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Introduction

The advent of the internet has led to the generation of the largest
decentralized community of users in human history. This is not a new
concept. Yet it is only recently that the true power of such community
driven initiatives is being fully comprehended. The cooperation between
individuals over the internet has not just distributed, but led to the creation
of content, fully fledged operating systems like Linux (Pitt, Watson, Berthon,
Wynn, & Zinkhan, 2006), repositories of knowledge like Wikipedia and
powerful, albeit illegal, file sharing networks which have forced change in
the entertainment industries. However, Tapscott and Williams (2006, p14)
describe these instances as simply, ‘the canary in the coal mine — the first
casualties of a revolution that is sweeping across all industries’.

This prediction appears to be correct, with monetized peer-to-peer
networks shaking transportation, education, short-term employment, and
hospitality industries to their core. Examples such as Uber, Task Rabbit and
Airbnb have absorbed early media attention achieved through first mover
status in the market, yet represent only a fraction of the total number of
similar firms adopting this peer-to-peer strategy. These firms leverage users
to both create and consume goods and services, while simply taking a fee
for facilitating the transaction.

What is clear about these firms is that the brand, product and
community are inseparable and the structure less hierarchical than the
organization of traditional product and service providers (Botsman &
Rogers, 2010). These new firms exemplify the collaborative consumption
(CC) phenomenon, coined by Botsman & Rogers (2010). Howe (2009), in
discussing crowdsourcing (an antecedent to CC and associated terminology),
discusses this change in structure; the blur between producers and
consumers, firm and customer. Traditional business structures are being
overhauled.

With new structures inevitably comes ambiguity and existing literature
on these types of business models is scant. An exception is Belk (2014) who
provides implications for new and incumbent business in a CC setting, yet
the implications are largely adaptations of existing business model strategies
such as the “Freemium” model, acquisitions and mergers.

Herein lies the problem at the centre of this paper; a two faceted
problem faced by practitioners and researchers alike. Firstly, for business
leaders and entrepreneurs, both within incumbent and emerging ventures,
CC firms have begun to modify the business landscape. For researchers,
current literature is ill equipped to aid during this change, which inhibits
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future knowledge and new insights. At the root of this problem is the
current conceptualization of the business model paradigm based primarily
on the industrial era business model. These existing frameworks fail to fully
define a new wave of companies born in the era of social network
consumers where companies generate value and revenue from peer-to-peer
interactions rather than strict business to customer transactions. With
millennial customers often referred to as the ‘digital native’, the authors
describe these companies as ‘digitally native’ businesses.

Rather than bend the community into existing business models, this
paper proposes bringing the business model into the community. To create
this new conceptual business model, the authors draw on design
management literature and design training to guide the process for three
key reasons. First, the forward thinking nature of design. Dorst (2010, 2011)
links Design Thinking and the way designers work to a specific way designers
solve problems; the use of abductive logic as opposed to inductive or
deductive reasoning. This forward thinking logic is found across much of
design literature (see: Lietdka and Ogilvie’'s “What If” stage of Designing for
Growth (Liedtka, 2011)). This approach enables an individual trained in
design methods to shed preconceptions of the business model to create one
anew. Second, is the human centred approach of design. As the paper
involves reconceptualising the business model as a community of actors, a
design-led approach is undeniably valuable in managing the interests of
many parties through empathy. Third is the constantly evolving and
increasingly well documented history of the use of design in business
contexts and its ability to aid companies to innovate (Brown, 2009; Liedtka,
2010; Martin, 2009; Verganti, 2009). This innovation technique is founded
on the use of design methods and toolkits to aid in times of business
uncertainty (Price, Wrigley, & Straker, 2015).

This paper proposes the question: With larger trends presenting a shift in
business model structures, how could a design approach be used to create a
prototyping tool to help companies understand and re-design their own
business model? The paper is structured to first provide a concise summary
of disruptive power of online communities with, a review of the business
model concept and its variety of configurations, and discussion of design
management theory and design-led initiatives. Secondly, the overarching
research project is described which consists of four sub-studies. Results and
discussion points from these studies provided the impetus for the creation
of this model. Discussion points and implications for industry and research
conclude the paper.
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Literature Review

Collaborative Consumption and Antecedent Theory

For the purposes of this paper, the research team begins with the
concept of collaborative consumption. Introduced by Botsman and Rogers
(Botsman & Rogers, 2010), the concept is defined as a socio-economic
groundswell, the re-emergence of traditional forms of “sharing, bartering,
lending, traditional, renting, gifting, and swapping’ yet ‘redefined through
technology and peer communities’. Within the phenomena, Botsman and
Rogers (2010) identify three sub types of collaborative consumption; (i)
Product/Service Systems, (ii) Redistribution Networks and (iii) Collaborative
Lifestyles. The first sub-type, Product/Service Systems builds on key business
literature of ‘Servitisation’ (Neely, 2008; Vandermerwe & Rada, 1988) by
describing a system that further decouples a product and the value that
product provides. However, unlike seminal literature which responded to
manufactured products becoming increasingly commoditised and thus
added services to retain customers and add value (Visnjic Kastalli & Van
Looy, 2013), the ‘servitisation” dynamic in CC is not strictly a product
manufacturer selling add-ons after purchase as a car manufacturer sells
servicing. The CC servitisation dynamic does not necessarily involve
customer and firm, rather customers with pre-purchased products, which
are made available for the community.

The second sub-group, Redistribution Networks, work similarly to
second-hand market places. The original user has ceased to capture value in
such a product, and wishes to transfer ownership and value to another
party. The third subgroup, Collaborative Lifestyles is the most progressive
and dynamic form of CC. The community members use their own products
and provide services for other members of the community who request
them. The firm acts as a facilitator for the transaction. The community has
become monetised through CC.

It should be noted that literature in this area is fragmented. In describing
this trend, the phrases ‘on-demand economy’, ‘peer-to-peer economy’,
‘sharing economy’, ‘experience economy’ and ‘collaborative consumption’
are used synonymously. Furthermore, academics in the area conclude that
literature has only just begun to scratch the surface of this knowledge
(Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014; Zervas, Proserpio, & Byers, 2013). The notion of
CC was used as the core definition for this study as it provides a more
holistic definition than the other synonymous phrases above.
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Despite the rapid proliferation of these terms in both academic and
popular press, these concepts have established theoretical underpinnings.
The idea of a communities facilitated by the internet has been studied in
great depth from different streams of research and many different
terminologies are available. Table 1 below summarizes these concepts and
links them to specific research streams.

Table 1: Internet-enabled communities in literature
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Definition & Author Key Authorities Research

Term
Stream
] Mediated social (Hiltz & Sociology
Virtual / . . . :
online spaces in the digital Wellman, 1997) Information
. environment that (Preece, 2001); Systems

Community L.

allow to groups to (Ridings, Gefen,

form and be sustained & Arinze, 2002);

primarily through (Rheingold,

ongoing 1993); (Hagel &

communication Armstrong,

processes 1997); (Jones and

Rafaeli, 2000);

(Bagozzi & Dholakia, (Hunter &

2002) Stockdale, 2009)

“A brand community (McAlexander, Business

Brand
Community

is a specialised, non-
geographically linked
community, based on
a structured set of
social relations
among admirers of a
brand.”

(Muniz & O’Guinn,
2001)

Schouten, &
Koenig, 2002)
(Schouten &
McAlexander,
1995)

(Muniz & Schau,
2007;, 2011);
(Schau, Muniz, &
Arnould, 2009)
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Community

‘Virtual communities
of consumption’ are a

of .
. specific subgroup of
Consumption ) .
. virtual communities
/ Online

Community
of
Consumption

that explicitly center
upon consumption
related interests. They

(Kozinets, 1999)

Business

can be defined as
‘affiliative groups
whose online
interactions are based
upon shared
enthusiasm for, and
knowledge of, a
specific consumption
activity or related
group of activities.’
(Kozinets, 1999)

Business Models, Innovation, Design and Prototyping

CCis where supply, demand and the online community meet, however
to capture that value, there must be a business model equipped to do so.
The CC business model monetizes human behaviour (i.e. sharing) rather
than insisting customer conforms to a traditional business to customer
relationship. This represents a paradigm shift in the way ‘digitally native’
companies consider the business model. For both traditional industrial era
firms and new business students, continuously prototyping their business
model is essential to match competitors and explore new realms for
competitive advantage.

Key to understanding a changing business model involves studying two
concepts: the business model concept and its relationship with innovation.
The theoretical basis for the business model concept is long known. Serrat
(2012) effectively collates the work of several leading authorities in the area
such as Osterwalder (2010) and Chesbrough (2007, 2010), demonstrating
that shifts toward a widely held belief in what constitutes a business model.
Meanwhile Amit, Zott and Massa (2011) collate a comprehensive review of
literature into what the business model is. For this paper, the authors use
Teece’s (2010) definition of a business model; the way the company delivers
value to customers, entices customers to pay for value and converts those
payments into profit. While existing literature adequately covers the
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business model, an area of less investigation is the way the business model
itself can be a source of innovation. Massa and Tucci (2013) describe
business model innovation as the design of novel business models for new
organizations or the reconfiguration of existing business models. The nature
of the innovation is not simply developing a better technology or feature
(Chesbrough, 2007) but a business model that is sufficiently different,
difficult to replicate by competitors and deeply honed to customer needs
(Teece, 2010). Despite a drive to innovate through change, McGrath (2010)
highlights that while new ways of operating a business are vital, core
concepts of the business model always remain. Understanding both the
business model elements and how and why to modify each business model
element can aid to drive innovation.

Despite precursor knowledge, creating or transitioning to a new business
model is often difficult in increasingly fast paced, uncertain business
environments and low risk ways to test ideas are required. Business model
design and prototyping is a low risk way of testing many ideas in the
marketplace and gaining valuable knowledge for the firm (Brunswicker,
Wrigley & Bucolo, 2013; McGrath, 2010; Sosna, Trevinyo-Rodriguez, &
Velamuri, 2010). Wrigley and Straker (2016) discuss the business model as
being in a constant state of flux and propose a starting point for business
model experimentation for business model designers. The end goal of the
experimentation process is for the test and learning cycle of prototyping to
be engrained within the company’s business model transition to what
Chesbrough (2007) refers to as an adaptive platform. With the business
model as an adaptive platform, experimentation with future business
models is constant and responsive. Design and prototyping methods allow
companies to innovate in these uncertain landscapes.

Research Gap

Current business literature has largely sought to conceptualise the
“business model” based on what has gone before; from years of academic
study, reflection on professional practice or agglomerating empirical data to
form typologies. This approach has led to existing business model
frameworks that are largely generated through studies of industrial era
business models. These companies are those who have been conceived
before the Internet age or newer companies still bound by the ‘rules’ of
conducting business that have been fostered by conventional business
pedagogy.

Earlier in the paper, the concept of the ‘digitally native’ business is
introduced which is used to describe companies that adopt social-network
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style structures. A prime example of a ‘digitally native’ business can be seen
amongst a new wave of businesses described as ‘collaborative
consumption’. The Botsman and Rogers (2010) definition largely avoids
mentioning the actions of company, and rather describes collective actions
of peers in order to optimize resources. Regardless, academic literature has
characterized these firms as “businesses” and recent examples have shown
that they extremely profitable.

When attempting to describe, categorize and provide new knowledge in
this area, literature is limited by previous research and existing literature on
business models inherently limits new knowledge. As such, this study seeks
to redesign the business model as a ‘community’, drawing insight from
online and branded community literature and the human-centred
philosophies of design management. With this aim, the specific research
question intended to be answered is: With larger trends presenting a shift in
business model structures, how could a design approach be used to create a
prototyping tool to help companies understand and re-design their own
business model?

Research Design

This research has been conceived out of the culmination of four distinct
studies: (i) a content analysis of the transportation space charting the shift
from transportation firms to mobility providers, (ii) a content analysis of
channels used by collaborative consumption firms and detailing how they
interact with customers, (iii) a comparative study of novice and non-users of
community-led mobility services, (iv) two sets of co-design workshops aimed
at testing the notion of community with both novice and non-users of
community-led mobility services. Each study is detailed below in Table 2.
The results of these studies provided the impetus for a re-design of the
business model framework to adopt a more network-style structure.
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Table 2 — Seminal Study Details

Aim Method & Data Analysis Key Findings

Collected Protocol
To understand Content Analysis of Thematic One key channel interlinks
the way CC thirty companies’ Analysis customers to each other
businesses channel usage (Braun & and the firm.

connect with
their customers

Clarke, 2006)

To increase
understanding
of the
innovation
behind CC
business models
by comparing

Content analysis of
third party sources
to reconstruct
business models of
CC and non-CC
businesses in the
transportation

Thematic
Analysis
(Braun &
Clarke, 2006)

Innovation occurs all
across the business model
rather simply the change
described in CC literature.

them with sector
traditional firms
in the same
sector
To understand Comparative Thematic Different reactions to
why people Study: Analysis social intensities were
choose to 2 x 15 Semi- (Braun & found across different
engage with or Structured Clarke, 2006) | populations.
reject a CC Interviews of Novice
business and Experienced

users of CC

businesses
To build on the Co-Design Thematic The workshops brought
previous study Workshops: Analysis out more diverse reactions
and further 2 x 40 Participants (Braun & than the plain divide in the

understand why
people choose
to engage in
sharingin a
group setting

of Novice and
Experienced users of
CC businesses

Clarke, 2006)

previous interview
technique. These
interviews gave more
authentic answers when
participants were grouped
with peers.
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Collective Findings: Collaborative Consumption
Business Models

The Three Levels

From each of the four studies it emerged that the business model for CC
firms operates at three distinct levels; the mission, the community and the
stakeholder levels (Figure 1). These three levels contain all elements
associated within the business model. The top and centre level, the mission
level, describes the fundamental goal or principle at the core of the
community. All members of the community subscribe to this philosophy in
the two subsequent layers. The community level describes active members
of the community who are the ones who buy directly into the mission. These
are the eponymous ‘peers’ in the ‘peer-to-peer’ market. At this stage, these
take the form of two sided peer transactions, usually one with an unused
asset or skill who wishes to maximise said asset or practice said skill for
financial reimbursement. Present at this level is also the firm; the firm is a
key actor in this level of the network yet is often only called upon when
needed to resolve disputes between community members or facilitate
transactions. This libertarian approach to community government allows
maximum choice and flexibility for community members. Interaction
amongst community members first takes place across a single digital
channel, a digital marketplace, before transitioning to an in-person service
or product exchange. The final level, the stakeholder level, consists of
community members who contribute to the wellbeing of the community yet
are not active members. While these members subscribe to the core
mission, their goal is also the successful continued function of the peer-to-
peer community because of the benefits they may receive. Examples of
stakeholders include venture capital or investment firms that have a
financial stake in the company or local government that seeks to redefine
laws and receive tax from such firms.
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Figure 1: The Three Levels
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Building on the Business Model Concept and Online

Community Literature

In this section, the authors link the collective findings of the four studies
with current literature on the business model concept and online
community literature. The following paragraphs clearly define which
elements of the online community and business model concept are
emphasized and which are shifted to a lesser role.

Start with the Mission

The mission is vital. This element gives the community purpose and is to
ultimately be referred upon when design decisions are made about all
aspects from aesthetics to strategy. In traditional business literature, the
mission holds some similarities to the value proposition as the focal point of
the business model. While the value proposition describes the ‘value
created for the users by the offering’ (Chesbrough, 2007) from the firm, the
mission unearths the ‘why’ behind the firm’s existence in a similar way to
Sinek’s (2009) Golden Circles tool. The mission binds together community
members and stakeholders with diverse points of view. The value
proposition for each community member may differ, but the mission
remains the same for all parties.

Establish a Core Community

The second layer of the model involves establishing a community with
successful CC firms monetizing the communities’ operations. This
community layer involves creating a layer of conscious individuals who not
only believe in the mission, but are also willing to contribute to the cause.
This is a fundamental truth of online communities. All members contribute
to the running of the community, whether by generating content,
consuming content or something in between (Alon, Brunel, & Seigal, 2005;
de Valck, van Bruggen, & Wierenga, 2009; Kim, 2000; Kozinets, 1998). These
roles could be simply that they are willing to pay for the skills or time of
other community members. These transactions often generate revenue for
the firm. Costs are incurred through maintaining the community
functionality, however the community is designed to govern itself. The firm
only becomes involved when called upon to dispute disagreements between
members or to facilitate payments between parties. The core community
members establish relationships with one another and seldom with the firm.
However, these transactions are monitored by the firm and deciphering this
information becomes both a key resource and key activity for the firm.
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Assembling the Right Stakeholders

The third tier of the model is the stakeholder level, which involves those
who support the mission, but are best suited to support roles in the core
community. These are similar in description to Osterwalder and Pigneur’s
(2010) ‘key partners’; the networks of suppliers and partners that make the
business model work. These stakeholders include all types of partnerships
from strategic partnerships between competitors and non-competitors, joint
ventures to develop new businesses and buyer-supplier relationships. The
stakeholder level differentiates itself from traditional business terminology.
It encompasses all stakeholders rather than those simply in the traditional
business landscape such as not-for-profit competitors, competitors outside
the direct industry that may exist outside the scope of existing tools or
governmental agencies. This was built on existing concepts such as
environmental scanning (Duncan, 1972; Elenkov, 1997).

Networked Business Model Tool

The Networked Business Model Tool (NBMT) has been generated from
the findings of four studies and proposes a fundamental restructure of the
business model concept. Some new terminology is introduced from
psychology, sociology and online network literature while some traditional
business model terminology is retained.

The design tool known as the Networked Business Model Tool can be
seen below in Figure 2. This figure contains all elements of the model, yet it
is not restricted to the pieces shown. More pieces can be added for more
complex business models. Following the figure, a detailed explanation of the
tool is provided, highlighting the three levels of the tool, the pieces to be
used on each level that represent actors in the network and relationship
between actors and a step-by step process for using the tool.

335



GARRETT, WRIGLEY, RUSSELL AND MATTHEWS

Figure 2: Networked Business Model Tool
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The Toolkit Pieces: Actors and Relationships

This design tool prescribes three types of actors in the network,
community members, stakeholders and the firm. Each member is
represented on a specific ‘flashcard’ as seen below in Figure 3.

Stakeholders

e ST e T
Community

ETWe
<{T"\\P—B - .:{'1":4
e 53
34 ‘e
= | 12
\ !
\ ’
-~ = L d
cTWEE,
8= 3%,
Vg NS
."j/ \%;
3! '8
A 18
\ /
~_ _~-
Community Member Stakeholder Firm Relationshi
Y P
Flashcard Flashcard Flashcard Tokens

Figure 3: Actor Flashcards and Relationship Tokens

The community member flashcard represents the active community
members. These members include all parties who are directly involved in
transactions within the community. These members are those who most
believe in the mission to the point where they actively contribute to the
community, engaging in a peer-to-peer network that aims to complete the
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mission. It is important to note that not all members will have the same
incentive to join as others. While this is obvious on either side of the
transaction (i.e. buyers and sellers), there are also a multitude of reasons
that just buyers or just sellers contribute. This is described on the flashcard
as the incentive to join the mission. In business terminology, this closely
resembles a value proposition in relation to a customer.

The stakeholder flashcard symbolizes those who contribute to the
community yet are not actively involved. Stakeholders adopt more of a
supporting role for successful function of the community and often benefit
from continued function. Similar to community members, stakeholders
subscribe to the mission, but benefit equally from the community
functioning. As such, the community flashcard asks users to draw on the
incentive to support community. This incentive element often reveals that
some stakeholders may have limited incentive to support the community,
unearthing both opportunities and threats to the community.

The third and final actor is the firm. Represented by the firm flashcard,
the firm crosses boundaries from the community and stakeholder level. As is
the case with many collaborative consumption firms, the company acts as
both an internal actor for the community and an external entity that
negotiates the operation of the community by aligning stakeholders. As the
firm’s incentive to both support the community and liaise with stakeholders
is articulated by the central mission, this flashcard is used to help the user
articulate the role the firm plays in the community and stakeholder
networks. This is vital because the firm has ultimate power to dictate how
the community runs and how stakeholders support the community. The firm
also sets the central mission, which is then moulded and nurtured by the
community.

The final pieces of the toolkit are the relationship tokens, which are
placed in between actors in the network. The user then describes the
relationships between community members and stakeholders.
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Using the Tool

Like other design tools, it is the intention of users to start from any point.
The tool is used iteratively as the business design progresses. To explain the
how to use the tool, the following paragraphs map the business model of
popular CC firm, Uber (with an emphasis on its UberX service). The first step
involves sketching the mission. Figure 4 illustrates popular ridesharing firm
Uber’s mission articulated on the tool. The statement reads, ‘Transportation
as reliable as running water, everywhere for everyone’ (Sacca, 2015). This
mission presents an idealistic goal, one that has the potential to excite and
attract users yet is not to strictly defined to limit creativity, growth and
change.

What is the ultimate goal of your firm?

What problem is your firm trying to solve?

Why does your firm exist?

T , liah!

running water,

everywhere for everyone’

Figure 4: Uber — Mission Level

The second step requires assembling a community around the mission.
At this level, the user fills out a community member flashcard for each
member which visualises their incentive to contribute and what they bring
to the community (Figure 5). Relationship tokens can also be used to detail
specific relationships between members at this level.

339



GARRETT, WRIGLEY, RUSSELL AND MATTHEWS

WNITY 44g,
i 41
(e &
\° BETWE,
\\ e%\o\— iy \54/4’
oo NS
5 2 Ré, brwpesmd |\
= relackomblp yor m
&1 Gxrme Boghs encke V3
\ mokaploceppand §
~ 5, -
BETW,
2% - 554’,,,
¢ N
&, v
3 ¥ Moty 0 ppom role D,
YT Unolly haigmedro | D
y reoefie
A Y 4
~ e ’
What is the ultimate goal o‘fyour firm?
S s 2 N(\
& What Pmblem Isyour firm trying to solve? &,
3 W ist? G
ES hy does your firm exist? %ﬂ
3
o Teansy inn as calinble as o
z running water, %
\% ) everywhere for everyone’ %0}
oN

Z
R ] ’ Pou oo Employed vy
l&l' Enployer dyoamic. |5‘3
Spporn drkersvo s 4
\ dediver beve & sevvice '
4

N

Figure 5: Uber — Community Level

Using the Uber example, the firm has three parties at the community
level, the firm, the driver and the rider. The firm organizes the connection
between the driver and the rider. The driver facilitates transportation while
the rider transfers money to the driver. The relationship between the driver
and passenger is a rich and dynamic; one that begins through the
marketplace channel (smartphone application) and ends with service
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delivery. Despite this rich relationship, the relationship is discrete and is
often difficult to return to for future services. The firm and driver interact in
a simulated employee/employer relationship where the firm provides
information and guidance for providing the best possible service. The firm
and passenger have the least intense relationship. In many cases,
passengers do not interact directly with the firm and only call upon Uber in
need of customer support.

The third step involves assembling key stakeholders who can aid in
making the community tangible. At this stage, the user fills out a flash card
detailing each stakeholder and their incentive to support the community
(Figure 6). Once again, major relationships can be visualized use relationship
tokens.
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Figure 6 — Uber - Stakeholder Level

Returning to the Uber example, the ridesharing company has a diverse
set of key partners, which enables its business to operate. The first is
Google. The technology giant’s investments fund the firm’s operations and
mapping software supplies navigation for drivers and riders. Local
government can provide a supportive role in redefining existing laws to
enable the firm to operate and provide services for the firm to conduct
background checks on drivers. IT & financial services firms provide Uber with
the ability to process payments from customers to drivers while taking a
percentage in revenue. These three key partners form the basis for Uber’s
continued operation. The tool allows all stakeholders to be critically
evaluated for their ability to support the community, allowing academics
and strategists to critically evaluate and understand motives of different
stakeholders.

Summary

The online community and the spread of collaborative consumption
business models have transformed the way companies operate. With this
transformation underway, uncertain times lie ahead for both established
firms operating under the traditional assumption of the business model and
new firms hoping to gain traction in the marketplace. Designing and
prototyping the business model is a low risk way to produce novel solutions
for survival in the marketplace. Built on these assumptions this paper sought
to investigate the use of a design approach in the creation of a prototyping
tool to help companies understand and re-design their own business model.
The use of the design approach and insights given from previous studies in
the CC space has created a visual prototyping tool, the networked business
model tool. The NBMT combines traditional business model and
collaborative consumption literature to aid companies visualise their
business model as a network of peers.

The NBMT is currently in development. Prototyping and iterative
improvements are welcomed by the authors, encouraging both researchers
and practitioners to use, modify, reinterpret and critique the tool. The
research team welcome any feedback, suggested improvements or
experiences with the NBMT and look forward to its ongoing development.

342



Designing an Innovative Networked Business Model

References

Alon, A., Brunel, W., & Seigal, S. (2005). Ritual behavior and communtiy life-
cycle: exploring the social psychological roles of net rituals in the
development of online consumption communities. In C. Haugvedt, K.
Machleit, & R. Yalch (Eds.), Online Consumer Psychology:
Understanding How to Interact with Consumers in the Virtual World.
Hillsdale, NJ: Earlbaum.

Bagozzi, R. P., & Dholakia, U. M. (2002). Intentional social action in virtual
communities. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 16(2), 2—21.
doi:10.1002/dir.10006

Belk, R. (2014). You are what you can access: Sharing and collaborative
consumption online. Journal of Business Research, 67(8), 1595-1600.
doi:d0i:10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.10.001

Botsman, R., & Rogers, R. (2010). What’s Mine Is Yours: The Rise of
Collaborative Consumption. New York, New York, USA: Harper Collins.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology.
Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101. Retrieved from
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1191/1478088706qp0630a

Brown, T. (2009). Change by Design: How Design Thinking Transforms
Organizations and Inspires Innovation. New York, New York, USA:
HarperCollins.

Brunswicker, S., Wrigley, C., & Bucolo, S. (2013). Business Model
Experimentation: What is the Role of Design-Led Prototyping in
Developing Novel Business Models? In M. Curley & P. Formica (Eds.),
The Experimental Nature of New Venture Creation - Capitalizing on
Open Innovation 2.0 (pp. 139-151). Retrieved from
http://www.springer.com/business+&+management/technology+man
agement/book/978-3-319-00178-4

Chesbrough, H. (2007). Business model innovation: it’s not just about
technology anymore. Strategy & Leadership, 35(6), 12-17.
doi:10.1108/10878570710833714

Chesbrough, H. (2010). Business model innovation: Opportunities and
barriers. Long Range Planning, 43(2010), 354-363.
doi:10.1016/j.Irp.2009.07.010

Cohen, B., & Kietzmann, J. (2014). Ride On! Mobility Business Models for the
Sharing Economy. Organization & Environment, 27(3), 279-296.
doi:10.1177/1086026614546199

de Valck, K., van Bruggen, G. H., & Wierenga, B. (2009). Virtual communities:

343



GARRETT, WRIGLEY, RUSSELL AND MATTHEWS

A marketing perspective. Decision Support Systems, 47(2009), 185—
203. d0i:10.1016/j.dss.2009.02.008

Dorst, K. (2010). The Nature of Design Thinking. 8th Design Thinking
Research Symposium (DTRS8), 131-139. d0i:10.1111/j.1948-
7169.2005.tb00008.x

Dorst, K. (2011). The core of “design thinking” and its application. Design
Studies, 32(6), 521-532. d0i:10.1016/j.destud.2011.07.006

Duncan, R. B. (1972). Characteristics of Organizational Environments and
Perceived Environmental Uncertainty. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 17(3), 313-327. doi:10.2307/2392145

Elenkov, D. (1997). Strategic uncertainty and environmental scanning: the
case for institutional influences on scanning behavior. Strategic
Management Journal, 18(4), 287-302. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1097-
0266(199704)18:4<287::AID-SMJ865>3.0.CO;2-B

Hiltz, S. R., & Wellman, B. (1997). Asynchronous learning networks as a
virtual classroom. Communications of the ACM.
doi:10.1145/260750.260764

Howe, J. (2009). Crowdsourcing: How the Power of the Crowd is driving the
future of Business. New York, NY, USA: Crown Publishing Group.

Hunter, M. G., & Stockdale, R. (2009). Taxonomy of Online Communities:
Ownership and Value Propositions. In R. H. Sprague (Ed.), Proceedings
of the 42nd Hawaii Internation Conference on System Sciences (pp. 1-
7). Waikoloa, Big Island, Hawaii.

Kim, A. J. (2000). Community Building on the Web: Secret Strategies for
successful online communties. Berkley, CA: Peachpit.

Kozinets, R. V. (1998). On Netnography: Initial Reflections on Consumer
Research Investigations in Cyberculture. In J. Alba & W. Hutchinson
(Eds.), Advances in Consumer Research (pp. 366—371). Provo, UT:
Association for Consumer Research.

Kozinets, R. V. (1999). E-tribalized marketing?: the strategic implications of
virtual communities of consumption. European Management Journal,
17(3), 252-264. doi:10.1016/50263-2373(99)00004-3

Liedtka, J. (2010). Business Strategy and Design: Can this Marriage Be Saved?
Design Management Review, 21, 6-11. d0i:10.1111/j.1948-
7169.2010.00059.x

Liedtka, J. (2011). Learning to use design thinking tools for successful
innovation. Strategy & Leadership, 39(5), 13-19.
doi:10.1108/10878571111161480

Martin, R. (2009). Design of Business: Why Design Thinking is the Next

344



Designing an Innovative Networked Business Model

Competitive Advantage (3rd ed.). Brighton, MA: Harvard Business
Press.

Massa, L., & Tucci, L. C. (2013). Business Model Innovation. In M. Dodgson,
D. M. Gann, & N. Phillips (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Innovation
Management (pp. 420-441). Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford
University Press. doi:10.1002/9781118466421.ch4

McAlexander, J. H., Schouten, J. W., & Koenig, H. F. (2002). Building Brand
Community. Journal of Marketing, 38(66), 38-54.
doi:10.2307/3203368

McGrath, R. G. (2010). Business Models: A Discovery Driven Approach. Long
Range Planning, 43(2-3), 247-261. doi:10.1016/j.Irp.2009.07.005

Muniz, A. M., & O’Guinn, T. (2001). Brand Community. Journal of Consumer
Research, 27(4), 412-432. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-
008044910-4.00490-9

Muniz, A. M., & Schau, H. J. (2007). Vigilante Marketing and Consumer-
Created Communications. Journal of Advertising, 36(3), 35-50.
doi:10.2753/JOA0091-3367360303

Muiiiz, A. M., & Schau, H. J. (2011). How to inspire value-laden collaborative
consumer-generated content. Business Horizons, 54(2011), 209-217.
doi:10.1016/j.bushor.2011.01.002

Neely, A. (2008). Exploring the financial consequences of the servitization of
manufacturing. Operations Management Research, 1(2), 103-118.
doi:10.1007/s12063-009-0015-5

Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2010). Business Model Generation: A
Handbook for Visionaries, Game Changers, and Challengers. New York,
USA: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Pitt, L. F., Watson, R. T., Berthon, P., Wynn, D., & Zinkhan, G. (2006). The
Penguin’s Window: Corporate Brands From an Open-Source
Perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 34(2), 115—
127.doi:10.1177/0092070305284972

Preece, J. (2001). Sociability and usability in online communities:
Determining and measuring success. Behaviour & Information
Technology, 20(5), 347-356. doi:10.1080/01449290110084683

Price, R., Wrigley, C., & Straker, K. (2015). Not just what they want, but why
they want it: Traditional market research to deep customer insights.
Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, 18(2).
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/QMR-03-2014-0024

Rhiengold, H. (1993). The Virtual Community: Homesteading on the
Electronic Frontier (1* Ed.). Cambridge, MA. MIT Press.

345



GARRETT, WRIGLEY, RUSSELL AND MATTHEWS

Ridings, C. M., Gefen, D., & Arinze, B. (2002). Some antecedents and effects
of trust in virtual communities. The Journal of Strategic Information
Systems, 11(3-4), 271-295. doi:10.1016/5S0963-8687(02)00021-5

Schau, H. J., Muniz, A. M., & Arnould, E. (2009). How Brand Community
Practices Create Value. Journal of Marketing, 73(September 2009),
30-51. Retrieved from http://opus.bath.ac.uk/29221/

Schouten, J. W., & McAlexander, J. H. (1995). Subcultures of Consumption:
An Ethnography of the New Bikers. Journal of Consumer Research,
22(1), 43. doi:10.1086/209434

Serrat, O. (2012). Business model innovation. Washington, DC.

Sinek, S. (2009). Start With Why: How Great Leaders Inspire Everyone to
Take Action. New York: Penguin Publishing Group. Retrieved from
https://www.ted.com/speakers/simon_sinek

Sosna, M., Trevinyo-Rodriguez, R. N., & Velamuri, S. R. (2010). Business
model innovation through trial-and-error learning: The naturhouse
case. Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 383—407.
doi:10.1016/j.Irp.2010.02.003

Tapscott, D., & Williams, A. D. (2006). Wikinomics : how mass collaboration
changes everything. New York: Penguin Group.

Teece, D. J. (2010). Business Models, Business Strategy and Innovation. Long
Range Planning, 43(2-3), 172-194. do0i:10.1016/j.Irp.2009.07.003

Vandermerwe, S., & Rada, J. (1988). Servitization of Business: Adding Value
by Adding Services. European Management Journal, 6(4), 314-324.
doi:10.1016/0263-2373(88)90033-3

Verganti, R. (2009). Design-driven innovation: changing the rules of
competition by radicaly innovating what things mean (1st ed.). Boston,
MA: Harvard Business Press. doi:10.1007/s13398-014-0173-7.2

Visnjic Kastalli, I., & Van Looy, B. (2013). Servitization: Disentangling the
impact of service business model innovation on manufacturing firm
performance. Journal of Operations Management, 31(4), 169-180.
d0i:10.1016/j.jom.2013.02.001

Wrigley, C., & Straker, K. (2016). Designing innovative business models with
a framework that promotes experimentation. Strategy & Leadership,
44(1), 11-19. doi:10.1108/SL-06-2015-0048

Zervas, G., Proserpio, D., & Byers, J. W. (2013). The Rise of the Sharing
Economy: Estimating the Impact of Airbnb on the Hotel Industry.
Boston University School of Management Research Paper Series (Vol.
16). Boston, MA. d0i:10.2139/ssrn.2366898

346



Designing an Innovative Networked Business Model

Zott, C., Amit, R., & Massa, L. (2011). The Business Model: Recent
Developments and Future Research. Journal of Management, 37(4),
1019-1042. doi:10.1177/0149206311406265

Image Acknowledgements

Passenger Icon by Rémy Médard. Retrieved from
https://thenounproject.com/search/?q=passenger&i=188590

Driver Icon By Rémy Médard. Retrieved from
https://thenounproject.com/catalarem/uploads/?i=188588

Customer Support Icon by Nick Abrams. Retrieved from
https://thenounproject.com/search/?q=customer+support&i=45174

347



