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A B S T R A C T

This study explores how a platform approach facilitates the implementation of advanced service offerings in
manufacturing firms. Understanding servitization through a platform approach is important because many
manufacturing firms fail to manage the service paradox, that is, the challenge of simultaneously enriching the
value proposition by adding services while maintaining cost levels. This study focuses on how adopting a
platform approach leverages the value of digital and information technologies (e.g., smart and connected
machines) for advanced service offerings. It is argued that a platform approach based on a modular architecture
can enable manufacturers to pursue both customization and operational efficiency. Based on multiple case
studies, the findings highlight the importance of information modules replacing product and service modules as
the core modules for successful servitization. More specifically, the findings illustrate the journeys of
manufacturing firms as they leverage value from information modules to facilitate the orchestrating role of
back-end units and the builder role of front-end units.

1. Introduction

Manufacturing firms have progressively shifted their focus from
exclusively delivering industrial products to providing combined
product and service offerings; this is known as servitization (Beuren
et al., 2013; Vandermerwe and Rada, 1988). Competitive pressure and
the need to differentiate have driven manufacturers to adapt their
offerings to meet increasingly more heterogeneous needs, while
exploiting scale economies from high-volume production (Baines and
Lightfoot, 2013; Hart, 1995; Parida et al., 2015). Specifically, manu-
facturing firms are increasingly focusing on advanced services, which
are defined as “a capability delivered through product performance and
often featuring; relationship over extended life-cycle, extended respon-
sibilities and regular revenue payments” (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014,
p. 22). Manufacturing firms offering advanced services claim that
because they have the capabilities to develop the products, they know
how to keep those products operational and to manage performance.
Based on this notion, servitized manufacturers are gradually offering
advanced services as performance or outcomes-based contracts (e.g.,
customer support agreements, risk and reward sharing), where custo-
mers hire the provider firms to improve internal operations.

The present study focuses on advanced product–service offerings;
indeed, they represent an important firm transformation due to

increased complexity. This transition requires manufacturing firms to
provide unique offerings with competitive cost structures (de Blok
et al., 2010). Fulfilling customers’ specialized service needs usually
results in higher development and delivery costs (Reim et al., 2015)
which needs to be offset by increased revenues. However, successfully
organizing the development, configuration and delivery of advanced
service offerings towards diverse global customers represents a major
challenge for servitizing firms. Thus, the service paradox, that is,
increased revenues from services leading to reduced profits (Gebauer
et al., 2005), often occurs. Indeed, many firms have found that
substantial investment in extending the service business leads to
increased service offerings and higher costs, but does not generate
the expected correspondingly higher returns (Benedettini et al., 2016;
Gebauer et al., 2005).

Prior studies have suggested that manufacturing firms can over-
come the servitization paradox by leveraging a platform approach (Jha
et al., 2016; Marion et al., 2015). A platform approach is the core of a
modular architecture that enables the firm to develop a wide portfolio
characterized by easily interchanged modules (Meyer and Lehnerd,
1997). In this sense, a platform approach can be viewed as an
organizational business perspective for leveraging the value of digital
technologies based on modularity and IT-enabled interactions (Thomas
et al., 2014). The literature has analyzed how a platform approach
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allows organizations to achieve flexibility through modularity and
allocating responsibility (Gawer and Cusumano, 2014; Thomas et al.,
2014). Product platforms have traditionally enabled manufacturing
firms to exploit efficiency and customization through product mod-
ularity (Bask et al., 2010). For example, manufacturers in the auto-
motive and electronic industries have developed families of products
based on a common internal platform. Similarly, servitized manufac-
turers have extended product platform modularity logic into expanding
their services business (Pekkarinen and Ulkuniemi, 2008). The in-
tangible nature of services and the hybrid architecture of product and
service modules, however, increase the complexity of exploiting the
benefits of a platform approach and can result in high costs.

Emerging studies on service platforms provide novel insights into
the importance of managing digital components that capture the value
of information as a key driver of success in the transition toward
advanced services (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Opresnik and Taisch,
2015). In fact, providing services is increasingly relying on digital
technologies and represents a fruitful sub-stream of research, known as
digital servitization (Lerch and Gotsch, 2015; Vendrell-Herrero et al.,
2016). These studies provide an exploratory view on the increasing
importance of information as a source of value through data flows and
analysis. Nevertheless, understanding information compared to pro-
ducts and services in enabling servitization is still limited.

Recent research has also highlighted the importance of managing
connections among different partners (Eloranta and Turunen, 2016).
Indeed, platforms enable activities to be coordinated among different
actors in a way that leverages value co-creation (Thomas et al., 2014).
More specifically, platforms facilitate interactions and allow firms to
distribute responsibilities based on the competitive strengths of each
participant. In servitized manufacturers, the coordination between the
back-end (e.g., R &D unit) and the front-end (e.g., market and sales
unit) represents a key aspect in implementing services (Silvestro and
Lustrato, 2015). Nevertheless, how the roles are revised to leverage the
value of platforms and digital technologies to assure a successful
servitization remain unclear. Thus, although a platform approach
may enable customization and operational efficiency (Simpson et al.,
2005), it is not as simple as acquiring a new digital technology.
Arguably, adopting platforms represents a significant transformational
journey and requires designing new roles for the back-end and the
front-end to leverage the platform architecture's value. However, the
current literature offers little insight into how firms adopt and leverage
the value of platforms for servitization. Thus, understanding how a
platform approach allows manufacturing firms to overcome the service
paradox and successfully undertake servitization needs further inves-
tigation.

More specifically, there is a need to better understand how IT and
digital platforms can be leveraged to support developing and selling
advanced service offerings. Accordingly, the purpose of the present
study is to advance understanding regarding how a platform
approach facilitates the implementation of advanced service offerings
in manufacturing firms. To achieve this purpose, the present study is
based on multiple case study methods featuring four leading multi-
national firms. The analysis focused on illustrating the journeys of
manufacturing firms as they leverage value from information through a
platform approach. In particular, the results examine how a platform
approach can leverage the value of digital technologies to help
distribute key activities between the back-end and the front-end.

The present paper contributes to the servitization literature by
explaining how a platform approach may lead to overcoming the
service paradox. Our findings illustrates the journey taken in adopting
a platform approach and that information modules are becoming the
foundation for servitized manufacturers’ value proposition. Moreover,
our results reveal that a platform approach enables the back-end to act
as an orchestrator and the front-end to act as builder. Finally, the
present paper adds to the literature on platforms by combining insights
from product platforms and intermediary platforms.

2. Theoretical background

2.1. Implementing services and a platform approach

The servitization literature has focused on the predominant under-
lying assumption of a unidirectional product-to-service continuum
(Baines et al., 2009; Kohtamäki et al., 2013; Oliva and Kallenberg,
2003; Paiola et al., 2013). Specifically, the literature purports that
product manufacturers turn into service providers by simply adding
services. However, more and more customers want manufacturers to
provide a full continuum of products and services (Baines and
Lightfoot, 2014). The resulting offering refers to product and service
combinations that play a key role in customers’ core operations. In this
respect, customers hire advanced services adapted to their specific
needs, which may differ considerably from one customer to another. As
such, servitization is a complex process, and there are multiple paths to
successfully accomplishing what all customers need (Turunen and
Finne, 2014).

Manufacturing firms implement services to increase their revenues
and enhance customer satisfaction (Parida et al., 2014). Specifically,
additional services may enable manufacturing firms to access new
business opportunities (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003), improve effi-
ciency (Eggert et al., 2014), and enhance the offering differentiation
(Kohtamäki et al., 2013) and customer relationships (Reinartz and
Ulaga, 2008). However, the literature has highlighted that servitization
does not automatically increase performance; in fact, it may increase
the likelihood of bankruptcy because some obstacles may diminish
performance (Benedettini et al., 2016). In this respect, expanding the
portfolio by adding services may leave manufacturing firms facing an
ambiguous business focus, more complex interactions, and a more
uncertain future. This represents a major challenge in servitization,
which leads many firms to increase revenues while reducing profits,
also known as the service paradox (Gebauer et al., 2005).

Paradoxes include underlying tensions that emerge when contra-
dictory yet interrelated elements that seem logical separately turn
inconsistent when they are considered together (Eisenhardt, 2000;
Luscher et al., 2006; Smith and Lewis, 2011). Specifically, the service
paradox entails adding services to increase revenues but subsequently
becoming stuck in unprofitable cycles. Thus, many manufacturing
firms have failed to accomplish successful servitization because they
are unable to manage the associated tensions. Recent research on
paradoxes highlights the importance of simultaneously managing
interrelated elements to overcome paradoxical tensions (Cunha et al.,
2016; Smith et al., 2010). Thus, manufacturers need efficient mechan-
isms to exploit the benefits of servitization by delivering adapted
product and services offerings with a clear strategy and competitive
prices (Settanni et al., 2014). In other words, servitized manufacturing
firms should develop implementation mechanisms that assure compe-
titive levels of both customization and organizational efficiency
(Silvestro and Lustrato, 2015).

The servitization literature has suggested that a digitalization
enabled platform approach may allow manufacturers to overcome the
service paradox (Eloranta and Turunen, 2016; Pekkarinen and
Ulkuniemi, 2008). Digital servitization may help manufacturing firms
add services to their offerings (Coreynen et al., 2016; Vendrell-Herrero
et al., 2016). Digital technologies enable firms to improve service
quality and reduce operational costs (Kindström and Kowalkowski,
2014). For example, Rönnberg Sjödin et al. (2016) found that
digitalization capabilities are a key facilitator for advanced service
offerings. Thus, a platform approach that leverages the value of digital
technologies may be particularly beneficial in the context of advanced
service implementation that facilitates both customization and effi-
ciency (Bask et al., 2010; Silvestro and Lustrato, 2015; Tuunanen and
Cassab, 2011; Voss and Hsuan, 2009; Wareham et al., 2014). Platforms
are technological infrastructures that allow firms to develop, configure,
and deliver advanced services efficiently at an unprecedented scale
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(Franco et al., 2009; Ransbotham and Kane, 2011; Yoo et al., 2012). In
this way, digital technologies enable manufacturing firms to either give
away services or offer them below cost (Suárez et al., 2013) and to
exploit complementarities and substitution effects (Cusumano et al.,
2015).

The literature has analyzed product platforms as a modular
structure consisting of a set of physical components (Mikkola, 2006;
Salvador, 2007; Zhang, 2015). The design of modules consists of
identifying the elements with functionalities that have as much in
common as possible and creating a loose coupling (Hyötyläinen and
Möller, 2007). Based on this view, research on service platforms
decomposes the service architecture into several service modules
(Voss and Hsuan, 2009). For example, manufactures of heavy ma-
chines can break down their offerings into services related to spare
parts, preventive maintenance, or fleet management. Moreover, firms
can use platforms to reorganize the allocation of responsibilities and
change how value is created (Gawer, 2014; Thomas et al., 2014). Thus,
the platform literature explains how different actors can create value
within the organization using platforms. In sum, a platform approach is
grounded in the modularity of offerings and the cooperative distribu-
tion of activities.

2.2. Platform modularity and servitization

Research on servitization has analyzed extensively how modular
architectures have been used to solve the service paradox (Bask et al.,
2011; Marion et al., 2015; Pekkarinen and Ulkuniemi, 2008; Raddats,
2011; Rahikka et al., 2011; Vähätalo and Juhani Kallio, 2015).
Modular architectures comprise a set of reusable core elements with
easily interchangeable elements (Baldwin and Woodard, 2009;
Henderson and Clark, 1990). The benefits of a modular architecture
can be described generally as a flexibility that supports the simulta-
neous exploitation of scale and scope (Simpson et al., 2005; Thomas
et al., 2014). The servitization research has examined different
advantages of platform modularity in implementing services. A mod-
ular architecture may allow manufacturing firms to optimize invest-
ments by using certain product and service modules in many different
offerings (Meyer et al., 2007). Moreover, a modular architecture may
help the firm configure several offerings using different combinations
of modules (Bask et al., 2010). In addition, a modular architecture
establishes the fundamentals that all the modules should follow. In this
respect, modularity may reduce the complexity of some offerings and
facilitate communication regarding the offered value (Böttcher and
Klingner, 2011). Thus, breaking down offerings into modules may
enable efficient use of resources in servitization.

The literature describes the potential to offer various customized
products or services by attaching interchangeable modules to core
modules (Pekkarinen and Ulkuniemi, 2008), but also highlights that
modularity does not always lead to customization and operational
efficiency (Bask et al., 2011). Specifically, an increasingly greater
heterogeneity of products and services makes the architecture design
a difficult process (Bask et al., 2010; Voss and Hsuan, 2009). Some
researchers have focused on the characteristics of the services that
facilitate the design of service modules (Böttcher and Klingner, 2011;
Lin and Pekkarinen, 2011; Voss and Hsuan, 2009). Recent research
has taken a more holistic view by adding information modules as a
source of value, while recognizing the importance of product and
service modules as key components in the offerings (Opresnik and
Taisch, 2015). An implicit assumption, however, is that product and
service modules represent the main source of value, and information
modules are complementary. Recent research, however, has high-
lighted that information modules are a key element that explain the
success of advanced service implementation (Baines and Lightfoot,
2014), but is unclear what modules constitute the core. Thus, the
position of information modules in the architecture provided by
servitized manufacturers remains unclear.

2.3. Platform roles and servitization

A platform approach entails an organizational perspective that
facilitates interaction and value creation among different actors
(Thomas et al., 2014). Compatibility among modules thus helps
different actors easily change combinations and content contributions
(Chaturvedi et al., 2011). Platforms, therefore, can be helpful in
coordinating actors as they develop service offerings (Gebauer et al.,
2013). The literature generally distinguishes between two main actors
in servitization, that is, the back-end and the front-end units (Gebauer
and Fleisch, 2007; Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003). Traditionally, research
on servitization has defined the role of the back-end unit as a central
integrator involved in designing, developing, and manufacturing and
the front-end unit as being responsible for offering delivery (Grönroos,
2011). However, the lack of fluent communication between the back-
and front-end units represents an important challenge for servitized
manufacturers (Parida et al., 2015). Thus, this organizational separa-
tion is a key challenge for advanced service offerings, and more
coordinated organizational structures are needed to exploit the inter-
dependencies among the product and service divisions (Windahl and
Lakemond, 2006).

A platform approach may help guide redefining new roles in
manufacturing firms that offer advanced services. Specifically, there
are typically two platform roles: the orchestrators and the offering
builders (Bask et al., 2011; Eloranta and Turunen, 2016; Thomas et al.,
2014). Research has highlighted that the orchestrator role coordinates
relationships within networks of firms. Specifically, a platform orches-
trator designs and provides the platform and creates the architecture
for the offering builders to participate in co-creating value. Thus, recent
research has highlighted that a platform approach enables some degree
of organizational integration and reciprocity among different actors
(Eloranta and Turunen, 2016; Kowalkowski et al., 2011). Research on
platform roles, however, has considered the firm as an entire entity that
participates in a network of firms. Thus, understanding the platform
roles of the back- and front-end units remains limited.

3. Methods

3.1. Research approach and case selection

The literature on servitization has expanded significantly in the last
decade (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Opresnik and Taisch, 2015).
Nevertheless, current research still lack an understanding regarding
how a platform approach facilitates advanced service implementation.
Therefore, the present study applies case study methods to collect
qualitative, complex phenomenological data and address the “how”
questions (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007; Yin, 2013). This methodo-
logical choice is appropriate when the aim is to examine and articulate
processes of implementation (Bryman, 2012; Pratt, 2009), which is
aligned with the focus on the present study to advance understanding
of research phenomena.

This study is based upon multiple case studies with four multi-
national business-to-business (B2B) manufacturing firms (Table 1).
Like Matthyssen and Vandenbempt (2010), a purposive sampling
technique was applied to select four large manufacturing firms for
the present study. These firms are henceforth referenced to as Alfa,
Beta, Delta, and Gamma. Purposive sampling allows researchers to
identify and select information-rich cases related to the research
phenomenon. Thus, through such an approach, we hand-picked
manufacturing firms that would provide detailed insights regarding
how a platform approach facilitates the implementation of service
offerings.

More specifically, four key reasons motivated us to choose these
firms. First, because servitization has been studied primarily within the
manufacturing industry (Baines et al., 2013; Gebauer et al., 2005), we
also focused on manufacturing firms with a strategic orientation
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toward service implementation. For example, Alfa's vision is to
generate 50% of its revenues in next three years from services. In
addition, Alfa has a reputation of being technologically advanced and
innovative in providing advanced services. Second, because the present
study focuses on advanced services, we used Baines and Lightfoot's
(2014) conceptualization to identify companies that offer these kinds of
services. These authors describe advanced service offerings as includ-
ing certain features, such as performance incentives, usage-based
revenue structures, and multiyear contracts. The case companies are
currently offering advanced services to their customers globally, which
makes them appropriate for the present study. For example, Gamma
offers advanced services related to optimizing their customer opera-
tions. Third, to increase variation within the sample, we selected firms
that operated in different industries, albeit all firms are operating in the
B2B sphere. Finally, the present study focuses on investigating the role
of a platform approach and information modularity (e.g., smart,
connected, and analytical tools and processes) in servitization. We
wanted to include case firms that have made significant investments
and have adopted real-world examples of IT systems or platforms in
their servitization efforts. In this regard, all case firms illustrated a clear
fit toward the research focus. Our case firms thus provided a relevant
setting into studying the adoption of platform architecture consisting of
different modules in ways that facilitate service implementation.

3.2. Data collection

Our data collection primarily focused on conducting interviews with
participants from the four case firms. Interviews provide insightful
information on how a phenomenon occurs (Yin, 2013). Aligned with
similar prior studies (Eloranta and Turunen, 2016; Coreynen et al.,
2016), the unit of analysis in the present study is at the organizational
level due to the focus on understanding how the studied firms apply a
platform approach for service implementation (see Appendix A).
Interviewed respondents included marketing managers, customer
solutions managers, regional managers, and front-end managers,
which allowed us to capture alternative views about the research
domain. Therefore, we collected data from diverse respondents that
hold both strategic and operational positions. In total, the present
study's results are based on 47 interviews. The number of interviews
per case firms varied due to reaching data and theoretical saturation.
Saturation was reached when additional data collection had diminish-
ing returns (Bowen, 2008), that is, when nothing new was being added.
For example, fitting new data into existing categories. Similarly,
theoretical saturation, in effect, is the point at which no new insights
are obtained, no new themes are identified, and no issues arise
regarding a category of data (Strauss and Corbin, 1990).

During the interviews, we used open questions related to servitiza-
tion, advanced service offerings, and the platform approach. Appendix
B presents a list of key questions that triggered the discussions and
ensured that we captured insights related to the present study's focus.

During the interviews, respondents were given significant freedom to
build and extend the discussion. Thus, departing from these specific
questions was permitted to explore particularly interesting themes that
emerged during the interviews. Accordingly, the interview format was
adapted and changed slightly throughout the data collection process to
capture emerging themes.

3.3. Data analysis

The data analysis followed the thematic analysis method (Braun
and Clarke, 2006). Braun and Clark (2006, p. 78) noted, “Through
theoretical freedom, thematic analysis provides a flexible and useful
research tool, which can potentially provide a rich and detailed, yet
complex, account of data.” Thematic analysis follows an iterative series
of steps to identify and relate themes to develop an empirically
grounded framework from qualitative data.

The first step in our data analysis focused on in-depth analysis of
raw data (e.g., interview transcripts). We familiarized ourselves with
the data by reading each interview several times, each time marking
phrases and passages that were interesting and noting initial ideas. In
the second step, we coded common and interesting words, phrases,
terms, or labels that respondents mentioned. It was then possible to
identify first-order categories of codes. These codes expressed the
respondents’ views in their own words. The third step of the analysis
built on the initial codes being analyzed further to discover links and
patterns within the codes to identify themes. In a fourth step, we
refined the themes further (i.e., developed second-order themes) and
generated a thematic map to provide an overview of our data based on
the interplay between data from interviews and secondary sources such
as internal documents, presentations, newspapers, and so on. In the
fifth step, we refined the specific focus of each theme and related it to
the overall story of the analysis as well as the literature. Accordingly,
our analysis resulted in a thematic map consisting of several themes
relating to information modules as a core to advanced services offerings
and how these impacted the value creation activities of the back-end
and front-end roles (i.e., aggregate dimensions). For more details on
the themes in the data structure see Fig. 1.

During the analysis process, the authors discussed the preliminary
results extensively with knowledgeable colleagues and industry profes-
sionals to arrive at valid results. To increase reliability and transpar-
ency and to reduce the potential for replication, a case study protocol
was constructed along with a case study database. The database
included case study notes, documents, and analysis. In total, these
steps enabled us to develop an empirically driven theoretical frame-
work that links various phenomena emerging in the data analysis.

4. Findings

The findings provide insights regarding how our case firms adopted
a platform approach to address the service paradox and ensure

Table 1
Descriptive information about the studied firms.

Firm No. of staff & revenue
(2015)

Main products Main services No. of interviews

Alfa 14 900 Construction equipment Customer support and availability agreement of construction
equipment including use optimization

16
M$ 2830

Beta 115 000 Network equipment and software Network design and optimization services 14
M$ 27 000

Delta 500 Press tools for automotive industry Use-based availability agreements and optimization services for
press tools

10
M$ 141

Gamma 19 000 Manufacturing tools and productivity
improvements

Productivity improvement offering based on risk and reward
sharing

7
M$ 3740
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advanced service offerings were implemented successfully. Specifically,
we extend the current understanding of platform architectures and the
revised roles of the front-end and back-end in leveraging a platform
approach for servitization.

4.1. Adopting a platform architecture in servitization

The trigger for adopting a platform approach built around digital
technologies was largely connected to the need for more customization
and efficiency in providing service offerings globally. This meant that
information modules had to take a central role in the platform
architecture; as such, the combinations of product and service modules
that could be constructed around such a core increased significantly.
For example, a senior service development manager at Beta who had
been involved in efforts to capitalize on information remarked,

Thinking and developing in a module format is not new for us. We
have been doing that for ages. But with the introduction of IT in
the core, the possibilities for offering integrated product–service
combinations have become limitless.

The platform approach is built on the ability to use smart and
connected digital products to facilitate opportunities to sell advanced
services. Sophisticated IT systems and sensors enable devices to
connect with each other and to transmit critical information that
enables opportunities for offering tailored-made functions through
increased operational efficiency. For the case companies, adopting
the platform approach went hand in hand with implementing the
servitization strategy. Indeed, many respondents underlined the im-
portance of leveraging flexible ways of configuring advanced service
offerings enabled by combining product modules, service modules and
information modules. A descriptive representation of our case firms’
platform architectures is presented in Table 2.

*Invest in building intelligent and
connected IT functionalities
*Automate basic data analysis and
support for advanced service
offerings

Initial platform
investments

Development of
platform functionalities

Adoption of platform
approach in servitization

Optimizing platform
functionalities

*Build internal skills for supporting
new platform functionalities
*Form a digital bridge between back-
end and regional front-end functions

*Develop tools for real time decision
making and market intelligence
*Enable front-end actors to develop
and offer locally relevant
functionalities

First-order
categories

Second-order
themes

Aggregate
dimensions

*Designing blueprints for
standardized modules
*Identifying customers’ needs and
analyzing new opportunities

Development of
modular service

offerings

Setting rules for service
configurations

Back-end leveraging of
information modules for
platform orchestration

Optimizing global
delivery processes

*Building specialized and
configurable service portfolio
*Providing guidance and support for
combining modules

*Gathering and analyzing
customer usage information for
delivery support
*Identifying and sharing best
practices for front-end units

*Sensing opportunities for
development of new modules for
local customers
*Developing adaptable offers at a
sub-component level

Speeding up service
development

Flexible service offering
configurations

Front-end leveraging of
information modules for

offering building

Optimizing local delivery
processes

*Building unique offer configurations
for local markets and customers
*Selling replicable or reusable offers

*Analyzing and optimizing internal
delivery processes and activities
*Real time monitoring of usage
data to improve customer
operations

Fig. 1. Identified themes in our analysis.
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The initial phase of the platform journey started with investments
toward building intelligent and connected IT functionalities in physical
products. For example, Beta spent significant resources to develop a
platform for real-time use information. Respondents from Beta em-
phasized the importance of using digital intelligent functionalities and
information technology systems as a core module to facilitate large-
scale implementation of advanced service offerings. In this respect, a
service researcher engaged in finding new opportunities for service
offerings described, “To be able to offer hybrid solutions, we would
largely depend upon the IT systems.” This first step allowed them to
provide basic services to global markets cost efficiently, such as
automated analysis of operational information and warning signals
that repair or maintenance may be needed. Such systems for automatic
data analysis and support for service innovation building on connected
products were implemented in all companies Similarly, Alfa imple-
mented a strategy to introduce all its equipment with a common
telematics system that initially provided operational data and basic
data. The service transition manager at Alfa shared a view of the
strategic importance of the digital technologies: “The telematics
competence will always be internal. It is integral to our offer, the
core service business model.” Delta introduced a platform consisting of
sensors and the mechanical measurement ability to capture and
transmit real-time tool usage data, whereas Gamma implemented a
connected platform based on a digital catalogue, which is directly
integrated into computer-aided manufacturing programs that their
customers use. These developmental investments ensured that the
provision of advanced service offerings was supported. A platform
development manager from Delta who had been overseeing the
development of the system explained,

We have broken new boundaries when it comes to developing and
launching this web-based platform. This is not our core compe-
tence, but a necessary step for us to evolve into a solutions
provider.

As the firms progressed in their platform adoption journey,
identifying and developing new platform functionalities or capabilities
was deemed necessary. A systematic approach toward thoughtful
analysis of data gleaned from early servitization efforts ensured that
new platform-relevant support functions were explored. A key chal-
lenge for companies, however, related to internal skill development for
supporting new platform functionalities. For example, to reap the
benefits of investments into smart and connected machines, new types
of skills were required among the back-end functions such as data
scientists. Moreover, extensive training programs among the front-end
units were required to build operational competences. In additions,
skills for connecting cloud-servers and developing software, applica-
tions, and analytical tools were also needed. One major issue was
finding or developing tools to navigate the substantial data stream
these smart products generated.

Companies also directed efforts to use the platform architecture to
form a digital bridge between headquarters and regional units for the
configuration of advance service offerings. In this respect, the informa-
tion modules was used by back-end for enhancing higher adaptability
towards customers’ specific needs, while standardizing operations that
kept costs down. Specifically, information modules provided needed
flow of information between multiple markets and promoted establish-
ment of new connections with end-customers. Thus, information
modules were reused as an enabler across markets while other modules
(product and service) are easily interchangeable and vary. Learning to
use the digital functionalities to support cooperation in offering various
configurations was a key part of this journey as exemplified by a service
agreement manager at Alfa,

Investment and development of telematics has been an important
stepping stone for us. This provided the grounds for cooperating
more efficiently between local and global units.

As the manufacturers took further steps in their journeys, informa-
tion modules enhanced customer awareness via embedded sensors,
operating systems, and onboard software applications. In addition,
seamlessly transmitting data and information continuously from an
individual product or a group of products combined with analytics
allows manufacturers to transform data into insights that provides
grounds for critical decision making and market intelligence. For
example, Delta was implementing a new product lifecycle system,
which provides critical information in a visual format to simplify
decisions and propose new advanced service offers. A senior technology
development manager involved in developing the new information
functionalities from Alfa explained,

Providing visual information to customers about equipment usage
is becoming a key part of value creation. But this is half the story;
we can also proactively provide signals to customers and dealers
that they need to interact by sharing such information directly.

A development manager from Gamma added,

Many customers are seeking higher operational uptime. This
means a better understanding of their tools. Through sensor data
and simple display possibilities, we can bridge this gap and make
them more informed to make uptime decisions themselves.

In addition, the companies were increasingly discussing opening
their digital platforms to selected distributers, third-party service
providers, and regional units to allow front-end actors to develop and
offer locally relevant functionalities. Indeed, many respondents viewed
these independent developments of additional features and functions
as a vital step towards building even more advanced service offerings.
This approach can be especially fruitful since individual markets may
have unique service requirements that the regional units and third-
party providers working in the area best understand. Giving these
parties freedom to develop new services based on standard digital
platforms can lead to innovative services that meet needs specific to a
given market. Furthermore, it can be expensive to control develop-
ments of functionalities based on diverse customer needs across global
markets. Authorizing them, therefore, can allow the company to
participate in the value they create. Thus, a platform approach allows
manufacturing firms to successfully implement services via leveraging
information modules that provide a foundation for a modular archi-
tecture that enables both customization and operational efficiency.

4.2. Leveraging information modules for advanced service offering
roles and activities

Two overarching themes in the empirical data suggest that a
platform approach entails redefining the roles and the value-creating
activities in servitized manufacturing firms to leverage the value of
information modules. Specifically, the present study's findings illus-
trate that back-end units assume the role of platform orchestrators and
front-end units become solution builders. In addition, the central
position of information modules in service offerings facilitates informa-
tion-related, value-creating activities that can be leveraged by a plat-
form approach in several ways for different roles. In other words, the
findings illustrate that the platform approach allows different roles to
improve advanced service implementation activities related to devel-
oping, configuring, and delivering service offerings. Fig. 2 illustrates
the overall logic of the findings on leveraging the value of a platform
approach for advanced service implementation.

4.2.1. Leveraging value in back-end units’ role as platform
orchestrators

This study found that across case firms, the back-end units were
revising their role toward platform orchestrators that establish and
coordinate activities related to platform architectures with product,
service, and information modules. A customer solutions manager at the
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back-end unit of Alfa asserted,

We are currently in the process of putting the final touches on the
next generation of the [platform]…After much negotiations, our
organization has made the decision to focus on core technologies
such as telematics. Everyone agrees that this has been a positive
decision.

All the studied firms’ back-end units shared similar statements.
Thus, the findings illustrate that back-end units are assuming the role
of defining the underlying architecture and its modules. Due to their
holistic view on implementing service strategy, back-end units assume
the privileged position of coordinating the modules, specifically the
information module, and ensuring added customer value.

First, the results show that the back-end units leveraged a platform
approach to ensure development of modular service offerings by
designing and developing blueprints for standardized product and
service modules. This reduced development efforts and costs. A service
development manager at Beta explained, “Of course, we at the back-
end unit want to envision solutions and the different components that
we need to develop.” Along the same lines, a customer solution
manager at Alfa stated, “The platform perspective will enable us to
systematically develop and launch new services and functionalities in
the coming years.” Particularly important was the use of the informa-
tion module for collecting critical data and identifying customers’
trends. Traditionally, back-end units have been responsible for ensur-
ing a solid business trajectory and identifying new market opportu-
nities. A customer solutions manager at Alfa explained, “Of course, we
still have portfolio planning, but specific offer development is now
more driven by customer needs than traditional product planning.” A
platform approach provides greater potential to provide up-to-date and
customizable offerings to different customers from diverse markets.
Thus, back-end units can focus on defining and developing core
modules that serve as the foundation for developing new offerings.

Moreover, the orchestrator role of back-end units entails using a
platform approach and specifically leveraging the information module
to identify unmet customer needs and new business opportunities.
Along this line, a tool manager at Delta remarked, “By adding a
monitoring device to all our tools and developing an information
system, different services can be offered, which can generate higher
value for customers and an additional stream of revenue for us.” In
this sense, developing the information module is a key to identifying
higher-order customer needs but also making the system flexible for
the front-end development of new opportunities. For example, a service
development manager at Beta remarked,

“We need to create the opportunities for our front-end organiza-
tion to innovate based on the internet of things. We need them to be
flexible and to develop new services based on our platform.”

A platform approach eases the complex task of investing resources
in development activities that provide the best outputs toward servi-
tization and future competitive advantage. Thus, the findings illustrate
that a platform approach offers the potential to coordinate offering
development in a resource-efficient way. Moreover, a platform ap-

proach allows back-end units to efficiently identify new combinations
of products, services, and information that fulfill increasingly more
heterogeneous needs.

Second, the back-end units facilitate development and sales by
setting rules for service configurations by building a specialized service
portfolio that eases the configuration process. This implies that the
back-end strives to create new value through the platform by providing
a variety of advanced services; it does so by combining a limited
number of specialized product and service modules instead of a rigid
portfolio. Developing a service portfolio builds on understanding the
configuration challenges of front-end units. A regional manager from
Alfa explained,

“Telematics and a platform view provide us [with] the possibility
to offer a diverse set of services and options. We are even able to
support market units to develop a few simple modules onsite for
higher customer satisfaction.”

Thus, the findings illustrate that a platform approach allows the
back-end units to provide the front-end units and active customers
with a diverse list of module combinations that can be adapted to
different needs when configuring and selling new offerings.

A regional manager from Gamma added, “Recently the focus has
shifted toward creating a common set of offerings across global
markets.” Customers across regions require different service offerings,
which adds to the costs and sometimes leads to unprofitable business
interactions. Therefore, reducing costs associated with the greater need
for customization and maintaining operational efficiency places new
requirements on the back-end. For example, they need to provide
guidance on how to combine modules. As such, back-end units must
clearly define and communicate a wide set of possibilities for value
creation while maintaining efficiency requirements. The back-end can
also easily define and communicate to the front-end common modules
that satisfy different solutions through a platform approach.

Third, back-end units leverage platforms by facilitating optimiza-
tion of global delivery processes. More specifically, by using informa-
tion modules, back-end units can gather and analyze customer usage
information that enables them to improve the offering provision stage.
A telematics manager from Alfa explained, “Our platform captures
usage data, which is valuable for us. It provides possibilities to make
sound decisions toward how we can best use our resources.” Thus,
platforms help firms analyze information regarding customer needs as
the solution is being executed. This capability enhances resource
deployment and cost efficiency. A tool manager from Delta added,
“With the platform in place, the ability of the back office to capture
information from different markets becomes possible.” In addition, the
findings reveal that the back-end units increasingly used the platform
approach and information modules to identify and share best practices
for common processes, activities, and resources among the front-end
units. For example, customers across regions differ, as does the ability
of the front-end to implement a service strategy successfully. This could
result in front-end units creating pioneering practices for service
delivery. For example, they could integrate real-time usage information
to coordinate service routing or optimize maintenance scheduling

Fig. 2. Leveraging the value of a platform approach for advanced service implementation.
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through predictive maintenance systems. Indeed, learning from such
cases can provide an incentive to improve but also result in practical
guidelines for other front-end units. Therefore, back-end units are
responsible for establishing common practices and activities for a
streamlined delivery process, which could be viewed as a service
delivery platform. To conclude, a platform approach enables back-
end units to orchestrate activities across markets and ensure efficiency
within offering delivery.

4.2.2. Leveraging value in front-end units’ role as offering builders
The analyzed firms stated that their front-end units had gradually

adopted the role of offering builders by being responsible for crafting
the final offering. Specifically, front-end units combine different
product and service modules with information modules. A service
development manager at Beta emphasized that the front-end played a
critical role, because they interact with the customers in combining the
offer: “In the front-end the real offering is combined.” In this sense,
direct customer connections may place the front-end units in an
advantageous position as offering builders in the service context. For
example, a service delivery specialist at Delta described how the
combination of usage data and customer contact could be helpful,
“Of course, I see a lot of potential improvements when I am visiting
customers, and this can be important to capture in our offerings.” In
fact, most respondents realized that succeeding with advanced service
offerings requires the back-end to concede responsibility to the front-
end to drive development and configurations based on their insights. A
service development manager at Beta underscored,

We give…our front-line units [the potential] to take on financial
risks and develop these innovative offerings. It is extremely
important to give the front-end the possibility to make these
decisions.

Thus, the findings of this study illustrate the front-end units shifting
toward combining different modules to enhance the fit of offerings with
customers’ specific needs. In this respect, the results showed that the
back-end units were leaving some space in which front-end units could
participate in co-creating value as offering builders that complete and
adapt the value creation. For example, a regional manager at Beta
described,

We are most informed about customer needs. They typically
contact us with their unique problems, and we jointly solve it by
constructing a product and service combination that will generate
the best outcome for them.

A key theme in the findings is that a platform approach is based on
letting front-end units speed up service development by sensing
opportunities for new module developments for local customers. A
research and development (R &D) manager from Gamma explained,

Local conditions can vary, and we in the back office can’t directly
address such needs. So, our front-end offices have the freedom to
initiate the development of certain specialized product and service
options.

Thus, front-end units use data to demonstrate the analytical
capabilities of the platform to create new product and service modules
by collaborating with the customer. In this regard, Beta's front-end
organization collaborated with a customer in the shipping industry to
develop a radical ship-positioning system based upon an already
existing platform. This development was driven totally by the local
front-end organization and resulted in a new high-growth service
module. Respondents at all the firms recognized that front-end units
have a privileged position close to customers that is helpful in
identifying and understanding possibilities for new service innovations.
For example, a front-end manager at Alfa described that the firm began
developing innovative service offerings more quickly than the back-end
unit when they started leveraging the analytics of the telematics

system. According to a service researcher at Beta, “We have to be open
to new possibilities, and maybe even have a certain level of imagina-
tion when it comes to enhanced customer value.” In sum, the present
study's findings illustrate that a platform approach leverages value by
facilitating front-end units’ capability to identify new opportunities
when implementing services.

Second, a platform approach facilitates flexible service offering
configurations by leveraging front-end units’ skills in identifying
combinations of modules that best fulfill customers’ needs. A front-
end manager at Alfa explained that they initially had problems under-
standing and providing the rigid portfolio of services required from
back-end units. After adopting a platform approach, however, new
roles were possible: “We try to craft a bundle [of services] ourselves
and sell it as a larger package to the customer. It's about flexibility.”
Similarly, many respondents at Beta remarked that this flexibility was a
critical aspect for success in selling advanced service offerings. Thus, in
adopting a platform approach, front-end units can easily customize
offerings when a clearly defined modular architecture is in place to
support it. As a customer solutions manager at Alfa stated, “Having
this modular approach allows us to always think of the customer.”
Moreover, front-end units enhance their efficiency and flexibility by
combining a predefined set of modules, instead of dealing with many
disconnected options. This is important because customer needs may
change over time, and this approach allows new modules to be added to
or subtracted from the offering, depending on changing needs.
Moreover, the frequent and clear communication that the platform
enables allows front-end units to complement their current knowledge
about customers with new, raw data and reports from the back-end. A
regional manager from Beta expressed,

The smart and connected platform is the backbone of our opera-
tional success. We now know more about how our products and
services are being used so when a customer approaches us we can
provide the service offering, which is cost friendly for them and for
us.

Third, the information shared within the platform provides front-
end units with a more complete and detailed view of the value
provision that leads them to reduce costs and ensure efficient delivery.
This allows them to analyze and optimize local delivery processes and
activities for resource efficiency. A front-end manager from Alfa
remarked,

A really interesting aspect of this transformation is how we use
information, how more proactive we can be, and how more
efficient we can be with scheduling work and diagnostics.

In addition, a platform approach enables front-end units and
customers to provide valuable information to the firm in an unprece-
dented, costless way. Specifically, smart and connected functionalities
allow the front-end units to monitor more detailed usage data to
improve customers’ operations and decrease reporting costs. A plat-
form development manager at Gamma explained, “Such a platform
provides possibilities to interact with any number of customers
regardless of their location, and the costs for doing so are negligible.”
Accordingly a platform approach enables reporting feedback from
multiple stakeholders to be standardized and automated. In other
words, a platform approach makes it possible for front-end units and
customers to increase value creation by focusing on their core opera-
tions.

In sum, the findings illustrate that a platform approach facilitates
servitization by leveraging the value of information to increase opera-
tional efficiency, while simultaneously allowing for customized and
flexible offerings. Specifically, back-end units can optimize processes
and resource deployment and identify new offering combinations.
Meanwhile, front-end units can report valuable information to back-
end units without significant effort, just by delivering the offerings and
configuring new and innovative offerings to diverse customers. Table 3
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summarizes activities for leveraging the value of the information
module in servitization via a platform approach for both back-end
and front-end units.

5. Discussion and conclusion

Servitization is increasing in complexity with progressively higher
requirements for customization and operational efficiency. These new
requirements hinder manufacturing firms’ ability to offer advanced
services successfully. Emerging research points to a platform approach
as a potential way to address these challenges (Eloranta and Turunen,
2016; Thomas et al., 2014). However, current understanding within
the management literature is still limited regarding how to leverage
value through a platform approach in servitization. Based on qualita-
tive data from four manufacturing firms, the findings reveal a long-
itudinal path in how firm apply a platform approach to implement
servitization successfully. Furthermore, drawing on modularity and
platform roles, this study explains how a platform approach may
facilitate both customization and operational efficiency by leveraging
the value of digital technologies to overcome the service paradox. Thus,
the present paper provides theoretical implications for the servitization
literature and offers managerial implications for senior managers from
the manufacturing industry that are responsible for servitization
initiatives that drive the implementation of advanced service offerings.

5.1. Theoretical implications

Increasingly, manufacturing firms are developing and selling ad-
vanced product–services to achieve a competitive advantage. Such
complex value offerings are required to fulfill customers’ increasingly
heterogeneous needs (Baines and Lightfoot, 2013) but have a tendency
to increase costs and risk undercutting profits. Therefore, there is a
need to understand how manufacturing firms can structure offerings
and roles to implement advanced product–services successfully. In this
direction, our findings hold the following theoretical implications.

First, we illustrate how a platform approach with information as a
core module can address the service paradox in driving servitization
efforts forward. In a platform-centered architecture, manufacturing
firms may find an approach that guides the successful implementation
of advanced services by leveraging the value of information and digital
technologies. The firms in the present research illustrate a trend toward
redefining an updated modular architecture based on product, service,
and information modules. In our case firms, we found a shift in focus
from the discrete importance of specific elements (i.e., products vs.
services) to the entire architecture. In other words, products, services,
and information are all recognized as key pieces in advanced service
offerings, and a platform approach guides how to combine and leverage

value from them. In fact, the manufacturers’ awareness of these
elements, as they are embedded in different advanced service offerings,
has led them to provide a wider portfolio of offerings with competitive
costs. Notably, core information modules are replacing the traditional
central role of product components. This finding contributes to
emerging research on platforms within the servitization literature by
further disentangling the core modules of advanced service architec-
tures. We also extend the insights on digital servitization (Opresnik and
Taisch, 2015; Vendrell-Herrero et al., 2016) by explaining how
information modules simultaneously enable new opportunities to
generate revenue and decrease the costs associated with service
offerings. The position of information modules at the core of the
platform architecture provides the potential to generate new or
reconfigure existing product and service modules based on analyzing
customers’ needs and how they consume products. In this sense, the
information-centered architecture allows manufacturers to exploit
operational efficiency and customization simultaneously and hence
overcome the service paradox.

Second, a platform approach may lead firms to address servitization
by identifying and defining new roles. Indeed, by adopting the platform
approach, back-end and front-end units are assuming new roles in
leveraging the value of information in servitization and enhancing
innovation in different ways. Specifically, our findings illustrate that
back-end units assume the role of platform orchestrators, which
establish and coordinate activities related to platform architectures
with product, service, and information modules. Meanwhile, front-end
units assume the role of offering builders by being responsible for
crafting the final offering by combining different modules. This finding
contributes to the servitization literature (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014;
Kowalkowski et al., 2011) by providing insights into the organizational
approach to implement services successfully. Notably, the central
position of information modules in advanced service offerings facil-
itates information-related value co-creation activities between manu-
facturing firms and their customers, which can be leveraged by a
platform approach through revised organizational roles. This finding
adds to the dialog about the importance of information in providing
advanced service offerings (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Opresnik and
Taisch, 2015) by addressing how a platform approach helps distribute
activities across different roles, which leads to the successful commer-
cialization of advanced product–service offerings. Indeed, we contri-
bute to the recent research on the digital servitization (Coreynen et al.,
2016; Vendrell-Herrero et al., 2016) by explaining how digital plat-
forms allow manufacturers to leverage the value added by the different
units. Specifically, our findings specify how the platform approach
enables manufacturers to achieve an efficient and flexible coordination
of the activities of the front-end and the back-end units.

In addition, this study illustrates how back-end and front-end roles

Table 3
Activities for leveraging the value of the information module in servitization via a platform approach.

Platform role

Back-end unit Front-end unit
Activity Platform orchestrator Offering builder

Offering development 1. Designing and developing blueprints for standardized modules to
reduce development efforts

2. Identifying global customers’ needs and analyzing new opportunities
for advanced service offerings

1. Sensing opportunities for developing new modules for local
customers

2. Developing offers at a subcomponent level to ensure reduced efforts
with adaptability

Offering configuration 1. Building a specialized service portfolio to enable ease in configuration
2. Providing guidance and support in combining different modules

1. Building offer configurations that are innovative and unique to local
markets and customer conditions

2. Achieving economy of scale through the sale of replicable or reusable
offers

Offering delivery 1. Gathering and analyzing customer usage information for delivery
support

2. Identifying and sharing best practices for common processes,
activities, and resources among front-end units

1. Analyzing and optimizing internal delivery processes and activities
for resource efficiency

2. Monitoring usage data to improve customers’ operations and
decrease lifecycle costs
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can leverage the value of information modules in a platform approach
to develop, configure, and deliver service offerings. As such, the
traditional distinction between the back-end and front-end units is
being challenged (Gebauer and Fleisch, 2007; Oliva and Kallenberg,
2003) by a platform approach that generates new value for the
organization. Specifically, back-end units assume the responsibility of
designing and developing blueprints for standardized modules to
reduce development efforts, whereas front-end units contribute by
sensing opportunities to develop new modules for local customers.
Similarly, to configure services, the front-end can leverage information
modules to build offerings that are innovative and unique to local
markets and customer conditions based on a broad portfolio of
modules that the back-end maintains. Finally, delivery activities are
leveraged in the front-end through usage and service data to analyze
and optimize internal delivery processes and activities for resource
efficiency. As such, developments in delivery processes can be captured
and further scaled, refined, and disseminated by back-end units. Thus,
we contribute to the servitization literature by explaining how platform
roles facilitate servitization by enabling coordinated efforts to accom-
plish customization and operational efficiency. These interrelated goals
usually create underlying tensions that are difficult to achieve together
(Eisenhardt, 2000; Luscher et al., 2006; Smith and Lewis, 2011). In
this respect, our findings extend the current research on paradoxes
(Cunha et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2010) by explaining how platform
roles may enable manufacturers to overcome the service paradox.

Finally, explaining the nature of a platform approach within
servitization represents a step forward in developing the platform
approach concept itself. The present study adds to the platform
literature (Gawer, 2014; Thomas et al., 2014; Zhang, 2015) by
proposing a type of platform architecture that may be a middle step
from product platforms to platform ecosystems. Specifically, it com-
bines the benefits of product and service modularity and establishes the
fundamentals of a potential business model based on network interac-
tions. In this respect, we bridge insights from different types of
platform literature streams, which may strengthen our understanding
of the evolution of platforms. In other words, the architecture and
platform roles in servitized manufacturers strengthen our understand-
ing of how to create platform ecosystems. In sum, the present study
could be helpful in understanding the success of platform ecosystems
that are the result of a deep transformation from product-centered
business models.

5.2. Managerial implications

The present study has several managerial implications for senior
managers who are active in servitization efforts within manufacturing
firms. First, we identified how adopting a platform approach allows
manufacturers to discover how different modules contribute to the
value proposition. In this regard, firms in the present study highlight

the central role of information modules in successfully accomplishing
servitization. Thus, our findings recommend that managers in manu-
facturing firms could redesign modular architectures with specific
emphasis on information modules at the core and acting as the
foundation for connecting product and service modules. This implica-
tion is especially relevant considering that manufacturing firms started
servitization with products as the main source of value, even as they
aspired to become service providers. Thus, the present study illustrates
that servitization is not a linear process with services at the end. By
implementing advanced services, manufacturing firms are identifying
new modules and are restructuring their modular architecture, which
reveals new paths for improvements.

Second, adopting a platform approach enabled the case firms to
revise their traditional roles and responsibilities. Our findings reveal a
platform approach that enables successful servitization by defining
platform roles for both back-end and front-end units. A platform
approach requires a complete transformation of the organization with
long-term consequences. More important, all actors involved in the
new architecture should know their role and have a resolute commit-
ment to working collaboratively to leverage the value of the information
module. Thus, the present study explains a platform approach that
provides the potential to turn the challenges of providing service into
opportunities to outperform competitors. Our findings may encourage
the top managers of manufacturing firms to accomplish the transfor-
mation, assuming a clear and determined position.

5.3. Limitations and outlook

The present study has several limitations that may inspire future
research. First, our findings are based on cases from business-to-
business manufacturing firms. The IT-enabled interactions in business-
to-consumer contexts, however, are considerably different (Tukker,
2015). Future research could broaden the research analysis to addi-
tional industries to enrich our insights by further analyzing the role of
customers in the platform approach. Second, we have adopted an
internal perspective of the platform. Thus, the interviewed managers
were from both back-end and front-end units. Future research could
expand the perspective of a platform approach by combining an
external and an internal view of the actors involved in providing value,
such that the analysis includes network partners and customers. For
example, generating insights on the external view, especially custo-
mers, would provide deeper insights into value co-creation and a more
complete picture of how the platform approach influences the pro-
cesses of servitization. Finally, informants at four successful manufac-
turing firms provided knowledge for the present study. Future research
could extend our insights by conducting quantitative methods to test
proposed relationships between variables, such as the moderating role
of the platform approach for advanced product–service offerings.

Appendix A. List of respondents

Firm Respondents

Alfa Soft products manager, R &D manager, customer solutions manager (2), front-end manager (2), portfolio manager, regional manager
(3), product manager log data, senior technology manager, service transition manager (2), telematics manager, after sales manager

Beta R&D manager, service development manager, service researcher (3), senior network manager, regional manager (3), service de-
velopment manager (4), senior service development manager

Delta R&D manager (2), quotation manager, sales manager, service engineer, senior service delivery specialist, R &D engineer, project
manager, tool manager (2)

Gamma Platform development manager (2), regional manager (2), development manager (2), R &D manager
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Appendix B

Interview guide themes

Describe your formal position, role, and how involved you are with servitization efforts in the firm.
Describe the key services of your firm at the moment. What are the future aspirations toward service implementation? Provide examples of how

the servitization journey has been.
Describe the key challenges for your firm in developing, configuring, and delivering advanced services to diverse customers?
Describe how you are dealing with these challenges and what activities are needed for your side to be able to offer more advances services (e.g.,

offering availability)?
Describe how roles, responsibilities, and activities related with developing, configuring, and delivering advanced services has been conducted by

front-end and back-end?
Describe how current information technology systems have been developed. How are they used to support service implementation?
Describe the benefits of adopting information technology systems for advanced service development and implementation.
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