberate design of ecosystems, where
others have researched the natural emergence of ecosystems (e.g. Moore, 1993). Regardless from the
processes prior to the existence of ecosystems, ecosystems are transforming how competition is
viewed (e.g. Bonchek & Choudary, 2013).
Competition is transforming from separate products and services towards complex and
integrated value propositions of complementary products and services of different actors (Adner,
2006, 2012). Adner and Kapoor (2016) define ecosystem competition as a race between the old and
new technology ecosystem. Surpassing the old ecosystem could be delayed by (minor) innovations in
the old ecosystem and challenges in the new ecosystem. Worst-case scenario the innovations in the
old ecosystem increase the performance standard for the new ecosystem to a threshold which is high
enough for the old ecosystem to remain as the ‘industry standard’.
Furthermore, Normann & Ramirez (1993) argue that successful companies are the ones that
look beyond their immediate boundaries to the social and business systems, where new ways to
reconfigure those systems to reinvent value for their customers are discovered. In addition, even
simple product or service innovations can become complicated, and thus, operate in ecosystems made
up of highly interconnected stakeholders (Ihrig & MacMillan, 2017).
Today, most firms do not possess all the resources, competences and capabilities needed for
innovation and product delivery processes (Moore, 1993; Powell et al., 1996). Therefore, it is obvious
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to enter into collaborations and acquire the resources and capabilities in order to materialize on the
value proposition.
In ecosystems, partnering will therefore enable firms to tap into resources and capabilities of
partners which were previously not in reach. And thus, offering more opportunities for the firms
entering in ecosystems to be more innovative than rivals and gain a competitive advantage (Ozcan and
Eisenhardt, 2009; Lavie and Singh, 2012).

1.2 Empirical Domain
Recently, the banking industry started transforming due to the emergence and growth of the
FinTech market as well as the industry entrance of giant Tech-companies such as Google and Alibaba
(Busch & Moreno, 2004). In Europe this change is accelerated by the introduction of new European
Legislation, Payment Services Directive (PSD2); the directive is expected to be live in September 2019.
PSD2 implies that banks will have to share their data on client accounts and transactions with Third
Party Providers (TPP), which will reshape the experience provided by financial services (Majumdar &
Weiss, 2017; Hernæs, 2018). Therefore, this thesis will consider the Dutch banking industry as a case
study.
The threat posed on the banking industry comes from the fact that banks are highly specialized
in their current business, which tends to lead to a narrow outlook (Möller & Svahn, 2009). And thus,
more agile firms, like FinTech and GAFAA (Google, Apple, Facebook, Amazon, and Alibaba), specialized
in multiple businesses, have seen the new financial services opportunities earlier than banks. Another
advantage of GAFAA over banks is being involved in several but separate networks, which allows for
increased exposure to ideas (Möller & Svahn, 2009). In addition, at the heart of the GAFAA’s strengths
are dynamic capabilities; being able to exploit current capabilities and exploring new capabilities
(Teece et al., 1997). Since the tech-giants have a strong learning culture, they can make ‘more sense’
of the ideas being exposed to and turn these into viable businesses (Möller & Svahn, 2009).
Banks are interested in becoming the central provider of a multi-sided marketplace, like the
GAFAA are. This is also known as Open Banking, which is the application of Open Innovation in banking.
The admired role is offering a mediation or transaction of consumer goods, an example banks adore is
Amazon or Apple. This role enables banks to become a platform-driven firm.
Platforms are dependent on an underlying ecosystem structure, although ecosystems do not
necessarily have a platform at its core (Autio & Thomas, 2014; Gawer, 2014); platforms are the
technology built in ecosystems. In addition, platforms and multi-sided markets are highly dependent
on community building (e.g. Adner, 2017). Ecosystems should create innovation communities (Van der
Borgh et al., 2012) and should be viewed as evolving communities (Autio & Thomas, 2014). In this
sense, banks should create an underlying ecosystem, before being able to create a multisided platform.
“Multisided platforms (MSPs) are technologies, products or services that create value primarily
by enabling direct interactions between two or more customer or participant groups” (Hagiu, 2014, p.
71). In other words, MSPs enable a transaction to happen between the supply and demand sides. Value
in successful MSPs is created through reduction of search costs and/or transaction costs (Hagiu, 2014).
MSPs often occupy a privileged position, being the sole provider where other industry participants
revolve around (Hagiu, 2014); examples are Google and Facebook. The privileged position is acquired
through the competitive advantage of high entry barriers (i.e. direct and indirect network effects),
where the number of participants on the supply side depends on the number of participants on the
demand side and vice versa (Hagiu, 2014).
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Another key feature of MSPs is high switching costs on one or all sides of the platform (Hagiu,
2014). A MSP can become the industry standard, once the standard has been established the
innovation focus will shift from product innovation to process innovation, becoming more efficient
(Gawer & Cusumano, 2014). Similarly, ecosystems can evolve whereby different links may become the
‘dominant species’ and capture the lion’s share of rents (Oh et al., 2016). Examples of successful MSPs
and ecosystems that have become the dominant design are: Google, Facebook, and Amazon.
The key decision for MSPs is whether to ‘enable or employ’ a function, whereas in Vertical
Integration the decision is ‘make vs buy’ (Hagiu & Wright, 2015). Hagiu and Wright (2015) argue that
the ‘make vs buy’ decision implies ownership, whereas the decision for an MSP is to enable direct
interactions between two or more distinct sides affiliated to the platform without owning the function,
which, to a certain extent, is similar to an ecosystem.
It is interesting to study the banking industry in an ecosystem context for two reasons
especially. First, the changes are happening as we speak, and banks are currently challenged with
making the shift, whereby it is interesting to see how an established and conservative firm is coping
with these challenges. Second, banks offer mainly financial services, and it would seem that it is more
difficult to be part of a successful ecosystem in a service-oriented context than in a product-oriented
context (Van der Borgh et al., 2012). The question is whether the benefits for service companies
outweigh the high costs that must be paid to be located in an ecosystem (Van der Borgh et al., 2012).

1.3 Research Gap & Aim of the Study
Most established banks are aware of the changing trends and are thinking about new business
models (Accenture, 2016). New entrants in financial services as well as changing consumer
expectations are at the basis of these trends (Busch & Moreno, 2014; Marous, 2016). Thus, banks can
either improve the performance of the current ecosystem or transition to the next technology S-curve
and ecosystem.
It is evident that banks will have to change soon to ensure survival. Banks must keep up with
the growing consumer expectations and therefore offer more than just financial services (Busch &
Moreno, 2014). In addition, banks must reform and interact daily with their customers to help their
customers meet their financial and non-financial needs (Accenture, 2016). The banking ecosystem
should leverage customer insight and establish loyalty to become the central provider of traditional
and non-traditional banking services (Marous, 2016). This implies that banks will have to reposition
themselves within the market and probably even enter other market. This could be difficult for banks
due to their nature, most banks do not have the stomach to change the business model (Shevlin, 2016).
Although banks realize the importance of changing and the dangers of inertia, the problem at
hand is how to change. Many studies have been conducted focusing on understanding ecosystem
evolution. It seems that these scholars have ignored the emergence and creation of ecosystems, and
the processes by which these ecosystems are created (Autio & Thomas, 2014). In addition, there is no
understanding of the emergence of platforms (Gawer & Cusumano, 2014). Therefore, the aim of this
study is to find how ecosystems are created. Thus, the following research questions are proposed:
RQ.

How to create a successful ecosystem in an Open Banking context?
SQ.1 What are the underlying building blocks to create a successful ecosystem?
SQ.2 How does the current environment and current ecosystem design process look
like in the Dutch banking industry?
SQ.3 What are the main challenges for Dutch banks in becoming an Open Bank?
SQ.4 How do Dutch banks want to be supported in ecosystem creation?
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This thesis’ theoretical framework consists of the ‘ecosystem-as-structure’ (i.e. activity-centric)
and ‘ecosystem-as-affiliation’ (i.e. actor-centric) literatures (Adner, 2017), to provide a holistic view on
ecosystems. By adopting both sides of the coin, this study seeks to adopt a holistic view on ecosystem
creation. This is an ambitious goal, as both stream differ in their approach in ecosystem creation,
however, both streams in the ecosystems literature do not rule each other out (Adner, 2017); and
therefore, allow room to be combined.
In addition, the resource-based view is used, since resources and capabilities are at the heart
of partnering (Powell et al., 1996), innovating (e.g. Adner & Kapoor, 2010) and at the base of the
strategic literature (e.g. Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Porter 1979). Previously ecosystems have not
been studied through the lens of the resource-based view (RBV), except for Iansiti & Levien (2004) and
Jackson (2011); although Adner (2012) points out the importance of resource and timing allocations.
The resource-based view is an internal analysis of firms’ strengths and weaknesses (Wernerfelt, 1984;
Barney, 1991); in this context it would be directed at the ecosystem’s internal strengths. At the heart
of the ecosystem is a network of interconnected partnerships, where collaborations are formed to tap
into the resources of others (Powell et al., 1996); thus, making it interesting to use the RBV lens as
well.
In addition, following the logic of Adner (2017) in his distinction between ecosystem-asaffiliation and ecosystem-as-structure. One could argue that resources are inherently linked to
activities being executed by a firm and the assets used to materialize the value proposition (e.g.
Wernerfelt, 1984). Whereas capabilities can be viewed as the firm’s ability to strategically manage the
skills, resources and competences in executing the activities (e.g. Teece et al., 1997). Therefore, due
to their natures, one could argue that the ecosystem-as-structure literature assumes resources,
whereas the ecosystem-as-affiliation literature assumes capabilities.
In Section 2 the methodology of this study is discussed; Section 3 discusses the literature
review in more detail; the findings are discussed in Section 4; and finally, in Section 5 the discussion
and conclusion are presented.
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2.

METHODOLOGY
In Chapter 1, the research domain, empirical domain, and research gap were described. In
addition, the aim of the study and the research questions were defined. Finally, the theoretical
framework of this thesis was demarcated, which are the ecosystem-as-structure and ecosystem-asaffiliation literature in combination with the resource-based view.
This Chapter will discuss the methodology adopted by this thesis, where first the research
approach will be described. The research approach in this study is derived from the science-based
design (Van Burg et al., 2008), since this thesis sets to design and develop a framework in creating
ecosystems. This is done by defining research-based design principles, which are the coherent set of
normative ideas and propositions grounded in research (Romme & Endenburg, 2006). The design
principles are constructed according to the CIMO-logic format by Denyer et al. (2008).
In addition, this Chapter describes the data collection procedure, whereby this thesis adopts a
case study design and conducts interviews with Accenture consultants and managers. Furthermore,
the data analysis procedures are described in detail as well. Finally, this Chapter will elaborate on the
testing and validation, performed at one of the three major banks in the Dutch banking industry.
The remainder of this Chapter is constructed into five subsections: research approach, CIMOlogic, data collection, data analysis, and testing and validation.

2.1 Research Approach
The research approach of this study is based on the science-based design as suggested by Van
Burg et al. (2008). This approach is used to reduce the gap between managerial practice and academic
research (Van Burg et al, 2008). Jackson (2011) argues that innovation ecosystems comprise of both
the research economy as well as the commercial economy, where the research economy stands for
the academic research and commercial economy means the business practice. The research economy
and the commercial economy are coupled as the resources invested in fundamental research are
driven by the marketplace (Jackson, 2011). Thus, ecosystems fit the description of Van Burg et al.
(2008) perfectly, and therefore their approach is used as a basis.
The science-based design perspective promotes the interplay between emergent and
deliberate design processes (Van Burg et al., 2008). Van Burg et al. (2008) have studied how this
interplay between emergent (decontextualization) and deliberate (contextualization) design processes
develop a cumulative body of knowledge that is not only relevant for scholars but also for practitioners.
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This study is of interest for both audience-groups as there is a clear gap in academics as well as practice
when it comes to ecosystem creation. The science-based design perspective is used as a basis for this
study’s approach since the science-based design perspective has anchor points in science and design.
Where science is the knowledge about what already is (Van Burg et al., 2008), whereas design involves
using knowledge to create what should and could be (Simon, 1996; Sarasvathy, 2004).
This study starts by conducting an extensive literature review and extracting the design
principles from literature (i.e. research-based principles), using the ecosystem-as-structure,
ecosystem-as-affiliation, and resource-based view literatures; see Figure 2.1 for this study’s research
approach. Design principles are the coherent set of normative ideas and propositions grounded in
research (Romme & Endenburg, 2006). In addition, these principles serve as a boundary object
between the entrepreneurial research and design process (Romme & Endenburg, 2006); facilitating a
detailed and specific design. Afterwards a framework was developed that is bounded to the identified
research-based design principles (First Iteration). In turn, the framework is used to extract practical
knowledge from the industry, as it served as a basis for discussion during the conducted interviews.
The framework was revised using insights gained from the interviews conducted with multiple
employees within Accenture Financial Services throughout Europe and revisiting the literature (Second
Iteration). Finally, the second iteration was validated with one major Dutch Bank, the insights gained
from this validation session were incorporated into the final version (Third Iteration).

Figure 2.1 Research approach

2.2 CIMO-Logic
This study follows the ‘CIMO-logic’ in drafting the design propositions, as proposed by Denyer
et al. (2008). In short, the CIMO stands for Context, Intervention, Mechanism, and Outcome. For a
problematic ‘Context’, the design proposition proposes a certain ‘Intervention’ type, that produces,
through a specified ‘Mechanism’, the intended and desirable ‘Outcome’ (Denyer et al., 2008).

7
S. (Sedat) Gültekin BSc, 0832710

The ‘Context’ (C) is the surrounding (internal and external environmental) factors (Denyer et
al., 2008). ‘Intervention’ (I) is the action, influenced behavior, or hypothesis that needs to be carried
out (Denyer et al., 2008). Denyer et al. (2008) define the ‘Mechanism’ (M) as the intervention’s trigger
in a certain context. Finally, they define the ‘Outcome’ (O) as the intended result of the intervention in
a certain context. In most occasions, C is kept constant and I, M, and O differ, this way different actions,
hypotheses or boundary conditions are proposed for intended outcomes in a certain context.

2.3 Data Collection
The main source for the research-based design principles and the first iteration is the
literature. For the second iteration data was collected from the field. This data collection is established
through interviews with Accenture employees throughout Europe having experience in banking and
ecosystems. The main purpose of the data collection is to identify the problems, challenges, and
requirements of the banking industry regarding ecosystem creation. This input is used to provide a
specified solution for the banking industry. To collect data systematically, an interview guide is
designed and improved based on the Interview Protocol Refinement (IPR) framework of CastilloMontoya (2016).
This interview guide is part of the case study protocol (Yin, 2009); which can be found in Exhibit
3. This study will consider a case study regarding the Dutch banking industry. A case study was chosen
due to the nature of the research question, the researcher having little control over events, and the
focus being on a contemporary phenomenon (i.e. ecosystems) within a real-life context (Yin, 2009).
This definition of a case study fits the purpose of this study perfectly, as this study’s main purpose is
to identify how to build the Open Bank ecosystem. The goal of data collection was to identify the
problems, challenges, and requirements of the banks with regards to creating ecosystems.

2.3.1 Case Study Design
Case studies can adopt three distinct purposes, being exploratory, descriptive, or explanatory.
Each of these purposes have their own strategy for execution (Yin, 2009). However, despite the
distinctive characteristics of each strategy, there are large overlaps among them (Yin, 2009). The
purpose of this case study will be exploratory as it will explore a new phenomenon (i.e. creation of
ecosystems). Second, this study will explain how to create the ecosystem, by developing a framework
and design process. According to Yin (2009) the goal of a case study is to expand and generalize
theories, again this study and its purpose are fitting that description, as a general framework is created
and then adapted to the Dutch banking industry.
“Every type of empirical research has an implicit, if not explicit, research design. In the most
elementary sense, the design is the logical sequence that connects the empirical data to a study’s initial
research questions and, ultimately, to its conclusions” (Yin, 2009, p. 21). An explicit research design
increases the case study’s quality and the quality of the outcomes. Yin (2009, p. 21) continues: “A
research design is a logical plan for getting from here to there, where here may be defined as the initial
set of questions to be answered, and there is some set of conclusions (answers) about these
questions.” The research design is translated to a Case Study Protocol, which can be found in Exhibit
3. Hereby, the case study questions follow the research questions as mentioned in Chapter 1.
A guide or protocol should be designed ex ante to stimulate the researcher to think about
which questions need to be answered (Knox & Burkard, 2009). In addition, they state that it is up to
the interviewer whether a strict protocol should be enforced, or a more unstructured approach is
adopted. Glaser and Strauss (1967) state that as initial data is gathered and analyzed, the initial set of
questions and the study’s central focus can be refined. On another note, Knox and Burkard (2009)
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argue that basic themes or topic areas are likely determined ex ante and included in the protocol, and
the questions might be subject to changes throughout the process of conducting interviews. However,
Castillo-Montoya (2016) argues that a refined protocol may strengthen the quality of data obtained
throughout the entire study. Therefore, it is necessary to have a refined interview protocol before
starting the data collection procedure.

2.3.2 Interviews
This study adopts interviews in other to gather the vast majority of data. The interview has two
main purposes, one being an instrument for conversation about a certain topic (Castillo-Montoya,
2016), second asking questions to gather specific information related to the scope of the study (Patton,
2015).
Castillo-Montoya (2016) provides a four phased Interview Protocol Refinement framework: (1)
aligning the interview questions with the research questions, (2) constructing an inquiry-based
conversation, (3) receiving feedback on the protocol, and (4) piloting the interview protocol. This study
does not include the fourth step in improving the interview questions due to limited interview
candidates on the topic within Accenture and the study’s time restrictions. This has as consequence
that minor refinements to the questions might be applied throughout conducting the interviews. See
Exhibit 2 for the preparatory steps in defining the questions for the interview guide.
This thesis adopts semi-structured interviews to understand key factors in creating ecosystems
and assessment of divergent views and opinions. A protocol for semi-structured interviews should
include open-ended questions based on the focus of the study before data is collected (Knox &
Burkard, 2009). Semi-structured interviews allow interviewers to gather specific information and
enable comparison across individuals (Knox & Burkard, 2009).
Questions were formulated aligned with the aim of the study and its research questions.
Moreover, the framework was presented to every interview participant and discussed, upon which
interviews elaborated on their view and suggested improvements to the initial framework created by
the synthesis of the literature. Finally, each interview was closed with three follow-up questions Rubin
& Rubin (2012).
In addition, semi-structured interviews allow the interviewer to remain open and flexible, and
probe individual stories in more detail (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). Flick (2002) argues that for
semi-structured interviews the protocol serves as a guide, rather than a strict protocol. The interview
guide is presented in Exhibit 3, part of the case study protocol.
The interviews were conducted in English, preferably in-person otherwise by means of a call.
All interviews were recorded to detail out the notes, prior to starting the interview, participants were
asked for their explicit consent to record the interview (Yin, 2009). In lights with the new European
legislation on the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), it is required to ask for explicit consent
if any personal data is stored. Therefore, a cover page is used asking the explicit consent of each
respondent, included in Exhibit 3. Part of the respondents were comfortable with signing the letter,
others were comfortable giving consent through a voice record; in case the interview was not
conducted in-person, the respondents were asked to give consent through a voice confirmation.
Finally, the interviewees were selected based on their knowledge and experience in banking
and ecosystems, so purposive sampling, also known as theoretical sampling (Strauss & Corbin, 2008).
In other words, critical cases were selected to develop an in-depth understanding of the problems and
challenges banks face in creating ecosystems and identifying the requirements for the ‘solution’. This
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process is continued until ‘theoretical saturation’ is reached, this occurs when data collection ceases
to reveal new data that are relevant to a category (Strauss & Corbin, 2008).

2.3.3 Interview Participants
Interviewees were selected solely from Accenture, which has an expertise in management
consulting. The interviewees were selected based on the criteria of having both extensive knowledge
in banking functions as well as trends in technologies and ecosystems. In total 11 interviews were
conducted, five interviews with (senior-level) managers or higher and six interviews with consultants;
see Exhibit 4 for the total list of interviewees. All interviewees are male, and their ages ranged
anywhere from 25 to 50.
All interviewees work in Europe: Netherlands, Belgium, France, Switzerland, and United
Kingdom. PSD2 has implications for all these European countries and therefore all participants are
relevant for the conclusions of this study. Their experience in ecosystems in the financial industry
ranges from 6 to 36 months. The (senior-level) managers had the most experience with ecosystems,
at least 24 months.
Due to internal logistical problems at Accenture, the researcher was not able to come in
contact with potential candidates in the Dutch banking world. Therefore, interviews were conducted
with Accenture employees immersed in the banking world and working on projects on Open Banking.
However, to compensate to this flaw in data collection, the designs were validated with one of the
major Dutch banks; this is further explained in Section 2.5.

2.4 Data Analysis
Before data could be analyzed, the audio records of the interviews were transcribed verbatim,
these transcripts can be examined in Appendix A. The transcribed interviews were analyzed using a
combination of deductive and inductive approaches. Using the deductive approach, the initial
framework developed from literature and its underlying assumptions were validated. On the other
hand, inductive reasoning was used to gather data about new concepts (Strauss & Corbin, 2008); like
the approach in ecosystem creation in the banking industry and their challenges.
Miles and Huberman (1994) suggest that qualitative data analysis consists of three procedures:
(1) data reduction, the obtained data is reduced and organized, and all irrelevant data is discarded, (2)
data display, displaying the data good allows for conclusions to be drawn from the data, and (3)
conclusions drawing, developing conclusions regarding the study.
The data was analyzed using deductive and inductive reasoning and the procedures as
described by Miles and Huberman (1994). The following steps were taken in analyzing the conducted
interviews. (1) The raw data was reduced and cleaned, whereby all irrelevant data was discarded from
the initial data set. Irrelevant data was identified as data that constitutes of (confidential) examples or
sub-topics that are not in line with the scope of this study. Due to the semi-structured nature of the
interview, it occurred that interviewees talked in more detail about topics not within the study’s scope.
(2) While cleaning the data, the data was read carefully, whereby possible codes were noted.
These codes were in line with either the research questions, or with the developed framework in Figure
3.1. (3) These codes were grouped into initial themes; the grouping was performed according to the
study’s research question (adopting inductive reasoning) and the initial framework (adopting
deductive reasoning) as well.
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Once the list of codes was defined, (4) the data was coded using this preliminary list of codes.
The data was analyzed for a second time, where it was made sure that the researcher coded the right
data. Upon this thorough analysis, (5) each code was examined separately and assessing whether the
coded data fits the description. After this final check, codes were combined and removed from the
analysis, and new codes were introduced. (6) The data was analyzed for a final time, using the final list
of codes; to be sure that everything was labeled correctly.
Finally, the data was structured into a table, this table is presented in Exhibit 6. The table
follows the same structure as the list of codes in Exhibit 5, whereby the insights gathered from the
data were described per code. These insights are accompanied by the interviewee(s) describing them
during the interview. This approach was chosen, since many of the interviewees agreed on multiple
issues and the wording used in the so-called insights is similar to the wording used by the interviewees.

2.5 Testing and Validation
The testing occurred through validation with one of the major banks in the Dutch banking
industry, henceforth Bank X. Bank X is actively working towards becoming an Open bank on multiple
aspects. The bank is mainly active in getting the right capabilities to create the platform on top of the
ecosystem. Therefore, it is interesting to discuss the framework and processes with the bank and gauge
their interest and enthusiasm in the designs.
The validation started with an overall introduction of all participants, and then the researcher
showed the developed framework and design processes, Figures 4.1-4.3. Questions were asked
regarding their experience in creating ecosystems and whether they had a clear preference regarding
one of the two approaches. Finally, their interest in such a framework or design approach were gauged
as well. Please see Exhibit 10 for a more detailed description of the validation performed with Bank X.
In total seven employees participated in the validation session, these employees had various
backgrounds and work in different teams. Three teams were represented: (1) a special team created
to pursue ‘open banking’, (2) the innovation team, and (3) IT team. Each team was represented by at
least a senior manager and one other team member. All three teams are relevant, as the innovation
team pursues innovation in banking and the IT team should (partly) realize the platform that banks are
so keen on building on top of the ecosystem.
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3.

LITERATURE REVIEW
In the previous Chapters, this study’s theoretical framework, gap in the literature, and the
research approach were described. In short, the theoretical framework of this thesis is the ecosystem
literature in combination with the resource-based view. The gap identified in the literature is the
insufficient research on the emergence and creation of ecosystems, and the processes by which these
ecosystems are created (Autio & Thomas, 2014). Finally, the research approach followed in this thesis
starts with the analysis of the current literature, whereby design principles are formulated to develop
a framework to facilitate firms in creating ecosystems.
The topic under study in this thesis is ‘innovation ecosystems’; therefore, this Chapter will start
with a definition of the concept as adopted by this thesis. The ecosystem literature is based on the
natural phenomenon of ecological ecosystems (e.g. Moore 1993). However, the concept has drifted
away from this analogy, since the natural phenomenon evolves ‘naturally’ and the business
phenomenon is created (Oh et al., 2016). The ecosystem literature is a trend in the strategic literature
which can be defined as business model innovation (Dattée et al., 2018).
The study of business and innovation ecosystems has mainly been a topic of interest in the last
20 years (Adner, 2017). The ecosystem literature field is ever more interesting to study as it is a
complex concept, where it is both driven by research economy as well as commercial economy, in
other words driven by fundamental research and marketplace economy (Jackson, 2011).
Besides the definition of ecosystems, the remainder of this Chapter will discuss the creation
process of ecosystems and its success factors. Finally, the ecosystem building blocks are defined and a
framework for designing innovation ecosystems is proposed.

3.1 Ecosystems
No consensus on the definition of ecosystems can be found (Oh et al., 2016). One reason for
this could be the different perspectives on the concept itself as identified by Adner (2017), this
discussed later in this section. This thesis adopts the following ecosystem definition and is threefold:
Innovation ecosystems are (1) networks of complex relationships formed between inter- and
codependent actors, (2) where entities have a joint functional goal and enable technology
development and innovation, (3) thereby recognizing the holistic value embedded in highly integrated
customer-facing solutions and acquiring a competitive advantage (Moore, 1993; Moore, 1996; Iansiti
& Levien, 2004; Adner, 2006, 2012, 2017; Jackson, 2011; Mäkinen and Dedehayir, 2012).
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The first part of the definition is the essential core of ecosystems, this implies relationships and
the importance of relationships and interdependencies in ecosystems. Interdependencies are highly
relevant in ecosystems and managing these is a strategic consideration (Adner, 2017). The success of
an innovating firm often depends on the efforts of other innovators in its environment and therefore
has important strategic implications (Adner, 2006; Adner & Kapoor, 2010); where resource and time
allocations and holistic risk assessment are key (Adner, 2006).
Thus, ecosystems constitute complex sets of innovations and communities, with a
heterogenous group of interacting actors (Wang, 2009). This allows for innovative opportunities and
balanced cross-pollination of ideas, knowledge, and technology between these communities (Estrin,
2009). Finally, relationships offer opportunities to tap into resources and capabilities of other firms,
which are otherwise not easily attracted by that firm (Powell et al., 1996). Collaborations enable firms
to access better resources and innovate more than rivals (Ozcan and Eisenhardt, 2009; Lavie and Singh,
2012).
The complex network that constitutes the ecosystem should align in a joint goal and create
value together. The functional goal of an ecosystem, its participating stakeholders and resources, is to
enable technology development and innovation (Jackson, 2011). Therefore, a value proposition should
be developed and delivered, which is the promise made by the ecosystem to a pre-determined
customer group (Adner, 2012). In addition, the value proposition can be used in order to facilitate a
common goal and building trust among the different involved parties (Ritala et al., 2009). In an
ecosystem context, value is more often co-created by the relevant partners (e.g. Ritala et al., 2013;
Normann & Ramirez, 1993). Similar to the Business Model Canvas, the value proposition is at the heart
of designing the ecosystem.
Partner alignment is key in ecosystem creation, where alignment indicates the degree of
agreement among partners (Adner, 2017). In the ecosystem context, the strength and nature of the
interactions matter as the ecosystems should function and act as a whole (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). The
partnerships enable the ecosystem to deliver a range of products or services which are integrated and
act as a whole rather than individual products and services (Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Adner, 2012).
Ecosystems describe the network of firms, collectively, producing a holistic and integrated technology
system that creates value for customers (Mäkinen and Dedehayir, 2012).
In 2017, Adner made a distinction in the ecosystem literature, where he identified two general
perspectives, these are labelled as ‘ecosystem-as-structure’ and ‘ecosystem-as-affiliation’. The former
is an activity-centric perspective, where the focal firm, who is creating and owning the ecosystem, has
a clear view on what needs to be done in order to materialize the value proposition (Adner, 2012). The
core in the ecosystem-as-structure literature is the value proposition. Much of Adner’s work is directed
at this perspective in ecosystems. His work is dedicated to identifying the underlying risks and creating
realistic expectations, these expectations should then enable the focal firm to make the right decisions
in creating the ecosystem. Adner does not propose a clear framework or design process, although he
proposed a toolbox he called the ‘Wide Lens’ in 2012.
Adner (2017) identified the actor-centric perspective in the ecosystem literature as
‘ecosystem-as-affiliation’, this implies that the core in the ecosystem-as-affiliation literature are the
underlying actors and their relationships. This stream within the ecosystem literature has a lot of
references towards the geographical dispersion of an ecosystems and the ecological concept. Here the
ecosystem is created in a ‘natural’ process of players coming together. In addition, extra light is shed
on the relationships and interactions within ecosystems, which are of key importance to be viable and
sustainable. Iansiti and Levien (2004) see the ecosystem and its boundaries as a community of firms
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which is characterized by the level and type of interactions, as interactions with the outside
environment are still possible and a clear boundary in not in place. Since, the analogy with biological
ecosystems are made in this perspective, these ecosystems often consider geographical communities
whose functional goal is to maintain an equilibrium state (e.g. Jackson, 2011).
Although both constructs are conceptually distinct, they are mutually consistent, in this sense
one does not rule out the other and both features could be present in each setting (Adner, 2017).
Since, both of these views are not mutually exclusive, it is possible to see certain features of one in the
other, for example the interactions and type of interactions within the ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien,
2004; Adner, 2017). Therefore, this study adopts a holistic view on ecosystems, where the work on
ecosystem-as-structure and ecosystem-as-affiliation are combined to design a framework and design
approach in creating ecosystems.
Ecosystems have been studies substantially, where two perspectives within the literature can
be distinguished. However, in Section 1.2 a gap in the literature was identified, where emergence and
creation of ecosystems, and the processes by which these ecosystems are created have not been
researched extensively (Autio & Thomas, 2014). Therefore, in Section 3.2 the literature regarding
ecosystem creation is discussed.

3.2 Ecosystem Creation
Despite the claims of Autio and Thomas (2014) regarding the lack of research in the emergence
and creation of ecosystems, scholars have studied ecosystem creation to a certain extent. For example,
Adner (2012) developed a toolbox, called ‘Wide Lens’, to identify the underlying risks and enable the
focal firm to create realistic expectations. Here focal firm means the central firm or ecosystem leader;
the ecosystem is built around this firm or its products (Adner, 2012). In addition, Moore (1993) has
identified multiple stages in ecosystem emergence through multiple case studies, his work was based
on ecology and the first attempt towards defining ecosystems. Overall, scholars agree on the iterative
nature in building ecosystems (e.g. Adner, 2012; Ritala et al. 2013; Rabelo & Bernus, 2015; Dattée et
al., 2018).
One could argue that ecosystem emergence follows the ecosystem-as-affiliation perspective,
whereas ecosystem creation adopts the ecosystem-as-structure logic. Where in the former perspective
the ecosystems emerge from the structure as a ‘natural’ process where different actors come together.
Whereas in the latter perspective the ecosystem is systematically designed and developed, starting
with a value proposition. Mäkinen and Dedehayir (2012) argue that ecosystems evolve subsequent to
endogenous and exogenous forces. Oh et al. (2016) argue that once innovation ecosystems are
designed, these evolve where different links in the value chain may become the ‘dominant species’.
The dominant species are able to capture the lion’s share of rents for a period of time.
Moore (1993) argues that ecosystems emerge in four stages, which are blurry due to their
evolutionary natures. These stages are: birth, expansion, leadership, and self-renewal or death.
Although Moore’s work is labeled as part of the ecosystem-as-affiliation literature, due to its link to
the ecological evolution, this work seems to be in line with Adner’s philosophy, where the focal firm
starts with the value or value proposition. Moore (1993) and Adner (2012) agree in the fact that the
birth of an ecosystem should be small, and the ecosystem should have a staged expansion.
In the ecosystem-as-structure literature, the starting point is the value proposition, similar to
the Business Model Canvas by Osterwalder & Pigneur (2013). This implies that the value proposition is
known ex ante, knowing what value is created and for who. However, to be able to create ecosystems
in this way, the focal firm should be aware of all the underlying risks and be exposed to realistic
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expectations. Therefore, Adner (2012) proposes multiple tools to ‘fully open the eyes’ of the focal firm
and set realistic expectations, once these expectations are set and the underlying risks are known
decisions can be made accordingly.
However, Dattée et al. (2018) argue that the ecosystems value proposition and vision are not
always known from the start, especially when uncertainty is high. In this context, the ecosystem’s value
proposition depends on the concurrent availability of complementary inputs from varied stakeholders,
creating a ‘chicken and egg’ problem (Dattée et al., 2018; Davis, 2013). Conditions making it easier to
create a vision and value proposition from the start are: relatively well-known customer needs and the
ability to imagine the value proposition tangibly (Dattée et al., 2018). However, this is not possible in
situations when the ecosystem is built on generative technologies, technologies with the potential of
a breathtaking variety of potential future applications (Gruber et al., 2008; Zittrain, 2006). This
condition might overwhelm the ecosystem leader and its stakeholders, thereby undermining the
ecosystem leader to come up with a single vision which is compelling enough to align the stakeholders
(Dattée et al., 2018).
In a banking context, it is difficult to either position it in one or the other box, whether the
value proposition is known from the beginning or not. Nobody knows how the future will look like,
however the banks do have an idea what value will be provided to their customers. Therefore, it is
possible to use the value proposition as a starting point in creating the Open Bank. However, since the
exact future is unknown in the banking industry and uncertainty is perceived differently by different
organizations (Downey & Slocum, 1975), both will have to be considered in designing ecosystems.
Building ecosystems is a complex task and involves many tangible and intangible challenges
(Rabelo & Bernus, 2015). In addition, Rabelo and Bernus (2015, p. 2252) state: “building an innovation
ecosystem involves the consideration of numerous and evolving elements required for creating the
conditions to nourish, flourish and sustain innovation.” Most attempts to build an innovation
ecosystem have either failed in achieving the intended innovation impact or their results are far less
than expected (Rabelo & Bernus, 2015). The framework developed by this study will allow firms to
better manage the creation of ecosystems and its expectations.
Other considerations in creating ecosystems, as identified in the literature, are: emergence
over time (Adner, 2006); accounting for delays and challenges (Adner, 2006); an innovation’s
dependency determines the degree of control (Adner, 2006); the number of ecosystem players
influences the performance, where less is better, due to the competing number of visions and
aspirations (Adner, 2012); and reaching group synchrony is achieved faster in smaller networks, due
to the organization’s ties (Davis, 2013).

3.2.1 Ecosystem Success Factors
In 2013, Durst and Poutanen conducted a literature review on innovation ecosystems to derive
success factors supporting the implementation of them. They have found different factors for the
successful implementation of innovation ecosystems, these can be assigned to different areas. These
areas are resources, governance, strategy and leadership, organizational culture, human resources
management, people, partners, technology, and clustering. However, Durst and Poutanen (2013) add
a side note that the derived success factors are from a small number of papers and therefore need to
be treated with caution.
For example, they did not consider Iansiti and Levien (2004), who had stated three success
factors for successful ecosystem creation, which are productivity (i.e. delivering innovations),
robustness (i.e. survival and persistence), and niche creation (i.e. variety and value creation). Besides
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the success factors, Iansiti and Levien (2004) provide metrics related to each of the different success
factors in order to measure them.
All these success factors have to be treated with caution due to no consistence and consensus
on the definition of ecosystems (Oh et al., 2016). In addition, an ecosystem’s performance cannot be
defined with an input-output ratio (Wallner & Menrad, 2011); and a linear approach to analysis might
lead to invalid benchmarking (Graham, 2013). Moreover, performance measurement of any multiactor collective is a difficult task, due to the contradictions between firm-specific and ecosystemspecific goals (Ritala & Almpanopoulou, 2017). Although, Ritala and Almpanopoulou (2017) argue that
the relative competitiveness of the ecosystem against competing innovations and technologies could
be measured, depending on the level of analysis.
Taking these considerations and the aim of the study into account, the success factors
regarding resources, governance, strategy and leadership, and partners are considered; the ones
mentioned by Adner (2006), Iyer and Davenport (2008), Rohrbeck et al. (2009) and Tassey (2010). In
addition, this set is supplemented by the factors found by Iansiti and Levien (2004). Therefore, the final
set of success factors being considered are: productivity, robustness, niche creation (Iansiti & Levien,
2004); resource allocation, timing referring to all involved partners, systematic risk assessment (Adner,
2006); architectural control, clarity of purpose and attention to detail (Iyer & Davenport, 2008);
fostering interaction between partners, flexible system that allows integration and expansion, use of
partner variety (Rohrbeck et al., 2009); resource availability, clear role assignment (Tassey, 2010).

3.3 Framework for Ecosystem Creation
To understand ecosystem creation this study proposes a framework. In this section the initial
framework is developed by constructing the research-based design principles. The principles are
constructed using the literature, the total list of design principles can be found under Exhibit 1.
Prior to developing the design principles and framework, ‘ecosystem building blocks’ were
identified in the literature. The building blocks enable the study to narrow down the focus of the
literature review. The building blocks are the foundation in creating ecosystems, this study argues that
an ecosystem cannot be created without the incorporation of these components. The building blocks
were identified in the ecosystem-as-structure perspective as well as ecosystem-as-affiliation and in
combination with the resource-based view.
In the ecosystem-as-structure perspective the vision, value, strategy, structure, actors,
activities, positions, links, risks, and roles. were identified as essential components (Adner, 2006, 2012,
2017; Adner & Kapoor, 2010; Ritala et al., 2013). In the ecosystem-as-affiliation perspective the vision,
value, strategy, structure, positions, links, risks, and roles were found (Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Moore,
1996; Autio & Thomas, 2014; Dattée et al., 2018). Most of the building blocks are identified in both
literature streams within the business ecosystem literature. These are supplemented by the resourcebased view, as the RBV is at the core of gaining strategic advantage. The components driven from the
RBV are: resources and capabilities (March, 1991; Teece et al., 1997; Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991).
The framework and each building blocks are discussed in more detail in the remainder of this section.
The developed framework is illustrated in Figure 3.1; this framework consists of four distinct
layers, each indicated by a different color. The first layer is called the ‘vision management’ layer, as the
vision is the heart of the ecosystem that defines what will be achieved and used in order to gain
stakeholder buy-in. ‘Ecosystem strategy management’ is the second layer, where the value is described
in detail, both the value that is being created as well as captured; structure of the ecosystem; and the
strategy of the ecosystem. Adner (2017) argues that the structure is determined by the value
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proposition and that the strategy follows the ecosystem’s structure. The third layer of the framework
dives deeper in the structure, and therefore, is called the ‘ecosystem-level management’ layer. Finally,
the last layer details out the actor specific characteristics and is called the ‘actor-level management’
layer.

Figure 3.1 Framework for Ecosystem Creation

The framework in Figure 3.1 clearly implies a top-down approach in creating ecosystems,
indicated by the arrows. This means that the creation of ecosystems is starting with the ecosystem’s
vision. The vision and value proposition, in turn, determine the structure and strategy of the
ecosystem, as stated by Adner (2017). To achieve this, the structure is defined in detail in the third
layer, indicating the different stakeholders, their activities and relationships in the ecosystem. Lastly,
the firm-level roles, resources, and capabilities are identified; this way every actor knows what is
expected from them and what each actor’s input is in the ecosystem. This, in turn, will determine
what can be delivered by the ecosystem to their targeted customers.

3.3.1 Vision Management
According to Adner (2012) the ecosystem vision corresponds with the value proposition which
is central to the ecosystem. The value proposition is the promise, it is a vision of the new value that
will be created as well as who this value will be created for (Adner, 2012). In addition, value creation
is facilitated through clear communication of a common vision and building trust among the parties
(Ritala et al., 2009). In other words, the vision and corresponding value proposition are at the heart of
the ecosystem. Similarly, the customer segment and value proposition are at the heart of the Business
Model Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Thus, the value proposition is at the heart of building
successful businesses and ecosystems of businesses.
The ecosystem’s leader should be the one painting the ecosystem vision and clearly defining
the ecosystem value proposition (Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Dattée et al., 2018). In addition, the leader
should also define what the structures of governance and interaction are (Adner, 2006, 2012; Edelman,
2015; Eisenmann, 2008; Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). A vision reduces
uncertainty, facilitates coordination, and enables the focal firm to paint the future ecosystem (Adner,
2012; Iansiti & Levien, 2004); where potential partners can decide to join the ecosystem (Ozcan &
Eisenhardt, 2009; Santos & Eisenhardt, 2009).
Gawer and Cusumano (2014) argue that in order to tap into the innovative capabilities of
ecosystems, leaders need to develop a vision and promote this among potential key partners. In
addition, Möller and Svahn (2009) argue that the ability to attract and select strong partners depends
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on the strength of the focal firm’s resources and the credibility in its technology and business. In other
words, it enables to promote the clarity of purpose among different stakeholders (Iyer & Davenport,
2008). In addition, Van der Borgh et al. (2012) state that the envisioned ecosystem business model,
depends and influences actors in their decision to enter and exit the ecosystem.
The vision should be mapped through a ‘value blueprint’, this value blueprint visually maps the
ecosystem and determines who does what and the position of each actor relative to other actors
(Adner, 2012). By doing this, stakeholders can be engaged, and the risk of information asymmetries
can be mitigated. The vision and value proposition determine the structure of the ecosystem in the
ecosystem-as-structure perspective (Adner, 2017). In addition, Adner (2017) claims that the strategy
follows the structure, and therefore arguing that the vision is the starting point in ecosystem creation.
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the leader should design the ecosystem’s vision and
value proposition and promote this among potential key partners (I), which engages
DP1.1 stakeholders and reduces information asymmetry (M), and therefore reduces uncertainty;
creates trust; facilitates coordination; increases the innovative capabilities of the leader;
and enables clarity of purpose (O)

3.3.2 Ecosystem Strategy Management
The second layer of the framework consists of the value created and captured by the
ecosystem, the overall structure, and the specific strategy to achieve the vision. After defining the
promise (i.e. value proposition) the value created and captured should be identified and the strategy
to deliver the proposition should be designed. As mentioned in the previous paragraph, the vision is
followed by the structure and the strategy follows the structure.
Value
Value is created through a complicated set of economic transactions and institutional
arrangements between suppliers, customers, specialized service providers, and other complementors
(Normann & Ramirez, 1993). In addition, value is created when firms make not only their offerings
more intelligent but their customers (and suppliers) more intelligent as well (Normann & Ramirez,
1993). In an ecosystem context, value creation depends on complementary inputs of interconnected
stakeholders (Adner, 2006). More specifically, Ritala et al. (2013) define value creation as the processes
and activities of creating value for stakeholders, whereas value capture is defined as the individual
firm-level profit-taking from these activities.
Ecosystems hold the promise for improved and abnormal value capture, due to the direct and
indirect network effects (Adner, 2006, 2012; Moore, 1996); successful examples are Microsoft and
Apple. However, overestimation of the potential value creation based on the number of stakeholders
could occur (Adner, 2006); overestimation should be prevented and minimized, and thus create
realistic expectations. In addition, Autio and Thomas (2014) argue that network embeddedness does
not necessarily lead to value creation, it only leads to opportunities to do so. Assessing value creation
is difficult and therefore the ecosystem’s value and surplus externalities should be estimated
conservatively.
As discussed earlier, Adner (2012) argues that the value creation structure should be made
explicitly visual through value blueprints. He argues that by making the structure explicit realistic
expectations can be set by each player within the ecosystem. In turn, the realistic expectations show
insights in which opportunities to pursue and, therefore, allows the firms to allocate resources and
time effective and efficiently (Adner, 2012).
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Ritala et al. (2013) identify that value is often co-created in ecosystems; trust plays a major
role in co-creation efforts (Autio & Thomas, 2014). Actors should co-evolve capabilities in creating
value in an ecosystem perspective (Adner & Kapoor, 2010; Autio and Thomas, 2014; Moore, 1993,
1996). This thesis argues that once the value is made explicit and each stakeholder can create realistic
expectations, the leader can take control over the architectural structure (Iyer & Davenport, 2008) and
allocate resources efficiently (Adner, 2006). On the other hand, Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen
(2009) argue that value capture is a process which is predominantly individual per firm. Therefore,
these two issues might cause friction, and thus should be discussed from the start (Ritala et al., 2013).
DP2.1 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the vision should be made explicit in the value and
value delivering structure (value blueprint) (I), which enables the creation of realistic
expectations (M), and therefore enabling the leader to take control over the architectural
structure of the ecosystem; and can allocate resources efficiently (O)
Critical to creating and capturing value is identifying and capturing critical control points, these
control points are the main sources for value creation and capture created by the firm’s position
(Dattée et al., 2018); examples in the banking case would be ‘access to customers’ or ‘customer
transaction data’. Identifying future control points is a dynamic process and dependent on the firm’s
strategy and available resources (Dattée et al., 2018). This view is similar to the resource-based view
and dynamic capabilities, where firms are expected to exploit current opportunities and explore future
opportunities (e.g. March, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).
Key to value creation for both the firm and the ecosystem is the alignment in ecosystem
business model and firm-level business model (Van der Borgh et al., 2012). Adopting this alignment in
business models allows (1) facilitation of innovation processes at the firm-level and (2) creating an
innovation community for the ecosystem (Van der Borgh et al., 2012).
Structure
The structure is determined by the vision, as the focal firm should bring its partners into
positions and roles as envisioned (Adner, 2017). Moreover, the focal firm should identify the risks
regarding partners, interdependence and adoption risks, and then assess and manage these risks
proactively to mitigate the risks and create realistic expectations (Adner, 2012). The expectations will
be used in order to make decisions accordingly.
Ihrig and MacMillan (2017) argue that service innovations often require stakeholder buy-in
due to the complex nature of the innovation and changing consumption patterns. In addition, Dattée
et al. (2018) argue that internal partner engagement should be used to leverage internal momentum
to achieve external momentum. In other words, engaging external partners and pulling these external
partners into the ecosystem.
Essential components of the structure, as identified by Adner (2017), are: actors, positions,
links, and activities; these are the foundations of the ecosystem’s structure. Mapping the ecosystem
in this way, allows to identify how the ecosystem will function and allow each ecosystem player to
create realistic expectations, these building blocks are discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.3. Adner
(2006) & Ritala et al. (2013) warn that all essential components and complements (elements) of the
innovation must be ready in time, otherwise the promise will not be (fully) delivered, and the value
proposition will not materialize successfully; illustrating the importance of the ecosystem structure.
Dattée et al. (2018) argue that that as more parties commit to the ecosystem and allocate
resources, these parties also influenced the direction of the ecosystem trajectory. They also found that
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these dynamics threatened the focal firm’s envisioned control points and therefore the structure of
the ecosystem since control points are linked to positions (Dattée et al., 2018). The focal firm should
maintain control over the ecosystem’s essential control points as these determine the value being
created and captured (Dattée et al., 2018). However, at the same time, the focal firm should feel
comfortable in relinquishing control over certain parts and not feel like losing the ‘ability to manage
and control’ (Dattée et al., 2018).
The structure will probably consist of multiple multidimensional relationships between two
parties since in networks collaborations dyadic relationships work best (Davis, 2016). Through isolation
of the third party the risks for conflict and mistrust are mitigated (Davis, 2016). In addition, trust plays
a major role in forming relationships between two or more parties (Davis, 2016). Trust is a recurring
theme within the ecosystem and network literature and is essential in forming relationships; trust can
be seen as the glue which holds the ecosystem together.
The ecosystem’s structure and strategy are coupled, where the strategy follows the structure
(Adner, 2017). Where every actor in the ecosystem defines its own ecosystem strategy, role and risks
(Adner, 2017). “The greater the consistency in strategy among the relevant actors, the higher the
likelihood that their actions will be convergent, but there is no requirement of consistency” (Adner,
2017, p. 47).
Strategy
Normann and Ramirez (1993) argue that strategy should be viewed as how to add and reinvent
value in organizations where the key strategic task is reconfiguring roles and relationships, where value
is co-created in ecosystems. Moreover, strategy in value creating systems implies the continuous
design and redesign of complex business systems, where companies’ offerings should be reinvented
to create a better fit between their competencies and the value-creating activities of their customers
(Normann & Ramirez, 1993). A key distinction of ecosystem strategy compared to traditional strategy
is the management of indirect links (Adner, 2017). The heart of ecosystem strategy is the search for
alignment (Adner, 2017); alignment between partners to be more specific.
Aligning the structure and ecosystem will enable the focal firm to align the different partners
in the ecosystem (Adner, 2017). The partner alignment is expected to foster the interaction between
partners (Rohrbeck et al., 2009) and therefore, increasing the ecosystem’s productivity due to the
shared knowledge, resources, and skills. (e.g. Powell et al., 1996).
The success of an innovating firm often depends on the efforts of other innovators in its
environment and has important strategic implications (Adner, 2006; Adner & Kapoor, 2010). Effective
and efficient timing and resource allocation are essential in ecosystems as these will determine
whether the innovation will get to the market ahead of the rivalry; hereby allocating resources
internally or externally is an important consideration (Adner, 2006, 2012).
Synchrony among actors within the ecosystem is needed to achieve efficient resource
allocation, where a link between actors does not immediately imply that synchrony (Davis, 2013). In
addition, intentional coordination is more likely and more effective when prior relationships are in
existence (Davis, 2013). The most important strategic implication is the dramatic change in risk
assessment, taking the ecosystem’s interdependencies into account (Adner, 2006).
DP2.2 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the ecosystem’s structure must be aligned with the
strategy (I), which reduces the information asymmetries and enables the creation of
realistic expectations (M), and therefore fostering partner interaction; allocating resources
efficiently; and increasing the ecosystem’s productivity (O)
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Iansiti & Levien (2004) identify three distinct strategies that can be followed in ecosystems,
based on the ecological analogy: keystone strategy, dominator strategy, and niche strategy; where the
first two can only be adopted by a single actor in the ecosystem (i.e. ecosystem leader). Keystones
maintain the health of the ecosystem and are known as the regulators of the ecosystem (Iansiti &
Levien, 2004); preventing a disequilibrium which is not sustainable (Moore, 1993). In addition, the
keystone strategy allows the ecosystem to become a richly connected hub, forming the foundation
offering many niche opportunities (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). Adopting this strategy allows for diversity
and productivity in the ecosystem, where the removal of the leader, that provides a platform for
example, is often catastrophic for the entire ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). In essence, adopting
the keystone strategy means that the leader will work in the best interest of the ecosystem, rather
than its own interest. Adopting this strategy allows for returns in the long-term (Iansiti & Levien, 2004).
Dominator strategy, on the other hand, dominates the ecosystem and swallows other (smaller)
ecosystem players to materialize the value proposition on its own (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). Iansiti &
Levien (2004) indicate that dominators fail to encourage diversity in the ecosystem, and, therefore,
should take over the functions of actors being eliminated or eliminate those functions altogether.
Another implication is that the dominator should heavily invest in R&D (all by itself) to preserve the
ecosystem and keep innovating (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). Adopting this strategy constrains the returns
to short- and mid-term, in contrast to the keystone strategy (Iansiti & Levien, 2004).
Keystones and dominators are fundamentally different in occupying the nodes, where the
dominators tend to occupy the vast majority of the nodes, while keystones do not (Iansiti & Levien,
2004). Therefore, dominated ecosystems can become unstable and vulnerable to external shocks or
stress; not being able to respond to these changes due to the homogeneity of the dominated
ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). Keystone strategies are preferred over dominator strategies as the
former capitalizes long-term returns and creates opportunities for niches (Iansiti & Levien, 2004).
You could argue that the current way banks are functioning is in line with the dominator
strategy, where the banks are used to offer all functionalities themselves and are lone wolves. This is
the reason why their current existence is threatened by the upcoming niche of FinTech start-ups, due
to a disruption in the environment of the banking industry (i.e. the introduction of the PSD2 and
changing customer needs). Therefore, banks have two options in surviving the disruption, first the
banks can remain a dominator and swallow the rising start-ups; either to kill the function or provide
the function themselves (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). Second, becoming the keystone player in the
ecosystem and acting as a regulator. By adopting the keystone strategy, the bank will enable the
existence of a ‘real’ ecosystem, where niches can be created.
The vast majority of the ecosystem players will adopt a niche strategy, these players are critical
for the sustainability, agility and robustness of the ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). Note that, niche
players provide the different unique functions of the ecosystem, whereas the keystone is the
regulating leader often providing the platform (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). Iansiti and Levien (2004) argue
that the niche players are on the edges of the ecosystem and actively explore and pursue new
innovations and opportunities. In addition, the niche player leverages the services provided by the
keystone player, this is achieved through the ability to build and nurture capabilities that are unique
to their niche.

3.3.3 Ecosystem-Level Management
While managing the ecosystem, Adner (2012) found that realist expectations management is
an essential part to make the right (resource allocation) decisions. Adner (2017) identified four basic
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elements that underlie a structuralist approach, these are needed to materialize the value proposition;
these elements are actors, activities positions, and links.
These four elements are characterizing for how value is expected to be created in the
ecosystem and creating clear expectations for both the focal firm and other ecosystem players (Adner,
2017). This thesis argues that mapping these four elements will enable (potential) partners to see how
they can add value in the ecosystem and foster the interaction between partners. Ecosystem risk
assessment is originally not identified as a structural component but as a strategic consideration
(Adner, 2006, 2012). However, these risks are defined regarding the structure of the ecosystem, and
therefore this framework will consider risks as part of the Ecosystem-Level Management layer.
DP3.1 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the actors, activities, positions and links should be
mapped (I), which reduces information asymmetries and increases transparency among
ecosystem actors (M), and therefore enabling holistic risk assessment; making efficient
resource allocations; and fostering interaction between a wide variety of partners (O)
Actors
Actors are any entities that undertake one or more of the activities (Adner, 2017). Actors can
be of a wide range (Hwang & Horowitt, 2012; Durst & Poutanen, 2013; Carayannis et al., 2012):
government, universities, industry, supporting institutions, entrepreneurs, financial system,
customers, and civil society. According to Oh et al. (2016) actors include material resources and human
capital, these in turn make up the institutional entities participating in the ecosystem. In essence, the
ecosystem’s actors can consist of any stakeholder in a value creation and capture perspective, and
therefore, this study will adopt this definition of an actor.
Activities
Activities are the explicit and discrete actions to be taken for the value proposition to
materialize (Adner, 2017). These activities are to be performed by the actors of the ecosystem. A single
actor can undertake multiple activities, and multiple actors may come together to undertake a single
activity (Adner, 2017).
The interdependencies of ecosystems cause issues in boundaries of operations both within
firms as within the ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Adner, 2006). Therefore, the focal firm should
determine which activities to be undertaken within the focal firm, which to be done by other actors
within the ecosystem, and which to be taken to the open market. These determinations are of a new
level of complexity, as firms normally only determine whether to outsource or insource for a single
activity (Adner, 2006); since knowledge has become dispersed in networks, the ecosystem forces the
focal firm to think holistically (Adner, 2006; Ritala et al., 2013).
Positions
Positions specify where in the flow of activities across the ecosystem actors are located and
characterize who hands off to whom (Adner, 2017). According to Adner and Kapoor (2010), the
position of a partner, respectively to the focal firm, determines whether their output is a component
or complement. If it is a component, the partner is located downstream to the focal firm and the
partner’s output is used for the product/innovation itself. If it is a complement, the partner is located
upstream to the focal firm and the partner’s output is needed for the value proposition to be fully
utilized by the end-consumer and not as an input for the focal firm’s innovation.
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Adner & Kapoor (2010) find that besides the magnitude of challenges within ecosystems, the
location is important as well, where roles are identified respectively to the location bundled by the
activities following the flow of inputs and outputs of firms. The location of challenges, with respect to
the focal firm, determine whether challenges are beneficial for the innovation’s time to market (Adner
& Kapoor, 2010). Downstream challenges in components will benefit the time to market as it will
“increase the technology leader’s competitive advantage by increasing the potential for learning and
by increasing barriers to imitation” (Adner & Kapoor, 2010, p. 326). Upstream challenges in
complements will “reduce the technology leader’s competitive advantage by slowing its advance down
the learning curve and by increasing opportunities for rivals to catch up” (Adner & Kapoor, 2010, p.
327).
Links
Links specify the transfers between actors, these links can be of varying nature – material,
information, influence, and funds (Adner, 2017). “For the structural approach, links are derived from
the alignment requirements that give rise to positions in the overall value blueprint” (Adner, 2017, p.
43). These links are both horizontal and vertical regarding to relationships in value networks (Autio &
Thomas, 2014). Autio and Thomas (2014) identify different kinds of relationships which could occur
between ecosystem partners. In addition, these relationships can occur with different parties,
including relationships across industries and countries. The network of relationships offers
opportunities but also constraints for the participating firms in the ecosystem (Autio & Thomas, 2014).
Trust issues within the ecosystem could be mitigated through the formation of links (Burt and
Knez, 1995). Davis (2016) found that these relationships that improve the trust are often dyadic (i.e.
between two parties). In addition, links are a way to make effective use of third-party contributions
(Davis, 2016). Recall that links offer opportunities to tap into resources and skills which the firm cannot
produce internally (Powell et al., 1996).
Besides elements within the ecosystem there is a whole environment outside the ecosystem,
these are coupled (Peltoniemi, 2006). This interplay is important, as the ecosystem’s sociotechnological regime is inherently coupled to the environment’s socio-technological landscape
(Walrave et al., 2017). Therefore, these dynamics and higher-level aspects should be considered to
increase the success chance of the introduction of (radical) innovations (Walrave et al., 2017). Mäkinen
and Dedehayir (2012) agree that ecosystem evolution is subject to changes in social, technological and
economic environment. However, this study does not include the bigger environment in detail and
focusses on the ecosystem, its value creating network and the creation of the ecosystem.
Risks
Adner (2006, 2012) identifies three main risks for technology success in innovation
ecosystems. In short, these are the execution risk, co-innovation risk, and adoption-chain risk.
Neglecting these risks can have a costly failure as a result; a holistic and systematic risk assessment
should establish more realistic expectations, and, in turn, should arrive at a more robust innovation
strategy (Adner, 2006).
The first risk is defined as the execution risk by Adner (2006, 2012), which is an internal risk or
execution risk for the innovation’s success. This risk assesses the feasibility of the product/service itself,
the likely benefit to customers, the relevant competition, the appropriateness of the supply chain, and
the quality of the project (Adner, 2006). Any firm will encounter this risk regardless of being part of an
ecosystem.
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The co-innovation risk is the second risk identified by Adner (2006, 2012) in the ecosystem
context, assessing the risk of components (i.e. downstream innovations); where the success of the
downstream components highly effects the success of the innovation. Note that, Adner & Kapoor
(2010) found that challenges in these components increase competitive advantages and learning
curves. Beware, the more dependent the innovation is on other developments, the less control the
focal firm can exercise over its success (Adner, 2006).
The third and last risk identified by Adner (2006, 2012) is the adoption-chain risk, addressing
the adoption within the ecosystem, where the location of the focal firm determines the number of
intermediaries. It is key to identify the estimated delays caused by the adoption cycles of
intermediaries, this will determine how long it will take before the innovation can be adopted by endusers (Adner, 2006).
Other risks identified through literature are: other developments in the same field (Adner,
2006), the managers’ inability to give up the ownership over certain parts (Dattée et al., 2018), the risk
of losing critical control points to external partners as the ecosystem grows (Dattée et al., 2018),
overestimating the value creation by the ecosystem (Adner, 2006), and the behavioral change the
customer is subject to (Gourville, 2006).
DP3.2 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), risk must be assessed holistically over the whole
ecosystem, taking the interdependencies into account (I), which reduces information
asymmetry among the actors (M), and therefore creates realistic expectations; and more
robust innovation strategies (O)

3.3.4 Actor-Level Management
Alignment in ecosystem-level and firm-level business models is a key strategic consideration
(Van der Borgh et al., 2012). This alignment process is an ongoing process which influences the
envisioned ecosystem business model when actors enter or leave the ecosystem; this continuous
process either attracts or deters actors (Van der Borgh et al., 2012).
Creating a joint ecosystem business model allows for the creation of a collective vision, which,
in turn, facilitates effective and efficient resource and time allocations (Adner, 2012). This thesis argues
that the alignment in business models will enable the ecosystem to map the resource availability, the
assignment of roles within the ecosystem and the creation of niches.
DP4.1 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the firm-level business model and ecosystem-level
business model must be aligned (I), which enables the creation of realistic expectations (M),
and therefore mapping the resource availability; creating a collective vision facilitating
efficient resource allocation, role assignment; niche creation; and enabling the integration
and interaction of others and expansion of the ecosystem (O)
Due to the effective and efficient resource allocation and deployment on a firm-level, the
framework is extended with the resource-based view (e.g. Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991, Teece et
al., 1997). By incorporating this layer into the framework, a holistic view on ecosystem creation will be
provided; considering both the ecosystem-level as well as firm-level. This way, the top half is
strategically oriented, and the bottom half is focused on the ecosystem-level and actor-level.
Roles
Adner & Kapoor (2010) argue that roles are identified respectively to the actor’s position.
Adner (2012) distinguishes two main roles within ecosystems, leader vs follower. Whereas, Iansiti &
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Levien (2004) identify the earlier mentioned strategies as roles as well. This framework adopts the
roles as identified by Adner (2012), since it might otherwise cause confusion. In addition, the keystone
and dominator strategies can be labeled as a leader role and the niche strategy as a follower role.
Firms within ecosystems can either be the leader or a follower. Becoming a leader entails more
than having a sound strategic vision or a brand name, creating followership from other actors entails
walking the first mile (Adner, 2012). In addition, Adner (2012) highlights that becoming the leader
demands patience and often deep pockets, the willingness of a player to make these sacrifices
distinguishes the leader from the follower.
On the other hand, Moore (1993) argues that the leader should make important innovative
contributions to the performance of the ecosystem as a whole to claim the leadership position. One
could argue that innovative contributions are inherently linked to resources as these enable the
materialization of value propositions. Although banks are keen on becoming the leader, the leadership
role cannot be claimed in ecosystems and is often granted (Adner, 2012).
Besides making the upfront investments, it is important that the ecosystem’s leader realizes
that everyone in the ecosystem must win in order for the ecosystem to succeed (Adner, 2012). This is
achieved through the creation of a blueprint and assuring that all partners get enough surplus to
warrant their participation and loyalty (Adner, 2012). Everyone should win, including the leader and
consumer.
Followership is important in ecosystems as well, although it requires less up-front investments
and returns are earned faster (Adner, 2012). Leadership can be lonely, but followership can get
crowded quickly (Adner, 2012); therefore, the followers should specialize themselves in niches and
attract the critical capabilities to perform the activities and provide unique additional value (Iansiti &
Levien, 2004). When a follower’s position becomes too attractive, too critical, too easy, or is not unique
in its offering and the capabilities needed for the offering are easily acquired, the leader might try to
swallow the follower and its function (Adner, 2012; Iansiti & Levien, 2004).
Resources
Resources are widely distributed in many industries, especially in regimes of rapid
technological development, a way to access these resources is to produce the resources and skills
needed internally (Powell et al., 1996). However, if it is not possible to produce resources internally,
resources could be acquired through collaboration (Powell et al., 1996) or mergers and acquisitions
(Wernerfelt, 1984). Leading firms collaborating with multiple partners have access to better resources
and innovate more than their rivals (Ozcan and Eisenhardt, 2009; Lavie and Singh, 2012).
In addition, Adner (2012) claims that resource deployment and timing are key strategic
considerations. The actors should assess whether to deploy resources internally or externally and take
the benefits of external resource deployment into account. In some cases, it might be more beneficial
for the overall ecosystem’s success to deploy resources externally rather than internally (Adner, 2006,
2012; Adner and Kapoor, 2016). Moreover, resource allocations should be made transparent through
the strategic architecture (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990).
To materialize the value proposition, activities and thus resources are needed, in other words
the assets tied semi-permanently to a firm (Wernerfelt, 1984). Traditionally, strategy would consider
the firm’s internal resources and would map the strengths and weaknesses (Porter, 1979, 1985;
Barney, 1991). Therefore, Wernerfelt (1984) defines resources as anything that could be thought of as
a strength or weakness of a given firm. Resources can be classified into three categories: physical
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capital resources (Williamson, 1975), human capital resources (Becker, 1964), and organizational
capital resources (Tomer, 1987).
For resources to hold the potential to offer sustained competitive advantage, resources should
have the following VRIN attributes: (V) valuable, being useful for the exploitation of opportunities and
mitigation of threats, (R) rare, not owned by the current and potential competitors in the field, (I)
inimitable, in other words non-replicable, and (N) non-substitutable, no present (or future) alternative
for the specific resource (Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991).
Core competencies are a special case of resources. Prahalad and Hamel (1990) identify core
competencies as the collective learning, coordination of diverse production skills, and integration of
multiple streams of technologies. However, the main difference with other resources is that core
competencies do not diminish with use or deteriorate over time (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). On the
contrary, core competencies are enhanced through application and sharing and could fade away over
time if not used (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990).
Capabilities
Similar to resources, the literature of a firm’s internal analysis on strengths and weaknesses
and sustaining competitive advantage form the basis for capabilities together with the literature on
resources (Teece et al., 1997). The dynamic capabilities are especially relevant in an innovation-based
Schumpeterian world, where ‘creative destruction’ is at the basis of competition (Teece et al., 1997).
Creative destruction entails that competition is based on new products, where own (or previously
introduced) products are cannibalized to reap more returns (Schumpeter, 1934).
The ability to achieve new forms of competitive advantage are known as ‘dynamic capabilities’
(Teece et al., 1997). ‘Capabilities’ refer to the strategic management of the skills, resources and
competences of a firm, whereas ‘dynamic’ entails the ability to renew these capabilities (Teece et al.,
1997). The ability to exploit existing capabilities and renew the firm’s capabilities is also known as
ambidexterity or exploration and exploitation (March, 1991). Ambidexterity is the ability to use both
the right and left hands equally well (Oxford Dictionaries, 2018). Strategies of firms should balance
exploitation and exploration (Wernerfelt, 1984).
For capabilities to be of strategic value, it must be (1) specified to a user need, (2) unique, and
(3) difficult to replicate (Teece et al., 1997). Through these attributes a sustained competitive
advantage could be gained and thus rents will be enabled without having to take the competition into
account. Teece et al. (1997) identify three categories of capabilities that could offer a sustained
competitive advantage: processes, positions, and paths.
Since the scope of ecosystems entails multiple actors, these actors should co-evolve
capabilities in creating value for the industry/market (Adner & Kapoor, 2010; Autio and Thomas, 2014;
Moore, 1993, 1996). And thus, to a certain extent, all firms within the ecosystem should be
ambidextrous to stay ahead of the competition. Resulting in an ambidextrous ecosystem that is
productive, robust, and creating niches, which can withstand external shocks (Iansiti & Levien, 2004).
DP4.2 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), (new) resources and capabilities are acquired
through collaborations with multiple partners (I), which offers the ecosystem a competitive
advantage (M), and therefore being more innovative; increasing the robustness,
productivity, and niche creation of the ecosystem (O)
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3.4 Conclusions on Literature Review
This Chapter discusses the literature relevant to the aim of the study; this was identified in
Section 1.3, where the theoretical framework of this study was demarcated. The theoretical
framework of this study consists of the ecosystem-as-structure and ecosystem-as-affiliation literature
in combination with the resource-based view.
In this Chapter, a definition for ‘ecosystems’ was provided. In addition, the distinction made
by Adner (2017) was discussed as well. Furthermore, the literature regarding the specific aim of this
study (i.e. ecosystem creation and emergence) was described, whereby the definition as defined by
Adner (2017) is used to make a clear distinction between ecosystem emergence (i.e. in line with the
ecosystem-as-affiliation perspective) and ecosystem creation (i.e. in line with the ecosystem-ascreation perspective). In addition, success factors with regards to ecosystem creation and performance
are discussed in short.
Finally, this Chapter concludes by defining ecosystem building blocks, constructing researchbased design principles, and developing a framework for ecosystem design. This framework is
developed using the building blocks derived from literature. The perspective adopted by this
framework is that of the ecosystem leader that would like to design and create an ecosystem.
In the next Chapter, the findings with respect to the research questions of this study are
discussed. In addition, the design phases in this study are discussed in detail. This thesis has iterated
three times in total, first by synthesizing the literature, second by conducting interviews at Accenture,
and third by validating the second iteration at Bank X.
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4.

FINDINGS
Previously in Chapter 2, the research approach was discussed, the research approach in this
study starts with a literature review and then a design of a framework is developed. The framework
was introduced in Chapter 3, together with the literature review. This chapter will further discuss the
findings in the field (i.e. interviews and validation) and the implications of these findings on the
framework design. The complete and detailed set of insights gained during the interviews are
presented in Exhibit 6, whereas the complete and detailed set of insights gained during the validation
session can be found in Exhibit 10. After each interaction with the field, the framework was
redeveloped and improved.
The central question of this thesis was: How to create a successful ecosystem in an Open
Banking context? Building on the gap as identified by Autio and Thomas (2014). The framework on its
own is not enough, the framework answers ‘what’ and ‘why’ questions. Therefore, multiple design
approaches are proposed by this thesis in using the framework and creating the ecosystem.
The remainder of this section is structured in the following way: first, banks’ current state
regarding ecosystems is discussed and then the challenges of banks are explained. In Section 4.3, the
designs and different iterations are discussed, and the design principles are revisited in Section 4.4.

4.1 Banks’ Current State
Ecosystems are a new concept in the banking world, this is due to the recent discussions in the
industry following the first discussions regarding the PSD2 directive of the European Commission in
2015. Banks are currently talking and thinking about ecosystems but did not perform any significant
activities in adopting the ecosystem so far. The concept is still in its infancy, although UK banks had to
comply to the Competition and Markets Authority's (CMA) order, which is the PSD2 translated to UK
law. Since PSD2 is a European directive, each member state must translate the directive to their own
laws, and therefore are responsible for the regulatory implications and the enforcement of the law.
Due to the fact that each EU member state must translate the directive into its own law, the
maturity levels of each country in Europe differs. UK is the furthest as all the banks had to comply with
the CMA order in January 2018, which is the original date that PSD2 would become applicable to all
EU member states. However, the European Commission has postponed the deadline to September
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2019 as was published in their press release in November 20171. Within the Dutch market, there are
three major banks, all three have differing maturity levels, where one is the furthest in its mindset,
another has the right (tech-)capabilities and the last one is lagging far behind the other two.
Although ecosystems are a new concept in the banking world, banks have started to undertake
activities towards ecosystems. These activities are for example exploring new opportunities and
experimenting with the concept. The banks are interested in becoming the next new ‘big thing’;
however, the banks are starting to realize that this might be too enthusiastic as it is not as easy done
as it is said as is illustrated by Consultant A and Senior Manager C.
“banks often have supporting roles, not a primary role as a platform. A bank does not have that
position yet and does not facilitate a trade or sales process yet.” (Consultant A)
“If it is going the way how it is right now, and the market is evolving like this, then banks will
not run the platforms of the future.” (Senior Manager C)
Due to the newness the banks struggle in becoming an ecosystem firm, one of these challenges
is the role to play in the new ecosystem. Besides this challenge, the banks have several other challenges
to overcome as well, these challenges are discussed in more detail in the coming section.

4.2 Banks’ Challenges
The banks must overcome a few challenges, and these challenges are diverse as well which is
making it even more difficult. Banks are mainly challenged in their organizational structure, partnering
with third parties, finding their role and position, their internal IT architecture and getting the value
proposition or ecosystem live. In the remainder of this section, these challenges will be elaborated on.
One of the biggest challenges banks are faced with is the way the banks are organized and
structured. Currently the banks are siloed organization, not allowing communication between the
different silos. The first thing banks need to do is break down the silos. Second, banks are not agile
enough, the internal processes of banks are too slow and getting things through is a pain. Therefore,
besides restructuring the organization, banks need to restructure their internal processes allowing
adoption of innovation to happen faster implying a change in their mindset. Banks should focus on rebranding their image:
“Branding and attracting the best people is very important, it simply being attractive as an
innovator.” (Senior Manager C)
None of the banks have any prior experience and processes in partnering, as they are not used
to partner with third parties; therefore, banks are not able to leverage third parties’ capabilities,
although this is identified as a key implication of partnerships. Formerly, their relationship with third
parties was in a supply-and-demand fashion, and therefore:
“It is difficult for these corporates to form partnerships with smaller startups especially as their
current processes do not allow them to partner.” (Senior Manager B)
According to their current due diligence processes start-ups do not comply to any requirement;
a senior executive has to sign off in order for the bank to be able to partner with a start-up. Besides
this hurdle, alignment with these parties is expected to be hard for banks as well, as they do not
possess such capabilities; although this is an important consideration in an ecosystem context (e.g.
Powell et al., 1996; Van der Borgh et al., 2012; Adner, 2017). On the other hand, third parties will have
1
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to change their perspectives on banks as well, as banks are going into fields that are not normally in
line with their business and cope with the fact that conservative parties are becoming innovators.
“banks are very keen to own the ecosystem or the platform where in some cases they may be
better positioned to participate in other firms’ platforms or ecosystems. It depends on the
scenario.” (Senior Manager A)
“Banks find it quite difficult to position if they are not the orchestrator.” (Senior Manager C)
As illustrated by the two quotes banks are currently struggling with finding the right role and
position, and what to do when not being the leader. In the end, banks have to realize that being the
leadership role is not an easy role and everybody in the ecosystem has to win for the ecosystem to be
a success (Adner, 2012). Therefore, banks have to be self-critical and might have to re-configure the
ecosystem to become the leader or live with the fact that being the leader is a dream which is too
ambitious. This is a consideration banks will have to make, and it will be the first one when creating
the ecosystem. However, the banks will have to accept and realize that once they are the leader they
will have to make huge sacrifices and investments and will only see the results at the very end;
similarly, it took tech-giants years before seeing the returns, but everybody believed in it.
Banks want to deploy platforms over the back of the created ecosystems, however their IT
readiness might inhibit this as banks are far from being ready. First, banks are closed off normally and
their data quality and data speed are questionable. In addition, banks usually work with dated systems,
making it difficult for third parties to get connected to the banks’ IT core and tap into their data to
deliver useful new products and services for their clients. Therefore, banks will need to become
digitized quickly and improve their data quality. The data will be the driving power behind the
ecosystem, just as it is the case for tech-giants like Google and Facebook.
Finally, new offerings will have to be launched and provided over the technology platform.
Launching value propositions is a huge step and huge challenge, since nobody knows how the market
and future will look like. And thus, banks are challenged in creating a roadmap getting there. Besides
the uncertainty, banks do not have the experience in building ecosystems and strategic partnerships.
In addition, there are lots of possibilities and banks will have to prioritize their use-cases and arrange
their funding and budgeting accordingly. Banks will have to be re-constructed in a totally different way,
allowing innovation, this will have huge consequences for how banks are structured, organized and
how they function. This starts with changing the mindset at banks:
“The business case can stop you from pursuing innovation and the ecosystem, it is not easy to
calculate now what you will win later when I have a successful ecosystem.” (Senior Manager C)
Therefore, banks should lose the idea of building the business case first and start building the
ecosystem and platform; the business case and model will come later. Currently, there is no viable
business case, requiring a business case will inhibit banks from innovating and transforming. Banks will
have to learn how to assess these new initiatives and start by changing their corporate mindset.
To overcome these challenges practitioners expect that banks will adopt a gradual approach,
taking small steps and learning-by-doing, where it is key to keep trying, failing and learning. To achieve
this way of learning, banks will have to find the right people within the organization and market, these
should have an open mindset and be intrinsically motivated to think along and find innovative
solutions. But first the bank’s mindset must be changed, and the bank will have to be restructured and
re-organized.
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4.3 Design
This section discusses the different designs and iterations throughout this thesis as illustrated
by the research approach in Section 2.1. In total, three iterations were performed, the first iteration
was developed using current literature as starting point. The conducted interviews are at the basis of
the second iteration. Finally, the third iteration is developed from the validation of the second iteration
at one Dutch bank.

4.3.1 First Iteration
Just to shortly recall, the first iteration is the initial framework as designed from literature. This
design is developed by identifying the ecosystem building blocks and grouping these into four distinct
layers. The framework in Figure 3.1 can be divided into two main halves, the top half is the strategic
consideration and the bottom-half is the operational execution.
This version implied a top-down approach in creating ecosystems, indicated by the arrows
pointing down, since the ecosystem leader was the starting point. In other words, creating ecosystems
starts with the vision and then the value, structure, and strategy are determined. Finally, the
operational execution is detailed out, indicating the actors, activities, capabilities, resources, etc.

4.3.2 Second Iteration
The framework, as designed in the first iteration, was discussed with all interviewees, the
interviewees used their experience and knowledge in ecosystems to improve the framework. In
combination with revisiting the literature the second iteration was developed.
Overall, the participants of the interviews agree with the structure and contents of the
framework. In addition, all participants are enthusiastic regarding the framework and mention that the
framework captures it well and covers all of it. However, there was room for improvements:
“I am not necessarily following the link between the top half and bottom half … I would chunk
it out this way: (1) vision, (2) strategy, which is how I translate that vision by defining a value
proposition, and (3) figuring out the capabilities required to realize that value proposition.”
(Manager A)
Multiple interviewees proposed to restructure the framework, both vertically as well as
horizontally. Although, all interviewees agreed on the vision and value proposition to be on top and
being followed by the strategy. The participants’ main concerns were regarding the structure of the
bottom half and whether those components were on the right level or could be consolidated with
other components in different layers.
Interviewees indicated that banks should be supported by a generic framework facilitating the
decision whether to participate or build the ecosystem. The framework should adopt a strategic
perspective, i.e. creating the ecosystem, defining the strategy to interact correctly with other parties,
or the strategy regarding the roles of each actor within the ecosystem. It is key that the framework will
facilitate firms finding out the important changes that need to happen in becoming an ecosystem. In
addition, this framework should be easily interpretable by anybody involved in creating the ecosystem.
In developing the second iteration, all previous components were kept in the new design. In
addition, new components were introduced, based on the conducted interviews as well as revisiting
the literature. The new framework is presented in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1 Re-Designed Framework

The main change applied to the framework is the overall structure, slimming it down from four
to three layers; depicting a clear distinction between the vision, strategy, and structure. The first layer
illustrates what to achieve, the second layer states how to achieve it, and the third layer elaborates on
who will be part of the ecosystem and their underlying relationships in achieving the goal or promise.
Thereby, the framework has four guiding principles, where each principle consists of four subcomponents. The four guiding principles are: vision, strategy, value, and structure.
Vision is the goal to be achieved and incorporates the core of the ecosystem, the value
proposition; which is agreed upon by the interviewees as well as the literature (e.g. Iansiti & Levien,
2004; Adner, 2012). The value proposition is linked to a customer segment, as the value has to be
created for a certain group of customers. Anchor point is the consideration whether the platform will
be created, and therefore the decision whether to be the owner of the platform or join one.
Relinquishing ownership is difficult for banks:
“Many of the banks want to keep ownership of their clients and to be the go-to platform. So,
this is the first fundamental choice that banks have to look at” (Senior Executive A)
Cusumano & Gawer (2002) argued that the key to the success of ecosystem leadership is the
ownership over the platform; where an ecosystem can stand on its own, a platform must be supported
by an underlying ecosystem to be successful (e.g. Gawer, 2014). Here the distinction is made between
a leader and a follower, therefore the definition as proposed by Adner (2012) is adopted. Finally, there
must be trust within the company as well as with partners, where internal stakeholder buy-in is used
to leverage external stakeholder buy-in (e.g. Ritala et al., 2009; Autio & Thomas, 2014). In addition,
trust of the customer must be won as well, as the customer has to believe the bank can offer the
promised value.
The strategy considers a resource-based view, where resources and capabilities are at the
heart of the strategy in creating an ecosystem. In addition, roles and risks are strategic considerations
in ecosystem building as identified in the literature (Iansiti & Levien 2004; Adner, 2006). During the
interviews, capabilities and resources were mentioned as strategic considerations in creating
ecosystems. Revisiting the literature, the capabilities and resources are part of the strategic literature
and are a means towards gaining a competitive advantage (e.g. Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Teece
et al., 1997). In addition, risks are mentioned as a strategic consideration by Adner (2006) and roles
are again a strategic consideration with regards to the work by Iansiti & Levien (2004). Roles were
mentioned as being a strategic consideration as these will differ depending on the different customer
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segments. Due to the strategic impact of the roles, this framework adopts the definition by Iansiti &
Levien (2004).
The value principle consists of two main components, value creation and capture. Value is
created and captured by control points and protection of the ecosystem players’ assets. Value creation
are the processes and activities of creating value for stakeholders, whereas the value being captured
is the profit-taking of the created value being (Ritala et al., 2013). Control points are the reason
consumers will be interested in tying themselves to the ecosystem, as these create the most value for
the ecosystem and its customers. Control points were also mentioned as being critical in value
creation, value capture, and capturing the best position by the interviewees; to be profitable the
returns of the value being created must be captured. Finally, ecosystem participants should be
protected for their assets and added value, making sure every ecosystem stakeholder benefits and
earn a fair share of the value being captured, ensuring a win-win situation (Adner, 2012).
Finally, the structure consists of the actors, activities, positions, and links, as found by Adner
(2017). This composition is almost identical to the one composition of the third layer in the first
iteration, as shown in Figure 3.1. Most of the interviewees agreed with the contents of the third layer
of the initial framework, however they proposed to consolidate a couple of components into one
components. Due to the new representation as shown in Figure 4.1 this problem is dealt with as the
sub-components are consolidated into one guiding principle called ‘structure’.
The revised framework indicates a clear hierarchical structure within the framework, the vision
is the starting point in creating ecosystems, this is agreed upon by both the literature as well as most
of the interviewees. The value proposition is the core of the ecosystem and determines what to fill out
in the other boxes, similarly the value proposition is at the heart of the Business Model Canvas and
therefore it is not a surprise. However, as can be seen in the framework the arrows pointing down are
removed, as this implied a top-down approach.
Besides a top-down approach a bottom-up approach is suitable in creating ecosystems. The
ecosystem-as-structure literature suggest a top-down approach, whereas the ecosystem-as-affiliation
literature might suggest a bottom-up approach; creating an ecosystem naturally due to multiple actors
coming together. Creating ecosystems is therefore influenced by the vision of a leader as well as the
environment of the leader, since the actors available in the market influence who can be incorporated
in the ecosystem and what value can be co-created. Co-creation is a huge consideration in creating the
ecosystem, acknowledged by interviewees as well as the literature (e.g. Ritala et al., 2013).
On top of the hierarchical relationship, a cyclical relationship is present as well, acting as a
feedback loop (Rabelo & Bernus, 2015); this relationship is illustrated in Figure 4.2. As suggested by
the two approaches, the cyclical relationship can either start at the ‘ecosystem vision’ (i.e. top-down
approach) or the ‘ecosystem structure’ (i.e. bottom-up approach). In the top-down approach the
process adopts a clockwise direction, and in the bottom-up approach counter-clockwise direction. In
addition, every time a player decides to enter or exit the ecosystem, the leader should re-evaluate all
three layers as is suggested by Van der Borgh et al. (2012).
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Figure 4.2 Circular Relationship Framework

Figure 4.2 and its logic are at the basis of developing two approaches in using the framework.
While designing these two approaches, the challenges faced by the banks were considered as well.
The approaches address three earlier mentioned challenges: (1) getting the value proposition or
ecosystem live, (2) finding the right partners and partnering with third parties, and (3) banks finding
their role and position in the ecosystem.
Most of the interview participants agreed that there is a leader or orchestrator when it comes
to building an ecosystem. However, there were three consultants who argued that the bank cannot
build the ecosystem. One of them even argued that the regulator, in this case the European
Commission by introducing PSD2, is the orchestrator of the ecosystem. The other two argued that the
ecosystem is created naturally and through multiple parties coming together. This is the same
distinction as Adner (2017) made, the three consultants are following the ecosystem-as-affiliation
logic, whereas the rest of the interviewees are following the ecosystem-as-structure logic.
The interviewees had multiple propositions when it came to support the banks, amongst
others these were a framework, a playbook or delivery process. Currently, the banks do not have a
delivery process to create ecosystems due to the newness of the topic in the industry, they are
currently experimenting and learning-by-doing. Banks start with the value proposition and test the
value proposition, afterwards banks identify the capabilities and resources needed to materialize the
value proposition. Besides these activities most banks have not undertaken any other activities. Banks
are currently in the exploration and experimentation phases, and therefore, a delivery process would
help to establish an ecosystem. In addition, the interviewees think that it is important to assess and
prioritize the business opportunities early on, as banks do not have huge R&D budgeting and do not
want to offer products that are irrelevant.
The interview participants indicated that such frameworks or processes should be developed
on a strategic level, be simple, and allow to be performed together with the banks’ partners. Note that,
it is important not to detail everything out at the beginning and over-engineering it into detail, due to
the time-consuming activity in gathering the right data as illustrated by the quote:
“In the end preferably on a more detailed level of course, but in my opinion, do not overengineer it at the front. Because the more detail you need the longer it takes to get all the
information.” (Senior Manager B)
Figure 4.3a illustrates the top-down approach in creating ecosystems, whereas Figure 4.3b
visualizes the bottom-up approach. The detailed versions can be found in Exhibit 8 and 9 respectively,
here every stage is detailed out. The processes as shown in both Figure 4.3a and 4.3b should be used
iteratively, since building ecosystems is an iterative process (Adner, 2012; Ritala et al., 2013; Rabelo &
34
S. (Sedat) Gültekin BSc, 0832710

Bernus, 2015; Dattée et al., 2018). Examining the detailed versions in the Exhibits, one could conclude
that multiple stages cross each other by and could be started at the same time.

Figure 4.3a Ecosystem Creation Process – Top-Down Approach

The top-down logic follows these three guiding questions: ‘What do you want to create?’,
‘What do you need to create that?’, and finally ‘Who do you need to create what you want?’. Both the
literature (i.e. ecosystem-as-structure) as well as interviewees agree that the vision and value
proposition are the starting point for creating ecosystems. Whereas a few of the interviewees argued
that the customer segment is the real starting point; the customer segment determines the value
proposition, since value should be created for a specific customer segment.
Adner (2017) has a strong preference in creating the vision, then the structure and finally the
strategy, since he argues that the explicit structure of the ecosystem will make the strategy more
robust. The developed design approach as shown in Figure 4.3a differs in that it first creates the vision,
then defines it in the strategy, and finally creates the corresponding structure. The preference to first
develop the strategy, dive deeper into the capabilities and resources, and then the structure lies in the
strong preference of the interviewees and enabling banks to find the right partners. Interviewees
indicate that after banks first identify the value proposition and then the capabilities and resources.

Figure 4.3b Ecosystem Creation Process – Bottom-Up Approach
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The approach as illustrated in Figure 4.3b follows the bottom-up logic: ‘What is available in the
(near) environment?’, ‘What can you (as an ecosystem) deliver and do?’, and finally ‘What are you able
to create?’. This time the design approach starts with the (direct) environment or geography of the
focal firm; following the logic as argued by the ecosystem-as-affiliation literature.
Van der Borgh et al. (2012) argue that the entry and exit of actors in the ecosystem determine
the envisioned ecosystem’s business model, and vice versa. In addition, Walrave et al. (2017) argue
that the ecosystem’s socio-technological regime is inherently coupled to the environment’s sociotechnological landscape. Therefore, creating the ecosystem is, to a significant extent, not only
determined by the vision of the leader but also by the availability of partners, capabilities, resources,
etc. in the environment and the willingness of these potential partners to partner in an ecosystem.
The fundamental difference in these two approaches is when the minimum viable footprint
(MVF) is created, the minimum viable footprint (i.e. minimum viable product) is the smallest version
of the ecosystem, whereby the ecosystem (as a whole) creates more value than the actors of the
ecosystem would individually (Adner, 2012). The MVF allows the ecosystem to begin with the subset
of problems the ecosystem is best positioned to solve (Adner, 2012); in other words, the problems
with the lowest levels of risk and highest levels of partner motivation (Adner, 2012). In the top-down
approach the MVF is created at the end of the process, whereas the MVF is created in the beginning
the bottom-up approach. In addition, the bottom-up approach finishes by scouting new opportunities
to be pursued, where the top-down approach starts with identifying potential opportunities. The
opposite is the case for scouting the right partners.
This study expects that the bottom-up approach will be used in contexts with high uncertainty.
The value proposition will, most likely, not be known when uncertainty for alternative futures is high
(Dattée et al., 2018). However, Adner (2012) argues that this uncertainty can be reduced by the tools
provided in his ‘Wide Lens’ toolbox, and therefore, arguing that the top-down approach is suitable in
any context as long as uncertainty is reduced, and realistic expectations are created.

4.3.3 Third Iteration
The third iteration was created by incorporating the insights gained during the validation at
Bank X. During the validation stage of this thesis the framework (Figure 4.1 & 4.2) and approaches
(Exhibits 7 and 8) were presented and discussed. The detailed findings from this validation session can
be found under Exhibit 11. This section will describe the insights gained during the validation session
in more detail and the implications on the designs.
Different insights were gained during the validation session at Bank X. First of all, the bank was
keen on learning more on the framework and design processes as well as show their view on the
matter. The first thing that was noted was the disagreement among the bank’s employees regarding
the definition of concepts. This started with the definition of ‘ecosystem’, where it became evident
that the definition of ‘ecosystem’ is nowhere close to being set in stone. This allowed for numerous
takes on the definition and inhibits the firm from providing a clear boundary or confined working space.
The definition will determine whether the whole industry or just the value creating network will be
considered for example.
Similarly, no consensus was present regarding the presence of a leader in an ecosystem. And
if the leader is present, in which stages the leader would be present. Overall, the participants of the
validation session did not agree with the definitions provided by Moore (1993) and Adner (2012). The
participants argued that the leader is the one that is taking the initiative and is the visionary of the
ecosystem, whereas the literature argues it is more than that. Furthermore, following this reasoning
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the position of the government or regulator was discussed as a possible leader, since this entity can
express a lot of power through regulations and enforcement.
Overall, the definitions of concepts were not clear to the participants, for example the use of
control points and customer over unique selling point and consumer. Since the definition of terms and
concepts will determine the boundary conditions, it is key to define all the concepts and terms before
even starting the process. Defining the ecosystem is incorporated in Stage 1 of the top-down approach
and Stage 6 of the bottom-up approach as presented by the detailed approaches in Exhibits 8 and 9
respectively.

Figure 4.4 Final Framework Design

The changes made to the framework are the labels of two sub-components in the guiding
principle ‘vision’, without changing their definitions. ‘Consumer’ was favored over ‘customer’ since
banks are thinking in platforms, where producers and consumers will be present, rather than
ecosystems. Although ‘anchor point’ refers to platforms, the bank preferred an explicit consideration
whether to ‘create or participate’ in an ecosystem. In Exhibit 7 the detailed description of every
building block per guiding principle is included.
In addition, Bank X argues that the vision should not be set in stone either, where it should be
possible to change the vision if the focal firm finds out the vision is not feasible. The vision should offer
a direction to be able to conduct concrete actions and start with a minimum viable product. This is
especially the case in the bottom-up approach where the vision is determined at the end of the
process. However, the participants indicated that the executive and senior level management will not
be in favor of this, since the returns and business case are not known.
Besides the vision, the value proposition was discussed in more detail as well, where the
importance, level and number of value propositions were the main topics. The overall value
proposition’s level (or breadth) can determine whether each player is able to have its own value
proposition that will contribute to the overall value proposition, following the ecosystem-as-affiliation
literature. The participants agreed that once players do not provide a value proposition that
contributes to the ecosystem’s value proposition the player will exit the ecosystem by itself, due to the
player not having a ‘win’. The importance of that particular player to the ecosystem will determine
whether the ecosystem will break apart or not.
The participants of the validation session also gave their views on the design approaches.
During the presentation the researcher explicitly mentioned that the approaches can be used
iteratively, but the participants indicated that the iterativeness of the process is not clearly visualized
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in the designs. The participants argued that the representation as shown in Figure 4.2, the cyclical
relationship, better captured the iterativeness of the process. Therefore, the two approaches are
proposed in two new representations, these are illustrated in Figure 4.5 and 4.6.

Figure 4.5 Final Presentation Top-Down Approach

Figure 4.6 Final Presentation Bottom-Up Approach

Content-wise both approaches are still the same, only their representations have changed.
Figure 4.5 is clockwise, whereas Figure 4.6 is counter-clockwise; indicated by the arrows in the middle.
In these final presentations, the rectangles correspond to the earlier identified stages and the circles
correspond to the guiding principles, vision, strategy, value, and structure.
Advantages and disadvantages for both approaches were mentioned during the validation
session. The top-down approach has as advantage that the vision clearly allows to focus, identify the
resources and capabilities needed ex ante to find the right partners, and allowing third parties having
similar visions to join. On the other hand, the vision might be too narrow and closed and/or not
feasible, and therefore the focal firm might lose costly time.
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The advantage of the bottom-up approach is the freedom and iterativeness. However, since
the capabilities and resources are not mapped ex ante, it might be the case that the initial partners are
not the right partners. Therefore, a hybrid approach, where a broad vision is defined and then building
the structure, as suggested by Adner (2012), could offer a solution or alternative to these problems.
The main difference, as identified by the participants, between the two approaches would be
the freedom in vision. The vision in the top-down approach is communicated downwards and difficult
to change, whereas the vision is co-created in the bottom-up approach. Therefore, the bottom-up
approach is more agile in changing the vision to one that is realistic and feasible.
The participants did not have a clear preference towards one of the two approaches, although
most were in favor of the bottom-up approach or a hybrid version; interestingly, both approaches had
been experienced in previous experiments. The participants indicated that the preference regarding
the approach would depend on the audience, where they argued that bank executives will have a clear
preference towards the top-down approach. The top-down approach can be aligned to the company’s
overall vision, where executives would focus on clear ecosystem visions. Therefore, Figure 4.2 is
extended into a hybrid approach in creating ecosystems. The newly developed hybrid approach is
visualized in Figure 4.7, in Exhibit 12 a more detailed description of the hybrid approach is included.

Figure 4.7 Ecosystem Creation Process – Hybrid Approach

This representation allows for much more freedom than the earlier identified top-down and
bottom-up approaches. During the validation session the participants indicated that they would prefer
a hybrid version over both, as a hybrid version would be more iterative and allow for more freedom.
The hybrid approach constitutes from three ‘pillars’ in ecosystem creation, these are
‘ecosystem vision’, ‘ecosystem strategy’, and ‘ecosystem structure’. These ‘pillars’ correspond to the
three layers of the framework. To develop the hybrid approach, the top-down and bottom-up
approaches were combined, this can be traced back in the A and B stages per pillar.
Since Figure 4.7 represents a hybrid approach, the users of this approach can either start with
the ‘ecosystem vision’ or ‘ecosystem structure’, or even start from both at the same time. Once the
process is started, the focal firm is free in pursuing whatever order the focal firm is interested in.
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In the hybrid approach, it is not mandatory that the A and B stages are performed
consecutively or in this order, this is recommended but not mandatory. The whole logic in this
approach is freedom and allowing the focal firm to experiment with all the different guiding principles
and components of the ecosystem creation framework.

4.4 Design Principles Revisited
This section will revisit the design principles developed in Chapter 3. The design principles for
the new designs will either hold or be rejected; in addition, design principles can be reformulated.
Finally, this thesis will propose new design principles synthesized from the collected data.

4.4.1 Design Principles Hold
The design principle being hold fully are: DP 1.1; DP 2.2; DP 3.1; DP 4.2. The other design
principles are hold partially and reformulated in Section 4.4.2. The remainder of this sub-section will
further discuss the design principles being hold.
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the leader should design the ecosystem’s vision and
value proposition and promote this among potential key partners (I), which engages
DP1.1 stakeholders and reduces information asymmetry (M), and therefore reduces uncertainty;
creates trust; facilitates coordination; increases the innovative capabilities of the leader;
and enables clarity of purpose (O)
The interview participants agree that in order to have ownership over the ecosystem and
become the leader they should have a clear vision and communicate this vision among their partners.
During the validation session the bank explicitly mentioned that the value proposition can be used to
align with potential partners. In addition, building an ecosystem starts with defining the value
proposition and an alignment in products and services.
Finally, the vision reduces the uncertainty, creates trust, and facilitates coordination because
of a frictionless way of cooperation without any information asymmetries. In addition, the vision
enables a joint direction in the ecosystem and, in essence, the goal is to be more innovative.
DP2.2 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the vision should be made explicit in the value and
value delivering structure (value blueprint) (I), which enables the creation of realistic
expectations (M), and therefore enabling the leader to take control over the architectural
structure of the ecosystem; and can allocate resources efficiently (O)
Especially Manager A agreed with DP 2.2, where he mentioned that the strategy is the vision
translated into a benefit case and the structure is what needs to be put in place; implying alignment
between the structure and strategy. In addition, the alignment was mentioned as offering higher
efficiency and therefore having more control over the technology and ecosystem.
DP3.1 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the actors, activities, positions and links should be
mapped (I), which reduces information asymmetries and increases transparency among
ecosystem actors (M), and therefore enabling holistic risk assessment; making efficient
resource allocations; and fostering interaction between a wide variety of partners (O)
The interviewees agreed that a range of players in the ecosystem need to participate; ideally,
a heterogenous mix of different components and actors working together in a common direction.
Hereby a frictionless way of cooperation and no asymmetric information distribution should be
present within the ecosystem. This will facilitate a level of openness, trust, and allowing each party to
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know what is expected from them and how to interact with every other player. Ultimately, allowing
for a holistic risk assessment, efficient resource allocation, and fostering interaction between the
different involved parties.
DP4.2 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), (new) resources and capabilities are acquired
through collaborations with multiple partners (I), which offers the ecosystem a competitive
advantage (M), and therefore being more innovative; increasing the robustness,
productivity, and niche creation of the ecosystem (O)
Partnering is generally accepted as being a means to tap into important capabilities the focal
firm does not have in-house, especially when emergent technologies are present. These capabilities
offer different functionalities to the ecosystem, which offers a competitive advantage. Therefore,
allowing for more innovation, increasing the robustness and productivity and eventually offering
different functionalities (through the different niches).

4.4.2 Design Principles Rejected and Reformulated
As mentioned in Section 4.4.1 design principles 2.1, 3.2, and 4.1 were reformulated using the
collected data. The design principles displayed are the reformulated ones, changes are shown in bold.
DP2.1 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the vision should be made explicit in the value and
value delivering structure (value blueprint) (I), which enables the creation of realistic
expectations (M), and therefore allocating resources efficiently; and sharing the value fairly
among the ecosystem stakeholders, creating mutual benefit for all involved parties (O)
Especially Senior Manager C agreed with the fact that the value pool should be made explicit,
so the ecosystem could focus on efficiently deploying resources within the ecosystem to capture the
value. However, the outcome was not fully agreed upon, mutual benefit and a win-win situation for
every stakeholder was proposed as an outcome of identifying the value for each player.
DP3.2 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), risk must be assessed holistically over the whole
ecosystem, taking the interdependencies into account (I), which reduces information
asymmetry among the actors (M), and therefore creates realistic expectations (O)
The participants of the interviews agreed that risk has to be assessed differently in an
ecosystem context, due to the relationships causing new and different considerations. A few argued
that a third party should act as a governing entity. Overall, the interviewees argued that reduced
asymmetry in information distribution would facilitate a frictionless way of cooperation between all
parties; which would, in turn, allow each player to know what is expected from them. However, the
creation of robust innovation strategies was not mentioned neither tested, which is a flaw in this thesis.
DP4.1 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), creating a collective vision and common goal (I)
which reduces information asymmetry among the actors and facilitates effective and
efficient resource allocation (M) and therefore ecosystem players align the firm-level
business model and ecosystem-level business model, and enabling the interaction and
integration of others and expansion of the ecosystem (O)
During the validation session at Bank X, the participants argued that a collective vision would
facilitate alignment in the different firms’ business models. Therefore, these should be, to a certain
extent, aligned to the ecosystem’s business model. Thus, arguing the opposite of the initial design
principle. The vision should enable every player to align their own vision and business model to the
one of the ecosystem. The participants argued that the collective vision would increase a better
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distribution of information within the ecosystem and would therefore also lead to better expectations
of each player and potential partners who would like to join the ecosystem. Finally, the interviewees
and Bank X agree that the vision facilitates the integration of third parties and therefore expand the
ecosystem.

4.4.3 Design Principles Proposed
Finally, new design principles are proposed taking the collected data from the interviews and
the validation session into account. These design principles were previously not found in the literature.
DP5.1 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the different concepts should be defined in detail (I),
which will enable each stakeholder to have the same understanding and align the
stakeholders (M), and therefore allowing a clear definition of the boundaries in which to
operate and deciding when the ecosystem exists (O)
The importance of defining concepts became evident in both the interviews as well as the
validation session. The real gravity of the situation was visible during the validation session, where the
participants and employees of Bank X could not agree on terms’ definition. The definition of concepts
is currently not set in stone, although this thesis does provide definitions of each building block in the
detailed description of the framework in Exhibit 7.
The definitions not being determined or fixed allows for different interpretations and thus a
misalignment within firms as well as between the partners can occur. Therefore, before the ecosystem
creation starts all concepts should be defined in detail, in order to be able to work within a defined
boundary, where every participant agrees upon. Only then the firms can move forward and start
creating the ecosystem, otherwise firms get stuck in endless discussions regarding the definitions.
This design principle addresses the challenge of not being able to partner or align with
potential partners and thus not being able to launch the ecosystem, due to the endless discussions
regarding definitions of concepts.
DP5.2 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the focal firm should use a tool showing the changes
that will happen (I), which will reduce the uncertainty and facilitate the creation of realistic
expectations (M), and therefore the focal firm will be able to have a better understanding
of the consequences of the choices being made (O)
One of the main problems in creating an ecosystem, is the inability of banks to judge what the
business impact will be of becoming an ecosystem. This inhibits the bank from becoming an ecosystem
and therefore, launching the ecosystem and its corresponding value propositions. And thus, the focal
firm needs some sort of tool which will enable the firm to see the (main) changes that will happen in
order to be an ecosystem.
So, the focal firm should be able to understand the consequences for the business of the
choices being made. Understanding the consequences will give an insight in what aspects need to
change on a strategic level. The changes can be mapped by reducing the uncertainty and creating
better expectations of the future. The interviewees argue that the banks will need to be supported by
a tool, preferably a framework and delivery process.
Once the impacts of different choices are being mapped, the firm will be able to see what the
different implications of those choices are. Therefore, by mapping these implications for the firm itself,
the firm will be able to make educated decisions regarding the possible futures. Whereby firms can
decide towards ecosystems which have a smaller impact on the current business for example.
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DP5.3 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the focal firm should adopt the top-down approach
(I), which identifies the resources and capabilities needed to materialize the value
proposition (M), and therefore enables the focal firm to make the right decisions in
partnering with potential partners (O)
DP5.4 In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the focal firm should adopt the bottom-up approach
(I), which reduces uncertainty for alternative futures (M), and therefore allowing for more
freedom, iteration, and agility in creating the ecosystem and forming the vision to one that
is realistic and feasible (O)
While creating the ecosystem by means of the framework, the focal firm can either adopt the
top-down or bottom up approach. The top-down approach should be used whenever the vision is
clear, then the firm will be able to identify the resources and capabilities needed to materialize the
value proposition. And therefore, the focal firm will be enabled to find the right partners and make the
right partnership decisions.
Whereas, the focal firm should adopt the bottom-up approach whenever the uncertainty for
alternative futures is high. Using the bottom-up approach will enable to reduce this uncertainty by not
predicting the future but creating the future (Sarasvathy, 2001). Therefore, the future will be created
in more freedom, iteration and agility. In addition, this approach enables more agility and freedom in
forming the vision to a realistic and feasible one, since the vision is created along the ecosystem
creation process.

4.5 Conclusions on Findings
In this Chapter we discussed the main findings of this thesis and the developed designs. First,
the current state of the banks was discussed shortly, both European differences as well as differences
in the Dutch banking industry. In addition, a couple of activities undertaken by Dutch banks was
discussed. As can be expected with any new concept in an industry, the banks face a number of
challenges.
The challenges being faced by the banks have differing natures, and each bank will be
challenged by different aspects and with differing levels. The main challenges as found by this thesis
are: their organizational structure, partnering with third parties, finding their role and position, their
internal IT architecture and getting the value proposition or ecosystem live. These challenges in
combination with the input from the interviewees resulted in the development of the design
approaches.
The challenges being addressed by the design approaches are: (1) getting the value proposition
or ecosystem live, (2) finding the right partners and partnering with third parties, and (3) banks finding
their role and position in the ecosystem. Initially, the conducted interviews resulted in two design
approaches, the top-down and bottom-up approach. These approaches, together with the framework,
were validated at one of the major banks in the Dutch industry. The insights gained during this
validation session resulted in the development of a third, hybrid, approach. This final approach is a
hybrid of the two earlier developed approaches.
Finally, the developed design principles in Chapter 3 were revisited and thereby either hold,
rejected or reformulated. In addition, new design principles were proposed based on the findings in
the practice, therefore these are practice-based design principles. In total four of the seven initial
design principles were hold, whereas three were reformulated and four new design principles were
proposed, the total set of design principles can be examined in Matrix II under Exhibit 1.
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5.

DISCUSSION
In sum, Chapter 1 introduced the research and empirical domain, innovation ecosystem and
the Dutch banking industry respectively. In addition, the research gap and aim of the study were
discussed, followed by the research questions and theoretical framework. Chapter 2 introduced the
methodology and research approach in this study. In short, a framework was developed from the
literature, and redesigned after new insights were gained in the field, conducting interviews at
Accenture and a validation session at Bank X respectively.
The literature review was discussed in Chapter 3 touched upon the current literature in
ecosystem. This chapter offered a definition for ‘ecosystems’ and discussed the literature on creating
ecosystem and provided the ‘building blocks’ in creating ecosystems. The literature was the basis in
developing the research-based design principles, these in combination with the building blocks were
used to develop the framework for ecosystem creation. In Chapter 4, the findings of this thesis are
discussed in detail. Here the current state of the banks in Europe and the Netherlands is discussed
together with the challenges of these banks. In addition, the framework was redeveloped twice after
interacting with the field. Finally, the design principles were revisited and reformulated if needed.
In this Chapter, each of the research questions and the findings will be discussed. Furthermore,
the implications of these findings for the theory and practice are discussed. Finally, the limitations of
this study and the directions for future research are discussed.

5.1 Conclusion
This thesis presented a first attempt to develop a holistic framework in creating ecosystems.
In addition, three approaches in using the framework and creating ecosystems are proposed. The aim
was to identify how successful ecosystems in an Open Banking context could be created. Therefore,
the Dutch banking industry was chosen as the case subject of this thesis.
First, an understanding of the current state of banks was created and the challenges of the
industry were identified. As of Summer 2018, there is a difference in maturity between EU member
states as well as within countries. The UK is the only EU member state in compliance to PSD2, the UK
has translated the directive into UK law under the CMA order which is live since January 2018. This is
the official date PSD2 would be mandated to all European member states; this date has been
postponed to September 2019 by the European Commission. This implies that all UK banks comply to
the new regulation, and thus, are at least one-step ahead of their counterparts on Continental Europe.
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This study’s scope is the Dutch banking industry, the three major banks in this industry are not
yet compliant with the directive. Neither has the Dutch government translated the directive into Dutch
law, so banks and FinTechs are not aware of the implications. This inhibits the banks as well as FinTech
start-ups in the Netherlands in their development towards Open Banking. However, the banks are
starting to undertake actions towards Open Banking, where the three biggest banks in the Netherlands
have different maturity levels; where one is behind on the other two. Of these two banks one has
primarily made a shift in their mindset and have adopted the idea of becoming an Open Bank, whereas
the other is the furthest in (tech-)capabilities but still behind on their mindset.
The Dutch banks are currently in the exploration and experimentation stages of Open Banking.
They have mainly conducted activities in identifying suitable value propositions, defining the vision,
creating a strategy, and identifying the capabilities needed towards materialization of the value
proposition. Now the objective is getting the ecosystem and different value propositions live, which
turns out to be a big challenge for the banks.
Banks currently face multiple challenges when it comes to becoming an Open Bank, the most
important challenges faced are: (1) the organizational structure, (2) partnering with third parties, (3)
finding their role and position, (4) their internal IT architecture, and (5) getting the ecosystem or value
proposition live. These challenges are discussed in detail in Section 4.2, the ones being addressed by
the framework and approaches are challenge 2, 3 and 5.
The framework enables the bank to identify the different resources and capabilities needed to
create an ecosystem materializing a specific value proposition. Therefore, the bank will be able to
assess which of these resources and capabilities are to be sourced in-house and which to be sourced
at partners. This facilitates banks to make a better decision in partnering with the right stakeholders.
In addition, the resources and capabilities, in combination with mapping the different players
taking part in the ecosystem, will enable the bank to position itself and others relative to other players.
Therefore, mapping the resources and capabilities will enable the bank to position itself as either a
leader or follower, since the leader is expected to make the upfront investments and walk the first
mile (Adner, 2012). In addition, the value being created by each stakeholder is mapped as well,
complying to the definition as provided by Moore (1993).
Ultimately, the framework identifies what is needed to create the ecosystem. The approaches
set out to define how the ecosystem is created and address the challenge of getting the ecosystem
live. This is done by providing a delivery approach either starting from a clear defined vision, the
(direct) environment and the availability of partners, or both.
While developing the framework, four guiding principles in creating ecosystems are identified,
these are vision, strategy, value, and structure (e.g. Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Adner, 2006, 2012, 2017;
Ritala et al., 2013; Dattée et al., 2018). These guiding principles form the fundament of creating
ecosystems and each consist of four ‘building blocks’.
The building blocks were initially identified through the synthesis of the literature. This set was
expanded by conducting interviews at Accenture and fine-tuned by validating these at Bank X. These
building blocks in combination with the guiding principles form the framework, each guiding principle
and the definition of each building block is discussed in Exhibit 7.
Initially the framework was developed from the perspective of an ecosystem leader, in other
words a focal fir that would like to create an ecosystem to materialize a value proposition together
with partners. This approach was chosen because of the preference of the focal firm in the banking
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industry, banks. Banks have a clear preference to keeping ownership but are not aware of the
implications. Therefore, the leader’s perspective was adopted, where the vision of the leader would
be central. In other words, the initial framework was more influenced by the ecosystem-as-structure
perspective than the ecosystem-as-affiliation perspective.
This skewed perspective was changed due to the insights gained after conducting and
analyzing the interviews. The second and third iterations are more in balance regarding the two
perspectives. This is made explicit by the two approaches which showed that there is a top-down as
well as bottom-up approach in creating ecosystems. Where the former starts with the vision and ends
at the structure, the later starts at the structure (i.e. environment) and ends at the vision.
During the validation session at Bank X, the participants could not agree on which approach
they would prefer; interestingly, both were experienced in previous experiments. The bottom-up
approach is more likely to be used in high uncertainty, whereas the use of the top-down approach is
more likely when the firm has a clear vision.
The participants argued that they might prefer the bottom-up approach, whereas they were
certain that executives would be in favor of the top-down approach. The executives would prefer this
approach because of the possibility to align the ecosystem vision to the overall company vision.
Executive do not like betting, where the top-down approach seems to be more secure and reliable, as
more information will be present before conducting actions. In general, humans prefer the ‘risky or
known distribution’ over the ‘uncertain or unknown distribution’ (Ellsberg, 1961).
Therefore, a third approach was developed, this approach offers more freedom to the users
as this approach does not follow a mandatory sequence in creating ecosystems. The ‘hybrid’ approach
was developed because of the preference of the bank and the fact that the analysis of the conducted
interviews showed that creating ecosystems is influenced by the vision as well as the environment (i.e.
partners, technologies, capabilities) to a significant effect. In addition, ecosystems evolve due to
endogenous and exogenous forces (Mäkinen & Dedehayir, 2012).
Currently, banks are experimenting in ecosystem creation due to the uncertainty of alternative
futures. To understand this relative unpredictable phenomenon (i.e. ecosystems) experimental and
iterative learning techniques (i.e. effectuation) are used to reduce the uncertainty (Sarasvathy, 2001).
Sarasvathy (2001) introduced the notion of causation and effectuation in the creation of new
firms, where causation rests on a logic of prediction and effectuation on the logic of control. “Causation
processes take a particular effect as given and focus on selecting between means to create that effect.
Effectuation processes take a set of means as given and focus on selecting between possible effects
that can be created with that set of means” (Sarasvathy, 2001, p. 245).
These definitions are almost identical to the logic followed by the ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’
approaches, where the effect is the ‘vision’, selecting can be viewed as ‘strategy’, and the means is the
‘structure’. This might suggest that the top-down approach in creating ecosystems is a causation
process, whereas the bottom-up approach is an effectuation process. Both processes are integral parts
of human reasoning that can occur simultaneously and overlapping (Sarasvathy, 2001); and therefore,
explaining the preference for the hybrid approach.
Finally, Sarasvathy (2001) argues that causation processes are effect-dependent, whereas
effectuation processes are actor-dependent. Recalling Adner (2017), the ecosystem-as-structure
literature was identified as activity-centric and ecosystem-as-affiliation literature as actor-centric;
these two definitions are almost identical. This implies that the assumption made in Section 4.4 that
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the top-down approach is aligned with the ecosystem-as-structure literature and the bottom-up
approach being aligned with the ecosystem-as-affiliation literature was correct.

5.2 Implications for Theory and Practice
This section will discuss the implications for theory as well as practice. First, the theoretical
implications will be discussed. In other words, the gap will be addressed, and the design principles are
revisited. Second, the practical implications are discussed. In other words, the managerial actions prior
to adopting the Open Bank as well as how to create ecosystems in Open Banking are discussed.

5.2.1 Theoretical Implications
The addressed gap by this study is the emergence and creation of ecosystems as well as
platforms, and the processes by which these are created (Autio & Thomas, 2014; Gawer & Cusumano,
2014). Platforms are dependent on an underlying ecosystem structure, although ecosystems do not
necessarily have a platform at its core (Autio & Thomas, 2014; Gawer, 2014). Platforms are the
technology built by ecosystems, where a successful platform should serve both the consumer as well
as producer communities and reduce search and/or transaction costs (Hagiu, 2014). Remember that,
the key to successful ecosystem leadership is ownership over the platform (Cusumano & Gawer, 2002).
First of all, this study defined the ecosystem building blocks and guiding principles by
synthesizing the literature and conducting interviews. These form the foundation of the developed
designs by this study. The concepts defined as building blocks and guiding principles were previously
not identified as such and therefore this thesis is the first work in the ecosystem literature defining
‘ecosystem building blocks’ and ‘ecosystem guiding principles’.
In addition, this work on ecosystems provides a framework for successful ecosystem creation.
Moreover, three detailed approaches enabling the use of the framework and creating ecosystems
creation are proposed. The developed framework provides an understanding of the essential guiding
principles and building blocks in creating ecosystems. Whereas, the approaches provide an
understanding of how to create the ecosystem. In other words, this thesis provides a holistic view on
creating ecosystems, where both perspectives in the literature are incorporated in the designs.
In total four of the seven initial design principles were hold, whereas three were reformulated
and four new design principles were proposed. The design principles were reformulated, or new ones
were proposed given the insights gained during the interviews or validation session. A limitation of this
thesis is not asking explicit questions regarding the design principles either during the interviews or
validation session. Therefore, none of the design principles could be rejected.
The outcomes of design principles 2.1 and 3.1 were reformulated, this was due to the outcome
being either explicitly mentioning or not. In the case of design principle 3.1, the last part of the
outcome was not mentioned. Design principle 4.2 was reformulated due to the insights gained during
the validation session at Bank X. The four remaining design principles were hold due to being
mentioned either by the interviewees, the bank, or both.
The new design principles being proposed have implications on the fundamental hurdle, which
is the definition of the different concepts. These should all be clear to all stakeholders and the
stakeholders should agree on each definition, the definitions work as a boundary condition. In addition,
one design principle is developed in the aim of a tool, any tool in creating ecosystems should enable
the focal firm to be aware of the business impact. Finally, two design principles were developed
regarding the two main approaches in creating ecosystems, depicting when to use which.
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5.2.2 Practical Implications
This sub-section builds on the practical implications for both banks as well as Accenture. These
implications have impact on both the use of the framework and its approaches as well as prior activities
banks should undertake in becoming an Open Bank. These prior activities are: (1) change their mindset
(2) restructure the organization, (3) get their internal IT ready, and (4) get the right people.
Peter Drucker said: “culture eats strategy for breakfast.” This quote roughly translates to
culture being fundamentally grown in firms, and difficult to change. Organizational culture is defined
as a complex set of values, beliefs, assumptions and symbols that define the way in which a firm
conducts business (e.g. Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Peters & Waterman, 1982). Therefore, it will be
extremely difficult to change the mindset in banks. Banks tend to be closed off and conservative,
whereas banks will need to change towards becoming an agile and innovative firm, promoting fast
innovation.
Banks will have to start with losing the idea of ‘business case first’ and adopt a mindset that
considers the affordable loss (Sarasvathy, 2001) in making new business decisions. Adopting the
affordable loss mindset will enable the bank to be more innovative and not be held back by the
business case and metrics as return on investment. Currently there is no viable business case for banks
and therefore this perspective will inhibit the bank from innovating and becoming an Open Bank. The
investments being made are expected to have a return in 5 to 10 years. Calculating these returns is
difficult, due to network effects, these can be overestimated quickly (Adner, 2006). Therefore, this
thesis argues banks should adopt the affordable loss (Sarasvathy, 2001) assessing these opportunities.
Moreover, banks will have to lose the idea of not consuming revenues from products and
services currently offered. To be innovative and grow their revenues firms are obligated to consume
the revenues from current offerings. If current revenues are not consumed by the firm itself, another
firm will innovate and consume these revenues (Schumpeter, 1934).
In addition, banks will need to step away from the idea of being solely a financial services
provider and provide all types of services to all types of clients. Traditionally, banks are organized in
silos, with minimal communication in-between these silos. More interdepartmental communication
tends to increase innovation due to the increased interaction between the departments (e.g. Aiken &
Hage, 1971). Therefore, banks will have to allow for more cross-pollination within the organization.
Breaking down the silos within the firm will enable the bank to change their mindset and
become more innovative (e.g. King & Burgess, 2006). Organizational culture is known to be difficult to
change, one way to achieve this is by either restructuring (e.g. Balogun & Johnson, 2004) or creating a
spinoff (e.g. Corley & Gioia, 2004). Therefore, banks will have two options and a trade-off to make.
Either restructure the current organization and allow the bank to become more agile, innovative and
fast paced, or create a spinoff which will have its own culture and therefore be more innovative and
agile than the bank itself. In the latter scenario and due to PSD2, the ‘original bank’ can become the
datacenter and focus on pure financial services, whereas the spinoff can become the ecosystem or
platform leader and drive innovation.
Regardless of the choice being made by the bank, the bank will have to be ready for the
changes happening. The internal processes and the internal IT will be impacted the most, these should
be ready. Currently, banks have an internal IT core which is outdated, slow, closed off, incomplete and
not real-time or updated. These conditions will form a big problem when partnering with third parties
willing to tap into this data. Banks being able to make their internal IT ready before the competition
(i.e. other banks) will have a first mover advantage and third parties will prefer that bank.
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If banks succeed to change their mindset, it will enable the bank to profile itself as being
‘innovative’ and attract the right people with the right capabilities. Currently, banks are not attractive
anymore and use almost always ‘people on the bench’, which means that banks either cannot find the
right people or the best people to do the job. To attract talented people across generations banks will
have to restructure and become more flexible in response to employees’ nonwork needs for example
(Eversole et al., 2012). In addition, banks will need internal education in understanding ecosystems
and its potential value. Moreover, education in agility, innovation and new innovative offerings.
Banks will have to start changing today if they want to be ready for tomorrow. Dutch banks
must be compliant with PSD2 in September 2019, if this is not the case banks will suffer from lost
revenues and can be penalized. Once being ready, banks are expected to take a gradual approach in
creating ecosystems, where propositions will be built upon propositions. In other words, banks should
change their mindset and adopt effectuation processes, and therefore prefer the bottom-up approach.
However, banks will need a roadmap in getting to that ecosystem, and therefore, banks will
need a (broad) vision, which does not need to be detailed out. This vision will act as a direction,
allowing the bank to move forward and innovate. Accenture will have to step in and provide end-toend services whereby the solution will be co-created together with the ecosystem stakeholders.
If the future can be predicted, causation processes should be used. If the future can be
controlled, effectuation processes should be used. Therefore, the top-down approach should be used
whenever uncertainty is low, and the future can be predicted. Whereas the bottom-up approach
should be used when uncertainty is high, and the future cannot be predicted.
Ideally, the bottom-up approach should be used first in creating the ecosystem, especially in
the case of the banking industry since uncertainty of the future is high and predictability is low. Using
the bottom-up approach the future can be shaped. Once the future is shaped and known the top-down
approach can be used to control the future and create offerings aligned with this future. Creating the
ecosystem in this order, will allow firms to start with a minimum viable footprint and expand the
ecosystem gradually and in stages (Adner, 2012).
Since ecosystems are influenced by the possible visions and its underlying structure,
ecosystems will have to monitor the environment in both aspects. First, ecosystems will have to
monitor the market and look for potential partners, their resources and capabilities. Second,
ecosystems will have to search for new opportunities and technologies to be exploited. Constantly
monitoring the market in these two aspects will allow the ecosystem to grow, by both incorporating
new partners as well as providing new offerings. Therefore, the hybrid approach offers an alternative
to the approach as proposed above and offer the focal firm a lot more freedom.
But even before deciding which process to use, banks must make a trade-off whether to create
an ecosystem or participate in an (existing) ecosystem. Firms must be aware of the fact that creating
the ecosystem will demand huge upfront sacrifices (Adner, 2012). The returns of these investments
will only be seen at the very end (Adner, 2012). Therefore, firms becoming an ecosystem should lose
traditional metrics in building a business case, and adopt the logic of affordable loss (Sarasvathy, 2001).

5.3 Limitations & Future Research
This study, like any other study, is subject to limitations, these limitations are: (1) assumptions
initial framework design, (2) the conducted interviews, (3) validation of design at only one Dutch bank,
and (4) no ‘real’ test in real life or by using use-cases. The above-mentioned limitations are explored
in more detail in the remainder of this section.
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First of all, the initial design was developed from the perspective of an ecosystem leader,
therefore it seemed as if the framework was more influenced by the ecosystem-as-structure
perspective than the ecosystem-as-affiliation. Furthermore, the framework was split in two halves,
where the top half constructed the strategic consideration and the bottom half the operational
execution. After conducting the interviews and revisiting the literature, the framework was critically
examined and therefore redeveloped.
Unfortunately, these interviews were only conducted with Accenture, which is a management
consulting firm supporting multiple major Dutch banks. The knowledge and expertise of Accenture’s
employees regarding ecosystems and banking were consulted during these interviews. Therefore, the
collected data can be viewed as secondary data, if banks were interviewed it would be primary data.
The goal of the interviews was to identify new design principles and not to test the developed
design principles. Despite this lack of explicitly testing these principles, the principles were either
confirmed or reformulated using the inputs from the interviews and the validation session. Apparently,
during both field practices the design principles have been discussed without those design principles
being explicitly mentioned. This could be due to the nature of the framework that was discussed during
the interviews and the topic itself. However, that does not change the fact that the design principles
were not tested. Therefore, these should be tested in future research.
Since no interviews were conducted with any bank, the researcher decided to validate the
redeveloped designs (i.e. second iteration) in the industry itself with one of the Dutch banks. This
validation session has been the basis for developing the final deliverables. Although the validation
session is conducted due to the lack of interviews with banks, only one bank was willing to participate.
In order to account for the lack of diversity in viewpoints in the validation session, multiple
use-cases or real-life cases could have been tested. For example, an existing ecosystem its historical
path towards creating that ecosystem could have been analyzed using the approaches. However, this
was neither done, and is a direction for future research.
The developed framework and its approaches should to be tested in more detail and
thoroughly, using multiple use-cases and real-life cases from multiple industries. Testing use-cases
from multiple industries can increase the deliverables’ generalizability. Ideally, these tests should shed
light on the different conditions in which each approach should be used and appears to be the best.
Furthermore, strategic alliances and partnering are key to deliver a range of products or
services which are integrated into a whole (e.g. Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Adner, 2012). However, how
these partnerships and alliances can and should be formed in the banking industry is still a big question
to be answered. In the banking industry, each (potential) partner must be screened thoroughly and
the bank will have to perform due diligence on each of them. How this needs to be done in an
ecosystem setting is key to forming partnerships and the success of Open Banking.
Besides the producer side or the ecosystem, the consumer side should be studied in more
detail as well. Where the consumer acceptance and readiness regarding Open Banking should be
studied to understand the future customer, its needs and interest. At the end, value is created for the
customer and the customer should be willing to share his/her data and make use of new offerings.
Finally, a study regarding the culture at large ecosystem and platform firms should be studied
and related to the banks. In addition, the cultural change happening at large corporates becoming an
ecosystem should be studied. These studies will shed light on the real changes in the banking industry.
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EXHIBIT 1 – DESIGN PRINCIPLES
ID
DP1.1

DP2.1

DP2.2

DP3.1

DP3.2

DP4.1

DP4.2

Design Principles (form: Context, Intervention, Mechanism, Outcome)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the leader should design the ecosystem’s vision and
value proposition and promote this among potential key partners (I), which engages
stakeholders and reduces information asymmetry (M), and therefore reduces uncertainty;
creates trust; facilitates coordination; increases the innovative capabilities of the leader;
and enables clarity of purpose (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the vision should be made explicit in the value and
value delivering structure (value blueprint) (I), which enables the creation of realistic
expectations (M), and therefore enabling the leader to take control over the architectural
structure of the ecosystem; and can allocate resources efficiently (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the ecosystem’s structure must be aligned with the
strategy (I), which reduces the information asymmetries and enables the creation of
realistic expectations (M), and therefore fostering partner interaction; allocating resources
efficiently; and increasing the ecosystem’s productivity (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the actors, activities, positions and links should be
mapped (I), which reduces information asymmetries and increases transparency among
ecosystem actors (M), and therefore enabling holistic risk assessment; making efficient
resource allocations; and fostering interaction between a wide variety of partners (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), risk must be assessed holistically over the whole
ecosystem, taking the interdependencies into account (I), which reduces information
asymmetry among the actors (M), and therefore creates realistic expectations; and more
robust innovation strategies (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the firm-level business model and ecosystem-level
business model must be aligned (I), which enables the creation of realistic expectations (M),
and therefore mapping the resource availability; creating a collective vision facilitating
efficient resource allocation, role assignment; niche creation; and enabling the integration
and interaction of others and expansion of the ecosystem (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), (new) resources and capabilities are acquired
through collaborations with multiple partners (I), which offers the ecosystem a competitive
advantage (M), and therefore being more innovative; increasing the robustness,
productivity, and niche creation of the ecosystem (O)
Matrix I Initial Set of (Science-Based) Design Principles for Designing an Ecosystem Creation Framework
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ID
DP1.1

DP2.1

DP2.2

DP3.1

DP3.2

DP4.1

DP4.2

DP5.1

DP5.2

DP5.3

DP5.4

Design Principles (form: Context, Intervention, Mechanism, Outcome)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the leader should design the ecosystem’s vision and
value proposition and promote this among potential key partners (I), which engages
stakeholders and reduces information asymmetry (M), and therefore reduces uncertainty;
creates trust; facilitates coordination; increases the innovative capabilities of the leader;
and enables clarity of purpose (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the vision should be made explicit in the value and
value delivering structure (value blueprint) (I), which enables the creation of realistic
expectations (M), and therefore allocating resources efficiently; and sharing the value fairly
among the ecosystem stakeholders, creating mutual benefit for all involved parties (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the ecosystem’s structure must be aligned with the
strategy (I), which reduces the information asymmetries and enables the creation of
realistic expectations (M), and therefore fostering partner interaction; allocating resources
efficiently; and increasing the ecosystem’s productivity (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the actors, activities, positions and links should be
mapped (I), which reduces information asymmetries and increases transparency among
ecosystem actors (M), and therefore enabling holistic risk assessment; making efficient
resource allocations; and fostering interaction between a wide variety of partners (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), risk must be assessed holistically over the whole
ecosystem, taking the interdependencies into account (I), which reduces information
asymmetry among the actors (M), and therefore creates realistic expectations (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), creating a collective vision and common goal (I)
which reduces information asymmetry among the actors and facilitates effective and
efficient resource allocation (M) and therefore ecosystem players align the firm-level
business model and ecosystem-level business model, and enabling the interaction and
integration of others and expansion of the ecosystem (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), (new) resources and capabilities are acquired
through collaborations with multiple partners (I), which offers the ecosystem a competitive
advantage (M), and therefore being more innovative; increasing the robustness,
productivity, and niche creation of the ecosystem (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the different concepts should be defined in detail (I),
which will enable each stakeholder to have the same understanding and align the
stakeholders (M), and therefore allowing a clear definition of the boundaries in which to
operate and deciding when the ecosystem exists (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the focal firm should use a tool showing the changes
that will happen (I), which will reduce the uncertainty and facilitate the creation of realistic
expectations (M), and therefore the focal firm will be able to have a better understanding
of the consequences of the choices being made (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the focal firm should adopt the top-down approach
(I), which identifies the resources and capabilities needed to materialize the value
proposition (M), and therefore enables the focal firm to make the right decisions in
partnering with potential partners (O)
In creating a successful ecosystem (C), the focal firm should adopt the bottom-up approach
(I), which reduces uncertainty for alternative futures (M), and therefore allowing for more
freedom, iteration, and agility in creating the ecosystem and forming the vision to one that
is realistic and feasible (O)
Matrix II Final Set of Design Principles for Designing an Ecosystem Creation Framework
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EXHIBIT 2 – PREPARATORY STEPS IN CREATING THE INTERVIEW GUIDE
Step 1
The first preparatory step in creating the interview protocol is mapping the interview questions to the
research questions, in doing so these questions will be aligned and the researcher will identify any
potential information gap before data collection (Castillo-Montoya, 2016). In other words, this is a
check whether the right data will be collected to draw the right conclusions. These questions are the
key questions to be addressed during the interview and are most likely to be asked in the middle of
the interview. The interview questions in the interview protocol are extended with probes to further
probe on the question or if the answer is not satisfying.
In the Interview Protocol Matrix below, the interview questions (first column) are aligned with the
research question (first row). I would like to refer you to Exhibit 3 for the interview questions and the
introduction for the research questions.

Background SQ.1
Q (1)
Q (2)
Q (3)
Q (4)
Q (5)
Q (6)
Q (7)
Q (8)
Q (9)
Q (10)

SQ.2

SQ.3

SQ.4

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

Matrix III Interview Protocol Matrix

Step 2
The interview has two main purposes, one being an instrument for conversation about a certain topic
(Castillo-Montoya, 2016), second asking questions to gather specific information related to the scope
of the study (Patton, 2015). An inquiry-based conversation is developed through (1) formulating
interview questions differently from the research questions; (2) an organization following social rules
of ordinary conversation; (3) a variety of questions; and (4) a script with likely follow-up and prompt
questions (Castillo-Montoya, 2016).
According to Castillo-Montoya (2016), the conversation should include four types of questions: (1)
introductory questions, (2) transition questions, (3) key questions, and (4) closing questions. The
questions from the interview protocol in Exhibit 3 are listed according to these types in Matrix IV,
where CS stands for ‘Closing Statement’.
Key questions are questions that are related to the directly to the focus of the research (CastilloMontoya, 2016). The reason questions 4 and 5 are labeled as transition questions and not as key
questions is because of two reasons. First, the framework and building blocks for the ecosystem were
essentially identified through synthesis of scientific literature. And second, because these questions
ask for confirmation from the interviewees part and allows the interviewer to transition from the
introductory questions to the core topic of the interview.
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Type 1
Q (1)
Q (2)
Q (3)
Q (4)
Q (5)
Q (6)
Q (7)
Q (8)
Q (9)
Q (10)
CS

Type 2

Type 3

Type 4

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
Matrix IV Types of Interview Questions

In addition, a guiding script could be used as a support for the interviewer in performing the interview
in a natural conversational style (Castillo-Montoya, 2016). In Exhibit 3, a script for the opening
statement and closing statement were included and in addition hooked brackets were used to support
the interviewer during the interview.
Step 3
This step is the feedback phase on the earlier performed steps in developing an inquiry-based interview
protocol. This phase is meant to increase the reliability and trustworthiness of the interview protocol
as a research instrument (Castillo-Montoya, 2016). Two helpful activities as identified by CastilloMontoya (2016) are: (1) close reading of the interview protocol, and (2) vetting the protocol through
a think-aloud activity.
This study did a close reading exercise of the interview protocol and implemented feedback from two
supervisors. Since this is a graduation project, the questions were run by the university mentor as well
as company supervisor. The feedback of both these supervisors were then implemented. The close
reading exercise was performed with a colleague of the interviewer. The exercise was done together,
see Matrix V for the results of this exercise. The feedback of the exercise was implemented as well.
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Aspects of an Interview Protocol

Yes No

Feedback for Improvement

Interview Protocol Structure
Beginning questions are factual in nature
Key questions are majority of the questions and are
placed between beginning and ending questions
Questions at the end of interview protocol are
reflective and provide participant an opportunity to
share closing comments
A brief script throughout the interview protocol
provides smooth transitions between topic areas
Interviewer closes with expressed gratitude and any
intents to stay connected or follow up
Overall, interview is organized to promote
conversational flow

X

Yes, these are factual

X
X
X
X

Some reflective questions at the
end are provided
Yes, using hooked brackets
See closing statement

X

Writing of Interview Questions & Statements
Questions/statements are free from spelling error(s)
Only one question is asked at a time
Most questions ask participants to describe
experiences and feelings
Questions are mostly open ended
Questions are written in a non-judgmental manner

X
X
X

Almost all
experience.

ask

for

their

X
X

Length of Interview Protocol
All questions are needed
Questions/statements are concise

X
X

Comprehension
Questions/statements are devoid of academic
language
Questions/statements are easy to understand

X

X

Only if you have experience in
the matter and have knowledge
in the subject. Otherwise it
might be hard to follow.

Matrix V Activity Checklist for Close Reading of Interview Protocol

Step 4
As discussed in the main body of this study, the fourth step was not applied as there was not enough
time for the researcher to perform the fourth step. The fourth step would be a pilot of the interview,
but since there are limited experts within Accenture and limited time for the study the researcher
chose not to do this step in refining the framework and implement minor refinements throughout the
interviews being performed.
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EXHIBIT 3 – CASE STUDY PROTOCOL & INTERVIEW GUIDE
This Case Study Protocol is meant as a general guide for the researcher and allows for replicability of
this study. The goal of the interviews is to identify the problems, requirements and goals of banks
regarding the adoption of the ecosystem-model.
This thesis is conducted in partial fulfillment for the requirements of the master’s Innovation
Management. Therefore, this thesis will have multiple different audiences, especially in academics and
practice. The first audience is Accenture and the users of the results in practice, and therefore,
Accenture’s client-base in the financial services group. The second audience-group are the assessors
of the graduation project and the exam committee of Eindhoven University of Technology. Last, but
definitely not least, the graduation project will be published by the University Library and, therefore,
accessible by any student, researcher, or affiliate of the Eindhoven University of Technology. In the
case of scientific publication in a peer-reviewed journal, the fourth audience will be overall research
community.
Background information
The banking environment has started changing due to the emergence and growth of the FinTech
market (i.e. challenger banks) as well as the entrance of tech-giants such as Google and Alibaba (Busch
& Moreno, 2004). In Europe this change is accelerated through the introduction of new European
Legislation, Payment Services Directive (PSD2); the directive is expected to be live in September 2019.
PSD2 implies that banks will have to share their data on client accounts and transactions with Third
Party Providers (TPP), enabling Open Banking and Banking Platform opportunities; which in turn will
provide new opportunities for banks to pursue. It is expected that banks will lose some part of their
current revenue streams, however Open Banking offers new opportunities to create new revenue
streams.
Banks are interested in becoming the central provider of a multi-sided marketplace, please see Section
1.1 for a detailed description of a multi-sided marketplace. This endeavor by banks is also known as
Open Banking in the industry; this is the application of Open Innovation in the banking context. Due to
the developments and opening up of banking data, the banking industry will be able to pursue open
innovation endeavors and create value together with third parties. However, platforms are dependent
on an underlying ecosystem structure, although ecosystems do not necessarily have a platform at its
core (Autio & Thomas, 2014); this is true for the other way around.
In pursuing the dream of becoming the next Amazon, Google, or Facebook, banks will have to learn
how to create the ecosystem and how to partner in the first place. However, both in the literature as
well as practice not much is known regarding the creation of ecosystems, therefore this study seeks to
understand what the challenges are in creating ecosystems and develops a framework and design
process to achieve successful ecosystem creation.
Data collection procedure
Interview candidates were identified through internal expertise of Accenture in their own firm, as the
interviewees consist only of Accenture’s employees. The initial candidates were selected on the basis
of their experience in the banking world as well as in ecosystems, called ‘Open Banking’ in the industry.
Besides the initial interview candidates, the candidates themselves were asked whether they could
propose any of their (direct) colleagues as a relevant candidate. Each interview was closed with three
follow-up questions Rubin & Rubin (2012): (1) Did we discuss everything or are there any issues we
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should touch upon? (2) Can I reach out to you whenever I have any additional questions/inquiries? and
(3) Could you introduce me to any of your business contacts that would be relevant for my research?
The interview technique used by this research is the semi-structured interview, this technique allows
the researcher to ask questions in a conversational matter and allows the interviewee to tell their story
and touch upon additional topics (Yin, 2009). So, the questions as posted in this Exhibit are guiding the
interview, but the interviewer is not restricted to only these questions and is allowed to deviate from
the script.
This protocol is supplemented by an introductory letter which is meant to be sent to the candidates.
This letter is standardized for every candidate and includes a statement of careful use of candidate
information, a statement for confidentiality and anonymizing the candidate in the final report. This
letter must be read by the candidate before taking part in the interview. By signing and dating the
letter the candidate will approve having read the statements and giving permission to be recorded.
The records will be used for improvement of the interview notes at a later moment (Yin, 2009).
The interview questions are posted in the guide included to this case study protocol, the questions, as
indicated earlier, will be guiding questions for the interviewer and additional questions might be asked
during the interview. In this way, the interview is not completely structured and allows the researcher
to probe more into some matters if the researcher feels the need for this.
Field procedures
As partly indicated by the data collection procedure of the case study protocol, all interviewees will be
working for Accenture (i.e. a management consulting firm), having sufficient knowledge regarding both
ecosystems as well as banking functions. The key resource being used for accomplishing this task will
be the knowledge, expertise and experience of Accenture’s employees.
Besides the corporate relationships of Accenture Amsterdam other resource that will be needed are:
a personal computer or laptop, paper and pens to take notes, color marker pens, a private and quiet
area at the office of Accenture in Amsterdam.
The procedure for calling for assistance and guidance will be as follows: when a practical issue needs
solving the company supervisor, Paul Weiss, will be contacted for assistance, and when a scientific
issue needs solving the university supervisor, Duygu Keskin, will be contacted for assistance. Whenever
the company supervisor cannot offer any assistance, another company employee will be contacted, in
order to contact this person, the company knowledge of Paul Weiss will be used. Whenever Duygu
Keskin cannot provide the assistance asked for, either the second supervisor, Sjoerd Romme, or
another university professor will be contacted, relying on the knowledge of both Duygu Keskin and
Sjoerd Romme.
A preliminary schedule of the data collection activities are as follows: the data collection activities will
consist of both the literature review and the interview activities. This is due to the nature of this study,
the study starts with developing a framework from the literature, and at a later stage test the stage
with the interviewees. The insights gained through the interviews will be used, in combination with
literature, to develop a design process for creating ecosystems. The expected time needed to interview
all interviewees and analyze the data is about four to five weeks. The expected time needed to design
the final designs and validating the designs is expected to be about four weeks as well. This study was
planned with a buffer of three weeks, allowing room for unexpected shocks in the duration of the
project.
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Introductory letter and explicit consent
To whom it may concern,
This is to introduce Sedat Gültekin, who performs this interview, as part of the master thesis
requirement for the Masters of Innovation Management, commissioned jointly by the Eindhoven
University of Technology and Accenture Amsterdam.
This interview will encompass business ecosystems, more specifically, the goal of this interview is to
find out what the main problems, challenges, requirements, and goals of banks are in the ecosystem
creation process. In short, an ecosystem is a network of complex relationships of interdependent
actors, who have a joint goal orientation, and thereby acquire a competitive advantage through the
recognition of the holistic value of highly integrated products and services delivered to customers. In
perspective of this specific research, the bank and banking services will be the scope, where the
investigator is especially interested in banks offering a single portal to their customers.
The main purpose of this study and interview will be regarding the problems, challenges, requirement,
and goals in the ecosystem creation process for banks. Hereby questions regarding these topics and
the interviewee’s knowledge and experience in ecosystems might be probed. Other topics which might
be touched upon are the ecosystem’s vision, value, strategy, structure, and actor-level resources and
capabilities for example. The ultimate goal of this graduation project is to identify challenges in
ecosystem creation and design a solution which will facilitate successful ecosystem creation.
This letter is directed towards employees within the bank (or industry) that have substantial knowledge
in: (1) current trends and technologies, (2) the bank itself and its functions, and (3) ecosystems and
(experience in) creating ecosystems. I would like to ask for 45 to 60 minutes of your time in order to
gain more insights regarding the above mentioned. Your insights and cooperation will be essential in
successfully delivering a solution that will offer the industry new insights in creating ecosystems and,
at the end, will help in the design process.
Your (personal) information will be handled with the utmost care. The information provided by you
will only be used for the purpose of this project and this project only. In addition, your information will
be anonymized to your function and organization type, for example: Manager A at Bank C.
On behalf of myself and Accenture Amsterdam, I would like to express our gratitude for your assistance
and taking time to read this informatory introduction. If you would like to participate in this study, I
would be glad to arrange an interview.
Again, thank you very much.
Sincerely,
Sedat Gültekin Graduate Student Intern at Accenture Amsterdam

By signing I give my consent to be recorded during the interview for the sole purpose of this project.

X
Date:
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Interview guide
<Prior to interview>
Opening Statement:
I would like to thank you for your willingness to participate in the interview aspect of my study. As I
have mentioned to you before, my study seeks to understand what challenges and problems
practitioners face while creating and designing an ecosystem. The study also seeks to understand how
practitioners could be supported in creating and designing ecosystems. The aim of the research project
is to identify a ‘solution’ and supporting tool/mechanism in ecosystem creation.
Our interview today will last approximately 45 minutes during which I will be asking you about your
experience in creating ecosystems and your pain points in the design process.
[Review aspects on consent]
Before we start, do you have any questions? Please feel free to ask me any questions at any point of
time.
<Interview Questions>
Background
(1)

Could you please introduce yourself in short; your current position, role and responsibilities
within the organization?

(2)

How long have you been in your present position / at this organization and how long have you
been working on ecosystems?

(3)

How would you define an ecosystem?

(4)

What are essential components in creating and designing ecosystems?

[Show Framework that has been created and discuss the building blocks]
(5)

Do you think this framework is complete in sense of the building blocks?
Probes: Is the framework missing any essential ecosystem building block?
Probes: Is there any building block that you any doubts with?
Probes: How would you improve this framework?
Ecosystem Creation Process

(6)

In terms of creating the ecosystem, what activities have been performed so far and which are
planned to be taken in the short-term future?
Probes: Have you identified the value proposition, structure, key stakeholders, key
partnerships, resources and capabilities? Or are you planning to do any of the
mentioned activities?
Probes: Is there a specific design process is place?
Probes: How do you start the creation process? What is the first activity to be
performed and which activities follow this activity?
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(7)

Did you encounter any problems challenges or barriers while performing any of the mentioned
activities?
Probes: Think of problems in identifying the value proposition, structure, or capabilities
needed
Probes: Does the process follow a clear structure? Or is it more agile at the moment
and subject to the value proposition at hand?
Probes: Do you foresee any problems/challenges/barriers for in the (near-)future?

(8)

How did you solve these problems, challenges or barriers?
Probes: Did you perform any particular activities?
Probes: Did you acquire new knowledge, resources or capabilities?

[Repeat what was just learned and transition to next topic]
Requirements
(9)

Where do the banks need the support and guidance?
Probes: What is the main challenge that needs to be solved in the creation process for
the client?
Probes: What is the main challenge that needs to be solved in the creation process for
your organization?

(10)

How would the banks like to be supported in the design process?
Probes: Which knowledge, resources, and capabilities do you (not) have access to?
Probes: How would these enable the success of the ecosystem creation?

<Interview Closure>
Closing statement:
Before we conclude this interview, is there something about your experience in ecosystem creation and
design that we have not yet had a chance to discuss?
I would like to thank you once again for joining me in this interview and allowing me to learn more on
ecosystem creation and design. I highly appreciate you reserving time for me and this project.
I would like to close off with three short questions:
(1) Did we discuss everything or are there any issues we should touch upon?
(2) Can I reach out to you whenever I have any additional questions/inquiries?
(3) Could you introduce me to any of your business contacts that would be relevant for my research or
for testing phase of the solution?
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EXHIBIT 4 – LIST OF INTERVIEWEES
The interviewees from Accenture have been listed in a hierarchical matter, where the interviewees are
ranked from highest level to lowest level. In addition, behind every participant the mode in which the
interview was conducted is included. Half of the interviews were conducted in-person and the other
half were conducted through a Skype Call. In every case, at first the possibility of conducting the
interview in-person was assessed, if an in-person interview was not possible due to location or full
agenda a Skype Call was scheduled. The reason interviews were not performed in-person is because
of the location of the interviewer and the participant, some participants were based in another country
within the European Union. In total 11 Accenture employees were interviewed, one senior executive,
three senior managers, one manager, and six consultants. These interviewees were based in the
Netherlands, Belgium, France, Switzerland, and United Kingdom
Accenture – Management Consulting Firm
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Senior Executive A – In-person
Senior Manager A – Skype Call
Senior Manager B – In-person
Senior Manager C – Skype Call
Manager A – In-person
Consultant A – In-person
Consultant B – In-person
Consultant C – In-person
Consultant D – Skype Call
Consultant E – Skype Call
Junior Consultant A – Skype Call
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EXHIBIT 5 – LIST OF CODES
The list below in Matrix VI includes all the codes used and their descriptions respectively. The first
category is interviewee, which includes specific information regarding their roles and experience in
ecosystems (creation) and banking. The second category discusses specific topics regarding
ecosystems. The third category includes the feedback of the interviewees regarding the framework,
its structure and each layer. Finally, the fourth category discusses the codes regarding the design of a
possible supporting tool.

Category

Code

Description

Interviewee – Interviewee specific information
Interviewee

ROLE

Interviewee

EXPERIENCE

The current role and responsibilities of the interviewee and their
day-to-day activities.
The experience of the interviewee regarding the ecosystems
(creation) and banking.

Ecosystem – General information regarding ecosystems (creation) at banks (AS-IS)
Ecosystem
Ecosystem

DEFINITION
MATURITY

Ecosystem

CREATION

The definition of an ecosystem as was given by the interviewee.
The current market state and the maturity level of the (Dutch)
banking industry, when it comes to creating ecosystems. This
includes the all activities conducted so far.
The activities that should be taken in order to create the
ecosystem for the bank and the industry, and prior activities that
should be concluded before being able to create the ecosystem.

Framework – Topics discussed in line with the developed framework
Framework
Framework

STRUCTURE
ADD

Framework

VISSION MGT

Framework

STRAT MGT

Framework

ECO MGT

Framework

ACTOR MGT

Feedback regarding the structure of the framework.
Improvements suggested by interviewees in order to develop a
stronger framework.
Specific feedback regarding the vision management layer of the
framework.
Specific feedback regarding the ecosystem strategy management
layer (i.e. value, structure, and strategy) of the framework.
Specific feedback regarding the ecosystem-level management
layer (i.e. actors, activities, positions, links, and risks) of the
framework.
Specific feedback regarding the actor-level management layer
(i.e. roles, resources, and capabilities) of the framework.

Design – Information regarding a design in facilitating successful ecosystem creation
Design

CHALLENGES

Design

SUPPORT

Design

REQUIREMENT

Design

SOLVED

Challenges being faced by the banks and the industry in creating
ecosystems.
Possible directions towards successfully facilitating banks in
creating ecosystems.
Requirements for the possible facilitation directions to
successfully support the banks in creating ecosystems.
The challenges that have been successfully solved or not.
Matrix VI List of Codes
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EXHIBIT 6 – DETAILED RESULTS ANALYZED INTERVIEWS
Code

Insights

Interviewee

Ecosystem
Definition

Maturity

Creation

A network of interlinked actors/partners where everyone has
shared and common interests, where value is created together
and more through partnerships than through your own
competences. Hereby multidimensional relationships are at the
center of it, whereby actors can adopt multiple roles.

Sr Exec. A;
Sr Manager A/B;
Manager A;
Consultant
A/B/D/E;
Jr Consultant A
There is one anchor point where multiple third parties are Sr Manager B/C;
connected to, allowing the anchor to leverage their partners and Manager A;
their capabilities. Hereby a marketplace is hosted with producers Consultant C/D
on one side and consumers on the other.
There is a difference in maturity between the countries (as well Sr Exec. A;
as within countries), where the UK is the furthest and has Sr Manager B;
implemented the CMA order.
Consultant C/D
Most clients are seeing the potential of ecosystems and Sr Exec A;
therefore are currently in the exploration and experimenting Sr Manager A/B;
stages. (Find and test value propositions, the visions and Manager A;
strategies are evolving, and thinking about business models). Consultant A/C
Only a handful of banks are quite strong in the market and are
definitive that this is the future.
Building ecosystems costs a lot of money (GAFAA), banks do not Sr Manager C;
have that much money to spend on a hypothetical concept. Manager A;
Banks start to realize it is not that easy done as it is said.
Consultant A
‘Ecosystems’ is a new concept in the banking world, where it has Manager A;
started to become a topic of interest and buzzword since 2016. Consultant
Ecosystems will reach their height (in the Gartner Hype curve) in A/B/D
5 to 10 years’ time.
Having ownership over the ecosystem (i.e. becoming the leader) Sr Exec A
is one of the first fundamental choices to be made. Having a
sound vision facilitates taking ownership. Banks tend to be keen
on keeping ownership.
Creating a platform and bringing together various parties and Sr Manager A
having the ability to attract and retain customers to this platform
is an essential component in creating ecosystems.
It is important to engage the developer community and monetize Sr Manager A/C;
the services offered to the large customer base. Offerings should Consultant D
be very customer friendly, cheap and transparent. This way
customers have to be engaged to use the new services being
offered.
Banks will take a gradual approach in creating ecosystems, Sr Manager B/C;
where propositions will be built upon proposition and the Consultant D
banking ecosystem will be expanded. These propositions have to
be aligned and uplift the banking experience.
Corporates should first invest in their IT-side, fix that and enable Sr Manager B
it to be better accessible to make better steps in ecosystems.
Over time big corporates could buy their position in the Sr Manager B
ecosystem through M&A, this might not work out in some
ecosystems.
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A strong business case is needed in order to be able to create an
ecosystem in a big corporation.
Building an ecosystem starts with defining a value proposition
and then identifying the capabilities and resources needed.
It is important to get the right people, have the right processes
promoting fast innovation and break down the silos within the
bank. Banks tend to be siloed organizations without
communication between the silos.
The key in ecosystem is the different functionalities and
capabilities each player adds to the ecosystem. This will give the
ecosystem a competitive advantage due to being more
innovative and being more robust.
Banks should do the following to become ready to be part of an
ecosystem: step-by-step develop innovative capabilities and
restructure the organization into one that allows for innovation
to be integrated much quicker.
Three fundaments in building the ecosystem: (1) restructure the
organization, (2) cooperate with third parties, and (3) build a
platform together.
There is no defined process that banks can follow in creating
ecosystems. The design process is created through learning-bydoing. The design process heavily depends on the bank and their
maturity level and risk appetite.
It is important to decide when an ecosystem exists and define
the ecosystem upfront.
Banks have to lose the idea of having a business case first,
because in most cases there is no business case. However, the
platform or ecosystem will be profitable over the long-run. The
business case can stop you from pursuing innovation and the
ecosystem, it is not easy to calculate future wins.
Banks will have to smooth out the building and testing
environments/facilities, because currently these are a real pain
and nightmare. They will have to modernize and offer easy tools,
solutions and support keeping speed and scalability in mind.
Launching a value proposition has to be standardized and build
in processes, starting from ideation to market launch.
Building something together with third parties in a collaborative
manner will allow for a better adoption by these third parties. An
ecosystem or platform is useless if nobody makes use of it or if it
does not create additional value.
Banks should start with building a platform which is not state-ofthe-art and neatly programmed and developed. Then
collaborate with the audience/market, before going into
business strategy and stuff. If you start with business strategy, it
can really stop you from innovation in some cases.
Banks need to change their mindset to one that is more
innovative, agile, quick and fast paced.
There must be believe and trust in what the bank is pursuing and
at the end the results will be seen.
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Sr Manager B
Sr Manager B
Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C;
Consultant B/E

Sr Manager C
Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C
Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C
Sr Manager C

Banks will need to learn how to partner with third parties and
make the capabilities to partner effectively and efficiently
themselves in order to create an ecosystem. Partnering is
needed to tap into third parties’ capabilities and being more
innovative. Formerly, banks did not consider partners as being
different from consumers.
Banks currently work in the following way: define a vision, build
strategy how to realize the vision, build a business case to get
funding. The business case is built by first identifying the value
proposition offered to consumers and then finding the
capabilities (functional, technical and organizational) needed.
Creating ecosystems is an iterative development process,
whereby success cannot be reached early, because of investing
most of the resources to create momentum. Once momentum
(reaching critical mass) is created value shall be seen.
In creating the platform (on top of the ecosystem) the bank will
want to commoditize the external data offering and therefore
the partner onboarding process is so important. Commoditizing
the external data offering will make the FinTechs compete each
other and allow the bank to source capabilities for a low price.
Trust is key, especially in banking. Banks will have to work on
building trust again, because of the financial recession that
started in 2008. (Also taking data protection and data privacy
into account, and a way to monetize the data).
Start with an internal shift before making the shift towards the
ecosystem model, first being ready (internally) to become part
of an ecosystem.
Banks should make tradeoffs regarding partnerships and using
partners’ capabilities. In some cases, it might be more
sustainable to own the capabilities, for example in cases of reusability.
There is no leader (i.e. bank) in the ecosystem that creates the
ecosystem or is leading the activities distribution. It is more like
a natural phenomenon where it emerges naturally, the bank is
creating the fundaments for the ecosystem to emerge. (It is the
European commission that is creating the ecosystem and pulling
the interaction between banks and third parties.
In the banking industry the regulator plays an important role in
the design of an ecosystem, where it is pushed to the market by
the European Commission and has to be vetted by each member
state’s competition authority.
Banks will need to adhere to the new regulation and provide API
capabilities to third parties in a visible and easy way. Finally, they
will have to support third parties through some sort of portal.
After adhering to the regulation new customer propositions have
to be identified and launched.
Banks will have to change their internal processes (get their
internal ecosystem ready), among others the one in assessing
use cases and value propositions. The same rigor and criteria
should be applied but then in the context of the ecosystem.
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Manager A;
Consultant
A/B/D;
Jr Consultant A

Manager A

Manager A

Consultant A

Consultant A/C

Consultant B

Consultant B

Consultant
B/D/E

Consultant C

Consultant D

Consultant D
Consultant D

The way to go about at creating ecosystems will be to monitor Consultant D/E
the market (i.e. identify value propositions) and then assess and
prioritize the direction to be pursued. Afterwards build the
network to be able to build the ecosystem.
To launch a value proposition there has to be internal Consultant D
stakeholder buy-in and customer testing will have to be
conducted in order to understand the customer uptake. Then
requirements will have to be defined and make sure that the
technical resources are available. Then going through the
standard design-build-test phases.
After launching the value proposition, you would like to monitor Consultant D
the uptake.

Framework
Structure

Add

Agree on the logic that creating an ecosystem should start with
the vision and then value, strategy and structure being big
components and guiding principles of the ecosystem panning out
from the vision and value proposition.
The framework should represent the bundle of choices that
should be made.
This framework shows the why and the what questions but has
not incorporated the how question into it.
The logic presenting the horizontally and vertically was doubted,
where revisiting these was advised and the link between the top
half and bottom half was not clear.
There is a certain link between the different layers and
components, it might be useful to show that interconnection.
Chunk it out in three layers: (1) vision, (2) strategy, and (3)
capabilities.
The framework follows an inside-out reasoning, starting from
the vision, whereas the outside-in reasoning may be applicable
as well, starting from the different players in the environment.
This is implied by the arrows going down. Both the internal vision
as well as external market will impact how the ecosystem will
turn out.
The end-user is missing, as the end-user is a key influencing
factor in deciding what should be part of the different blocks. The
type of end-user can lead to a different layout of the framework.
The value proposition should be directed at a customer and its
needs, the offerings will only have value if there will be a
consumer for them.
A weight to the different components could be added, whereby
the importance of every component is shown. For example, the
value proposition and capabilities seem to be more important
than the roles. Showing the order of importance could make the
framework stronger.
Suggested to be added: (1) Barriers to entry/exit, (2) control
points (competitive advantage), (3) transaction costs, (4) relative
positioning, (5) governance (over all four layers ideally), (6)
regulators, (7) explanatory boxes. The control points are the key
to a successful platform, this binds actors to your platform.
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Sr Exec. A;
Sr Manager B;
Consultant E
Sr Exec. A
Sr Exec A
Sr Manager A;
Manager A;
Consultant A
Sr Manager B
Manager A
Consultant A/D

Sr Manager B;
Consultant C/D

Sr Manager B

Consultant
B/C/E

Vision MGT

Strategy
MGT

A combination of logical services and products that add to each
other, increasing the customer experience. In other words,
alignment in products or services.
Start with an anchor point, where every service or product will
centralize.
Translate the value and value proposition from the vision.
The vision is what you want to do, a common goal.

Sr Manager B/C;
Consultant D

Manager A;
Consultant C
Manager A
Manager A;
Consultant E
A clear vision increases the trust and reduces uncertainty, due to Consultant A
the reduced information asymmetry.
The trust of the customer in your brand and products should be Consultant C
visualized. Making some visionary decisions might impact how
customers perceive your brand.
In the value proposition you could define who you would like to Consultant E
partner with, which can be used to promote the vision among
them and align with potential partners. Therefore, this could be
used in order to attract the right partners.
A business strategy is needed in terms of the type of use-cases Sr Manager C
to be ran on the platform, so one strategic consideration will be
whether to cannibalize current business units. One option is
allowing complementary offerings that are in line with the bank’s
current offerings.
The pricing model is important, so how will the bank earn money, Sr Manager C
there is a clear value pool here that if banks are not offering
these new services customers will change to banks that are
fulfilling their need. What to offer and how to earn money should
especially be clear. Explicitly mapping the value will allow to
increase efficiency in the ecosystem because of resource
allocations in creating the value.
The strategy is the ‘go-to-market plan’ or ‘what is needed’. Manager A
Strategy is how the vision will be translated into a tangible
benefit case. Structure is what do I put in place. Aligning the
structure with strategy will allow higher efficiencies and
ultimately more control over the ecosystem.
Protection of assets and monetizability of every players’ Consultant A
capabilities and products (and fair distribution of returns).
In the strategy design you will look at what role can I play and am Consultant A
I allowed to play given the assets and the data that I have. In a
platform economy there is a role that can capture all of the value.
Control points are the most value creating points in the network, Consultant A/B
this is the reason the ecosystem (and consumers) uses/prefers
one platform and not the other.
The value for each player in the ecosystem should be identified, Consultant C;
where the ecosystem constitutes of symbiotic relationships. Jr Consultant A
Mutual benefit for all involved parties is a key component,
arriving at a win-win situation for everyone in the ecosystem,
even the customer.
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Ecosystemlevel MGT

Actor-level
MGT

Partnering is completely new for banks, so banks will have to get
acquainted to that and acquire capabilities in order to manage
partnerships. This has huge implications on procurement,
operational risk management, compliance, legal, and servicing.
And you need a B2B salesforce to actually create engagement
and find new players that want to use your portal.
A frictionless way of cooperation between parties and no
asymmetric distribution of information are key components. In
addition, free flow of data and security are needed to create a
level of openness and trust within the ecosystem. Ultimately
facilitating more transparency and knowing what is expected.
There has to be a range of players in the ecosystem that need to
participate. Third parties should present their business case
(value) to join the ecosystem.
A new governance framework and risk assessment is needed, as
these relationships will bring new considerations and risks with
them. A third party should act as a governance entity and have a
non-participating role, whereby third parties are vetted. And
thus, realistic expectations can be created.
Third layer could be slimmed down by bundling actors, positions
and links together in market participants, as these pertain to the
same activity of who exists in the ecosystem and how they are
connected.
Activities is hard to define as nobody at the top is deciding who
is going to do what. The ecosystem is more organic and living
where activities are not really segregated between actors.
An ecosystem should be heterogenous with all kinds of different
components and actors working together in a common direction.
It should be clear who the leader of the ecosystem is and what
the role of everybody in the ecosystem is.
The role of the leader/anchor comes to play in creating
symmetric information diffusion.
Capabilities are almost a strategic consideration as partnering is
used to tap into important capabilities you do not have,
especially when emergent technologies are present.
The last layer of the framework seems to be abundant as these
components could be included into other components/layers.

Sr Exec A;
Manager A

Banks have to step away from the idea that it is an all-finance
bank, so providing all types of services to all types of clients.
Banks have to create a roadmap to get at an ecosystem.
The biggest challenge is to get something up and running and go
beyond the first MVP. Getting the ecosystem live is a huge
implication and challenge. Knowing what to deliver to the
consumer is difficult to understand. The breadth and uncertainty
of the answer are difficult to manage.

Sr Exec A

Consultant A

Consultant C

Consultant C

Consultant D

Consultant E

Consultant E
Sr Manager B
Consultant C
Jr Consultant E

Jr Consultant E

Design
Challenges
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Sr Exec A
Sr Exec A;
Sr Manager A/B;
Consultant D

Partnering is completely new for banks, so banks will have to get
acquainted to that and acquire capabilities in order to manage
partnerships and perform due diligence on partners. This has
huge implications on procurement, operational risk
management, compliance, legal, and servicing. And you need a
B2B salesforce to actually create engagement and find new
players that want to use your portal. The partnerships are
needed to tap into third parties’ capabilities.
Finding a balance in terms of client ownership regarding the
partners is a challenge, as partnering is a challenge on its own.
The bank’s internal IT (architecture) is not ready, old and very
closed off, making it tricky to allow third parties to get connected
to it. The bank is not agile enough, where the ‘new banking
world’ is faster than the ‘old banking world’. The internal
processes of banks are very slow.
The fundamental challenge for banks is their position or role that
they should play. Banks are keen on becoming the leader
whereas this might not be the suitable role for them. Currently,
a bank has a supporting role and not a primary role.
Banks are siloed organizations, everyone works in a silo and
there is no between-function communication. Banks have to
break the silo's and facilitate interconnection between the silo's
and create cross-functional teams.
Getting funding and prioritizing is a big challenge, deciding the
direction to go to; making the right pivot at the right moment.
Big corporates are not the biggest risk takers.
Getting and finding the right people is a challenge, as mostly
‘people on the bench’ are used for new projects. These people
are mostly not suitable for new innovative projects, as they lack
the skills and capabilities.
Banks are not attractive anymore, they do not have an
innovative label. Branding and attracting the best people is very
important.
Banks have to change their mindset and lose the idea of
‘business case’ first, because it is very difficult to calculate in
advance what the returns will be of an ecosystem or platform.
Therefore, there is no business case or ROI, and this is inhibiting
the bank from innovating.
‘Believe’ (internal buy-in) in being able to create ecosystems is a
big challenge. Banks would first like to see the returns before
really believing and investing, and therefore will always chase
the market.
Internal education is a big problem as well, the understanding of
ecosystems, the potential and the value of it. In addition, banks
do not have experience in creating ecosystems or partnering, it
is important to learn from failures.
External buy-in is a challenge as well, as partners have to
understand that a bank is interested in ecosystems as well; that
is new, as banks are conservative, so what value can a bank
deliver as a partner.
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Sr Exec A;
Sr Manager A/B;
Manager A;
Consultant B;
Jr Consultant A

Sr Exec A
Sr Exec A;
Sr Manager
A/B/C;
Consultant D
Sr Exec A;
Sr Manager A/B;
Manager A;
Consultant A
Sr Manager
A/B/C;
Consultant A
Sr Manager B

Sr Manager B/C

Sr Manager C

Sr Manager C

Manager A

Manager A

Manager A

Support

Governance is an important challenge as well, so what is
everybody’s liability. Setting up rules and regulations for the
ecosystem or platform.
The banking ecosystem is a completely unknown entity, and
therefore not known how the future will look like. In addition, it
is not known whether customers want to use the new offerings.
Banks are worried that if they do not offer a service and a
competitor does, that customers will move bank.
Reaching alignment with all the stakeholders of the ecosystem is
hard, getting everybody move to one joint direction and
managing the benefits of each player and the customer.
The challenger banks and giant tech firms are a threat to the
banking industry, but the other FinTech start-ups are an
opportunity for the bank to offer new services.
We have four generic business models for the open banking
space, it would be interesting to see the different implications of
each business model on the framework.
The capabilities to understand what is needed in building and
running an ecosystem is needed and showing the difference with
the current business and what needs to change.
It might help to have a sort of playbook, like an easy to
understand playbook. What are the elements you need to
check? A checklist what you need to verify and have clarity on.
That could be both business-wise and IT-wise. So, the firms
understand how to get from A to B.
Banks need support in testing a certain idea quite quickly and
identifying the biggest impact areas for the organization.
Banks should be able to identify, assess and prioritize the
offerings, banks need a framework and process in order to assess
use cases. This way banks can filter the irrelevant and infeasible
use cases and collaborate for the other potential use-cases.
It is important to choose the right processes for the right client,
depending on their maturity level and risk appetite. Mostly, in
consulting these are identified from experience.
Assessing the risk of potential partners and their suitability to the
ecosystem trying to be created and performing due diligence on
these potential partners.
An issue tree might help the banks to make the right choices. An
issue tree is a map of choices which guides you towards an endstage.
A generic framework helping to decide whether to build or
participate in an ecosystem, from a strategic perspective this will
be essential.
Delivery processes are completely Accenture’s bread and butter,
beginning with the value chain and strategy, and eventually
implementing the change.
Precise process and support regarding the participation and
creation of ecosystems. Supporting in defining the strategy,
value proposition, the roles to be played and the interaction with
third parties.
Having a best practices model or framework would be useful and
touching upon examples of banks that have done it well.
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Consultant C

Consultant D

Consultant E

Jr Consultant A

Sr Exec A

Sr Manager B

Sr Manager B

Sr Manager B
Sr Manager C;
Consultant D/E

Sr Manager C;
Manager A;
Consultant B/E
Consultant B

Consultant C

Consultant C

Consultant D

Consultant E

Jr Consultant A

Requirement

Solved

Banks have to be able to understand the consequences of the
choices being made for the business model. This will offer the
insight in the changes that need to occur on a strategic level. This
will be facilitated by the ability to reduce uncertainty and create
better expectations.
You cannot give all the details because each bank makes its own
choices. The more detail is needed the longer it will take to
gather all the relevant information. Macro-activities could be
defined.
A successful tool would incorporate a scoring mechanism
because it makes it easier to understand the order of magnitude.
Some sort of a checklist would be helpful as well.
Financial aspects are always helpful. But on the other hand, it is
very difficult to calculate what the returns will be in 10 years.
The two biggest parts of the checklist would be some elements
from building a business case but also looking at the impact for
the business itself.
From a consulting perspective, having a benchmark or best
practices is very useful to better understand the impact.
A framework around ecosystems is needed, a very simple one,
that everybody understands. You need guidelines and tool sets
in place, so people are following these.
Incorporating a way to make it a collaborative exercise, both
internally (creating cross-functional teams) as well as externally
(industry collaboration), allowing to interact with the ecosystem
effectively.
Identifying some generic ecosystem actor roles (architypes)
around trust, which are re-useable in any ecosystem regardless
of the value proposition. This could be used in order to quickly
start up any new ecosystem.
Ecosystems work in an environment with high uncertainty and
therefore it is all about being innovative and pushing the
boundaries of what banking means.
Some sort of detail would be useful, whereby it will become very
real for the banks.
The banks have not solved their problems yet.
Every player will have their own gradual approach and take small
steps, but at least there is progress. Banks will start small and
experiment.
It is important to find the right people in the organization and
break the process down into chunks which are better
manageable.
In some instances, for example regarding roles, the regulatory
entity might offer a solution.
Matrix VII Insights Gained from Interviews
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Sr Manager B/C
Sr Manager B

Sr Manager B
Sr Manager C
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Jr Consultant A
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Sr Manager B

Sr Manager B

Consultant E

EXHIBIT 7 - DETAILED DESCRIPTION FINAL FRAMEWORK

Innovation ecosystems are (1) networks of complex relationships formed between inter- and
codependent actors, (2) where entities have a joint functional goal and enable technology
development and innovation, (3) thereby recognizing the holistic value embedded in highly integrated
customer-facing solutions and acquiring a competitive advantage (Moore, 1993; Moore, 1996; Iansiti
& Levien, 2004; Adner, 2006, 2012, 2017; Jackson, 2011; Mäkinen and Dedehayir, 2012).
Guiding Principle: Vision. The defined goals and objectives of the ecosystem.
The value proposition is the promise of the value that will be created for a predefined
consumer segment (Adner, 2012). This is the reason why customers turn to one company over
another (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Therefore, the value proposition should be focused at
a particular consumer segment and either meet their unmet needs or remove a consumer pain.
Consumers are the targeted group of people that are aimed to be reached or served by the
offering (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Consumers can be grouped into segments with
common needs, behaviors, or other attributes (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).
The first fundamental choice being made by firms in an ecosystem context is whether to keep
ownership or not (Senior Executive A). In other words, whether to create an ecosystem or
participate in an (existing) ecosystem. Fundamentally, making the choice to be the leader and
invest accordingly.
Trust in this sense is both internal as well as external stakeholder buy-in, where internal
stakeholder buy-in is used to leverage external stakeholder buy-in (e.g. Ritala et al., 2009; Autio
& Thomas, 2014). Trust is the glue which holds the ecosystem and its relationships together.
In addition, products and services are offered to consumers, therefore the ecosystem and its
offerings should be trusted by the consumers.
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Guiding Principle: Strategy. How the defined goal will be reached.
Capabilities refer to the strategic management of the skills, resources and competences of a firm
(Teece et al., 1997). Any firm which aims to grow should balance the ability to exploit existing
capabilities and explore new capabilities, also known as exploitation and exploration or
organizational ambidexterity (e.g. Wernerfelt 1984; Teece et al., 1997; March, 1991). Capabilities
should be defined functionally, technically and organizationally (Manager A).
Resources are the semi-permanently tied assets of a firm used in the activities to materialize the
value proposition (Wernerfelt, 1984). These assets are considered to be the internal strengths of
firms (Porter, 1979, 1985; Barney, 1991). Resources can be classified into three categories: physical
capital resources (Williamson, 1975), human capital resources (Becker, 1964), and organizational
capital resources (Tomer, 1987).
Ecosystem players are able to play three distinct roles, these are identified as the keystone
strategy, dominator strategy, and niche strategy (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). These roles are inherently
linked to the fundamental consideration whether to create an ecosystem or participate in one. The
leader is able to either adopt a keystone or dominator strategy. The former is the most sustainable,
best resistant to external shocks and stress, and able to capture long-term returns (Iansiti & Levien,
2004). The ecosystem leader is the one that: (1) has a sound strategic vision or a brand name, (2)
has patience, deep pockets and a willingness to make the required sacrifices, and (3) make
important innovative contributions to the performance of the ecosystem (Adner, 2012; Moore,
1993).
Two ecosystem-specific risks can be identified, these are the co-innovation risk and adoption-chain
risk (Adner, 2006, 2012). In other words, the innovating ability of the ecosystem partners and the
corresponding risks. The adoption-chain risk implies that all intermediaries are mapped, and their
estimated adoption cycle delays are identified. In order for the end-consumer to fully utilize the
value proposition these risks should be mitigated and the innovation should be delivered as a
complete offering.
Guiding Principle: Value. The reason consumers will make use of the ecosystem’s offerings
Value creation is the complicated set of economic transactions and institutional arrangements
(Normann & Ramirez, 1993). In other words, these are the processes and activities of creating
value for stakeholders (Ritala et al., 2013). In ecosystems, value creation depends on
complementary inputs of interconnected stakeholders and therefore co-created (e.g. Adner, 2006;
Ritala et al., 2013).
Value capture are the individual firm-level profit-taking (or returns) from the value creation
processes (Ritala et al., 2013). The relationship between value creation capture can cause friction,
as the former is a joint activity whereas the latter is predominantly an individual activity.
Critical to creating and capturing value is identifying and capturing critical control points, these
control points are the main sources for value creation and capture created by the firm’s position
(Dattée et al., 2018). Identifying future control points is a dynamic process and dependent on the
firm’s strategy and available resources (Dattée et al., 2018).
The assets and created value of each ecosystem player should be protected. Therefore, protection
should offer a solution to the friction as caused by between the value creation and capture
mechanisms. Protection enables a fair distribution of the returns (Consultant A); ensuring a winwin situation for every ecosystem player and thereby ensuring they buy-in (Adner, 2012).
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Guiding Principle: Structure. The underlying structure, relationships and responsibilities of each
stakeholder.
Actors are any entities that undertake one or more of the activities (Adner, 2017). Actors can be
of a wide range (Hwang & Horowitt, 2012; Durst & Poutanen, 2013; Carayannis et al., 2012):
government, universities, industry, supporting institutions, entrepreneurs, financial system,
customers, and civil society. This framework adopts the following definition: any stakeholder in a
value creation and capture perspective.
Activities are the explicit and discrete actions to be taken for the value proposition to materialize
(Adner, 2017). These activities are to be performed by the actors of the ecosystem. A single actor
can undertake multiple activities, and multiple actors may come together to undertake a single
activity (Adner, 2017).
Positions specify where in the flow of activities across the ecosystem actors are located and
characterize who hands off to whom (Adner, 2017). According to Adner and Kapoor (2010), the
position of a partner, respectively to the focal firm, determines whether their output is a
component (i.e. downstream) or complement (i.e. upstream).
Links specify the transfers between actors, these links can be of varying nature – material,
information, influence, and funds (Adner, 2017). These links are derived from the alignment
requirements given the positions in the overall value blueprint (Adner, 2017). Links can be used in
order to mitigate trust issues and increase the overall trust (Burt and Knez, 1995).
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EXHIBIT 8 – DETAILED DESCRIPTION ECOSYSTEM CREATION – TOP-DOWN APPROACH
The detailed description of the Top-Down approach is considered Accenture IP and therefore
confidential.

80

EXHIBIT 9 – DETAILED DESCRIPTION ECOSYSTEM CREATION – BOTTOM-UP APPROACH
The detailed description of the Bottom-up approach is considered Accenture IP and therefore
confidential.
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EXHIBIT 10 – DETAILED DESCRIPTION VALIDATION AT BANK X
The testing was performed by validating the deliverables, as developed by the second iteration, at one
of the major banks in the Dutch banking industry. This bank is actively working towards becoming an
ecosystem and has even dedicated a special team to pursue these opportunities. This bank is mainly
active in getting the right capabilities to create ecosystems and platforms.
In total seven participants were present, these represented three teams within the bank; these teams
were: (1) a special team created to pursue ‘open banking’, (2) the innovation team, and (3) IT team. All
teams are highly relevant as all work on one part of the ecosystem puzzle.
Prior to visiting Bank X, a slide deck was prepared. This slide deck was to be presented and discussed,
it consisted of the redeveloped framework in Figure 4.1 together with a definition of all the building
blocks. This will enable the discussion to dive deeper into each guiding principle and building block,
really testing the existence of a building block in this perspective.
In addition, the dynamic relationships within the framework and ecosystem creation will be discussed
(Figure 4.2), which will form the basis towards the two developed approaches. The two detailed
approaches, as illustrated in Exhibit 8 and 9 where presented and discussed. Here the aim is to discuss
and test the existence of each stage, step and the overall logic of each approach.
In addition to the slide deck a list of questions was prepared as a guideline once the discussion would
come to a halt or when the discussion would go off track into other topics, such as platforms for
example. This guideline can be viewed as the script of the validation session, and therefore these
questions were structured according to the developed slide deck. This list of questions can be viewed
as a more thorough probe of the matter at hand and is included in this Exhibit on the next page.
For the completion of the validation session the researcher arranged a meeting at the bank’s site for
one and a half hour. Although this would be enough to present and discuss the framework and design
approach, the researcher is not sure whether all questions will be answered. The researcher assumed
that one and a half hours would be enough and that the participants would be exhausted after
receiving a lot of information. In addition, the researcher did not want to scare off the bank and
therefore had to compromise.
In case the researcher will not be able to ask the questions as prepared, the researcher will try to either
schedule a follow-up meeting or receive their input over mail.
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Prior inquiry questions regarding the research questions:
-

What are the underlying building blocks in creating a successful ecosystem?
Why do you think these building blocks matter?
How far would you say you are in creating the ecosystem?
What are the (general) activities you have done in creating the ecosystem?
Did you encounter any challenges or barriers during any of the mentioned activities?
Were you able to solve these challenges or barriers? And How?

Further inquiries regarding the framework:
-

What do you think of this framework?
Does the framework seem logical?
Do you understand the logic being followed?
Is the framework easy to interpret? Why?
Can the framework be improved in any other way, without making it more complicated?

After discussing the framework, the cyclical relationship as illustrated in Figure 4.2 is discussed. Here
it is made sure that the participants know that ecosystem creation is an iterative process, where two
approaches can be used. This slide is used as a basis for the two design approaches following.
Further inquiries regarding the cyclical relationship:
-

Is it clear what is meant by the cyclical relationship?
Do you agree on the two different approaches proposed by the cyclical relationship?
Do you agree that there is a continuous feedback-loop in creating ecosystems?

Third, the two design approaches are discussed, for the discussion the detailed processes as shown in
Exhibit 8 and 9 are used. These two detailed versions incorporate the sub-steps to be taken in creating
the ecosystem. Both processes are described in detail and discussed with the participants.
Further inquiries regarding both processes:
-

Do you agree with the logic and the different stages in the process?
Do you understand the main difference between the two approaches?
How can these processes be improved?
Do you have a preference of one over the other? And Why?
Could you think of any conditions which would either allow or inhibit the use of one of the two
processes?
Do you think that both processes can be used in separate contexts with different conditions?

Finally, some questions regarding the overall framework and design approaches will be asked and
whether the participants like this way of being supported.
Final inquiries regarding the research questions:
-

What was your overall thought of the developed framework and processes?
Do you like the way these were structured and presented?
Would you like to be supported with a framework and design process as presented today?
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EXHIBIT 11 – DETAILED VALIDATION INSIGHTS AT BANK X
Insight

Description

Interest in
framework &
approaches

The participants of the validation session were overall pleased with both the
framework and approaches being presented. They particularly liked the fact that
this framework offers them a guideline towards getting value proposition live.
However, they were struggling with the fact that it was built from the perspective
of the leader and not enough room for iteration, this is discussed later as well.
The definition an ecosystem is not set in stone, therefore there are numerous takes
on the definition of the concept. A boundary for the concept should be defined to
be able to operate in a confined space, from a practical point of view. The key
question here is: what is the aggregate level being focused on? (It all depends on
where is focused on, the industry as a whole or only the value creating network).
One of the participants was reasoning from the ecosystem-as-affiliation literature,
where the ecosystem evolves from an ecological perspective where the whole
environment (of the banking industry) is part of the ecosystem. However, other
definitions were given as well.
There is no consensus on whether there should be a leader or not; and if so, where
in the whole process this leader should be present and what characterizes the
leader. One was arguing that the leader is only present at the start and not once the
ecosystem has matured. Another argued that everybody in the ecosystem is equal
and the presence of a leader will not be sustainable. The participants could think of
many different forms of governance.
The participant did not agree with the definitions of a leader as provided by Moore
(1993) and Adner (2012). They were arguing that the leader constitutes of the one
taking the initiative but not walking the first mile and investing the gross of the
resources as stated in the literature.
Finally, the position of the government as a possible leader was discussed as they
can express a lot of power through regulations. One participant went into more
detail saying that a consortium or venture could be established, owned by the
different partners; the venture becomes the leader. However, this goes into much
more detail than the scope of this study.
Overall, the participants thought that some concepts were not clear, which makes
it very difficult to operate within a boundary. Examples are: control points, leader
and partnering.
All concepts should be defined (in detail) before starting to build the ecosystem. This
way everybody within the organization and ecosystem agrees on the terms being
used and making sure that every stakeholder has the same understanding of
concepts. This will enable partner alignment and could act as a boundary condition.
From a platform point of view (which is highly present in the banking industry) it
might me more clarifying to use consumers rather than customers. In a platform
setting there are consumers on one side and producers on the other and the
platform(owner) facilitates a transaction between these two parties.
Another issue that participants struggled is the level of detail in defining concepts
and the breadth of the definitions. This was especially the case for value
propositions and to what extent the value proposition is defined and set in stone?
In other words, the detail of each concept, this was also shortly mentioned in
‘Ecosystem definition’.
In the case of value propositions and vision, the participants argued that the level of
detail of this concept will determine whether other players in the ecosystem will be
able to align their business to the ecosystem. In addition, they argued that the level
(or openness) would determine whether third parties would join the ecosystem.

Ecosystem
definition

Ecosystem
leader

Concept
definitions

Use of
‘customer’

Level of
concept
definition
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Number of
value
propositions

Design
process

Iterative

Process
preference

Process
approach

On top of the level of the value proposition, the number of value propositions was
discussed as well. The question was raised whether it is possible to have multiple
value propositions within the ecosystem, following the ecosystem-as-affiliation
literature stream. Whether each partner will have its own value proposition (that
will contribute to the overall value proposition) highly depends on the level of the
‘ecosystem’s value proposition’ and whether it provides room for other value
propositions.
If there is an overall value proposition, other propositions that contribute to this
value proposition could be stated by partners in the ecosystem. The overall value
proposition can facilitate alignment between the different ecosystem players and
facilitate each player of the ecosystem to know what is expected from them. For
example, if a partner’s value proposition does not contribute to the overall value
propositions the player is not delivering value and will not see a ‘win’ and therefore
exit the ecosystem themselves. The importance of the partner and replaceability of
the partner will determine whether the ecosystem will sustain or break apart.
The participants agree that ecosystem creation and thus the design process should
be iterative. However, they argue that this is not clearly visualized in the current
approaches. Therefore, this caused for confusion among the participant during the
validation session. Participants were struggling with the staged design and its lack
of iterativeness.
The participants agreed that the cyclical relationship showed more iterativeness and
freedom than the two approaches. The iterativeness from Figure 4.2 was not clearly
(and consistently) communicated within the process designs. Therefore, Figure 4.2
might be a better starting point to develop a design process.
One of the participants indicated that the strategy and structure could be changed
in position, where the vision is followed by the structure and then the strategy
(following the ecosystem-as-affiliation literature, the work by Adner especially).
The participants argued that the iterativeness of the approaches is not
communicated clear enough and therefore this should be communicated better.
The iterativeness of the process could be shown in a better way and lose the staged
1-6 processes. Allowing for more freedom.
No consensus on which approach to be used in creating ecosystems, both were
discussed heavily, where previous experience in creating ecosystems was recalled
in order to make up their minds; both approaches (starting from vision and
structure) had been experienced.
Participants indicated that the preference towards one of the two approaches will
be determined by the audience. Most of the participants had a preference towards
the bottom-up approach in creating ecosystems. However, they were quite sure
that the C-level managers within the organization would love a top-down approach
where the vision of the ecosystem could be aligned with the overall company vision.
Senior executives do not like betting, where the top-down approach seems to be
more secure and reliable, as more information will be present before conducting
actions. However, they also pointed out that the level of detail of vision might offer
the organization room for the bottom-up approach (starting with a broad vision).
Both approaches have their advantages and disadvantages in their uses. The topdown approach has as advantages that there is a vision where you can start and
work form, allowing the user to identify the resources and capabilities needed in
order to find the right partners, and allowing third parties having the same vision to
join. However, the first approach might have a vision that is too narrow and closed
and/or might not be feasible, and thus all the work has been for nothing. In addition,
the vision should be quite clear, and it should be widely supported in the
organization.
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The bottom-up approach has as advantages that it is more free (not bounded to a
pre-determined vision) and iterative, however it might cause some friction later in
the process with the partners or it might even be the case that the partners that
were part of the ecosystem are not the right partners and new partners are needed.
This is due to the fact that the capabilities assessment as proposed in the first
approach is not performed in the second approach, and capabilities are identified
after building the ecosystem.
A hybrid version where a broad vision is defined and then diving into the structure
could offer a solution or alternative to this problem. This approach will provide
freedom while creating ecosystems and at the same time allow to work towards a
pre-determined goal and vision.
The top-down approach follows a logic whereby a very clear vision and mission are
stated and communicated downwards. It could be that you figure out that the vision
that was stated is not feasible. Since you have not build anything yet, the chances
of failure are higher, however time will be lost and not any resources. It is harder to
deviate from the vision in this approach then the other approach, therefore in this
case visions should have a high certainty and clear.
The bottom-up approach follows the logic of reaching the stars and then arriving at
the moon, but you will be further than you initially were. Halfway you can figure out
that the initial vision statement was not feasible and therefore, restate the vision to
one that will be relevant for the market. This makes you more agile in changing the
vision to one that is realistic and feasible. (Assuming there is a vague vision that is
not totally detailed out at the start of the bottom-up approach, that way the vision
can be tested and changed if needed.)
The participants were arguing that they had performed a couple of initiatives
whereby they just started working on something new, without incorporating a
specific value proposition. This is the bottom-up approach in designing ecosystems
and this depends on the firm’s preference and uncertainty of the future, if the future
is very much known and certain, then this might not be the right way to adopt.
The ecosystem’s openness, and therefore inclusivity and exclusivity, should be
determined by the leader. There are different approaches possible, there is not one
that is the best, this up to the leader. Take for example the mobile applications
industry. Google has a very open ecosystem and trusts in market regulation and
consumers being proactive, whereas Apple being more closed and relying on rules
and requirements. Despite Apple having a closed approach now, the firm had an
open approach in the beginning to gain traction, which might be something to
consider.
Trust plays a big role in reaching the critical mass, which is the tipping point in
platforms whereby the ecosystem starts to ramp up and reinforcing feedback loops
and network effects start to kick in. The trust should be shared on both sides of the
marketplace (i.e. producers and consumers). One player dominating functionalities
might reduce the trust and therefore inhibit reaching or slowing down the process
of reaching critical mass. But this is highly determined by how the other parties and
consumers view the dominating party. However, one of the participants noted that
ecosystems are probably built in pursuit of becoming an oligopoly.
Vision should be a direction that should not be detailed out into too much detail and
set in stone, so that the whole ecosystem can be coordinated. There should be room
to change the vision if needed, the vision should offer a direction to be able to
conduct some concrete actions and start with an MVP.
Matrix VIII Insights Gained from Validation at Bank X
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EXHIBIT 12 – DETAILED ECOSYSTEM CREATION PROCESS – HYBRID APPROACH
The detailed description of the Hybrid approach is considered Accenture IP and therefore confidential.
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