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A. Selected articles

Table 1 lists all the articles selected through the snowballing methodology. It contains Paper ID,
author/bibliographic reference, plus extracted data for rigor and relevance factors (EP3), paper
content (EP4), and the number of topics (RQ1+RQ2+IC2+IC3)1 addressed by the paper. A detailed
description of EP3 (including calculation of scores) and EP4 are found in the online2 Appendix C
while details of IC1-IC3 are found in Appendix B.

In the main article we use the notation [Paper ID, ... ] to indicate a reference to one or more of
the study's selected papers when we speci�cally talk about a result or an synthesis thereof. Please
note that the start set consists of P1-P10.

Paper Rigor
(EP3)

Relevance
(EP3)

Content No. of

ID Authors/Ref Year C SD V C Sc Su RM EP4 RQ+IC

P1 Woodard et al. [54] 2013 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 4
P2 Rohrbeck et al. [46] 2013 0.5 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 3
P3 Reim et al. [43] 2013 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 2 3
P4 Hackney et al. [28] 2004 0.5 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 2
P5 Chew [13] 2014 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 4
P6 Ballon [6] 2007 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3
P7 Loss & Crave [35] 2011 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3
P8 Romero & Molina [47] 2011 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
P9 Hö�inger [29] 2014 0.5 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 3
P10 Goel et al. [25] 2009 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 3 3
P12 Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart [11] 2010 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 3
P13 Chesbrough [12] 2010 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3
P14 Demil & Lecocq [15] 2010 1 0 0.5 0 0 1 0 2 2
P15 Doz & Kosonen [18] 2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
P16 Dubosson-Torbay et al. [19] 2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
P17 Hacklin & Wallnöfer [27] 2012 1 0.5 0 1 1 1 1 1 3
P18 McGrath [38] 2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
P19 Richardson [44] 2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3
P20 Storbacka & Nenonen [53] 2011 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2
P21 Zott & Amit [56] 2010 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 2
P22 Baden-Fuller & Morgan [5] 2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3
P23 Gao et al. [21] 2011 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 2
P24 Kindström [32] 2010 1 1 0.5 1 1 1 1 2 4
P25 Meier & Massberg [40] 2004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2
P26 Meier et al. [39] 2010 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 3
P27 Richter et al. [45] 2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
P28 Schuh et al. [51] 2009 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1
P29 Zott et al. [57] 2011 0.5 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 4
P30 Amit & Zott [2] 2001 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2
P31 Baden-Fuller & Hae�iger [4] 2013 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
P32 Osterwalder et al. [42] 2005 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3
P33 Al-Debei [1] 2010 0.5 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 3
P34 Bouwman [8] 2006 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 3
P35 Buder &Felden [9] 2012 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 4
P36 Cortimiglia et al. [14] 2015 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
P37 Ghezzi [23] 2013 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 4
P38 Ghezzi [22] 2012 0.5 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 2
P39 Haaker et al. [26] 2004 0.5 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 2
P40 Krumeich et al. [33] 2012 0 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 2 2

1 IC1-IC3 are topic-oriented while IC4 and IC5 are related to rigor and relevance
2 Online Appendix: A literature review on the e�ectiveness and e�ciency of business modeling, see

https://www.bth.se/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/SLR_BM_Main 2018-0010 Appendix.pdf
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Paper Rigor
(EP3)

Relevance
(EP3)

Content No. of

ID Authors/Ref Year C SD V C Sc Su RM EP4 RQ+IC

P41 Zolnowski & Böhmann [55] 2011 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
P42 Andries & Debackere [3] 2007 1 1 0.5 1 1 1 1 3 2
P43 Björkdahl [7] 2009 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 1 1 1 3 2
P44 Casadesus-Masanell & Llanes [10] 2011 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2
P45 Doganova & Eyquem-Renault [17] 2009 0.5 0.5 0 1 1 1 1 2 4
P46 Mason & Leek [37] 2008 0.5 0.5 0 1 1 1 1 3 2
P48 Lindström [34] 2014 0.5 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 3 2
P49 Eurich et al. [20] 2014 0.5 0.5 0 1 1 1 1 1 3
P50 Ning et al. [41] 2011 0.5 0.5 0 1 1 0 0 3 0
P51 Dmitriev et al. [16] 2014 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
P52 Schneider & Spieth [50] 2014 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 0 0 1 1 3
P53 Short et al. [52] 2013 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2
P54 Meier & Boÿlau [39] 2013 0.5 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 4
P55 Giessmann et al. [24] 2013 0.5 0 0.5 1 0 0 0 3 3
P56 Salgado et al. [49] 2014 0.5 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 3
P57 Kim et al. [31] 2008 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2
P58 Mason & Mouzas [36] 2012 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2
P59 Salgado et al. [48] 2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 2

Table 1: Selected papers including extracted properties.
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B. Inclusion and exclusion criteria

To identify literature related to our research questions, we developed the Inclusion criteria (IC) and
Exclusion criteria (EC) listed in Table 2. These criteria allow us to explore why BM is used, how
it is applied, and what solutions currently exist. Since our research topic covers multiple research
disciplines, we decided to address the RQs by designing the IC as wide as possible, to give us a
large variety of articles discussing BM (IC1) in any relationship to e�ectiveness and e�ciency. To
evaluate BM e�ciency, it is important to connect the business strategy via the business model to the
execution of the business model with a traceability to daily operations and results. So to understand
if business modeling enables e�ectiveness and e�ciency, we want to know how a business model can
be operationalized by developing the right type of �exibility (variability in the realization, IC3)
matching all desired strategical and tactical choices (business �exibility, IC2).

Table 2. Inclusion and Exclusion criteria.

Criteria Evaluate(=Yes) Reasoning
EC1 Exclude if Not written in

English
Must be able to read and understand to evaluate

EC2 Exclude if Not
peer-reviewed

Basic Quality assurance of paper

EC3 Exclude if duplicated Snowballing will give many duplicates

IC1 Does the abstract, intro-
duction, conclusions (or
full text if needed) mention
purposes, bene�ts or chal-
lenges (PBC) for business
modeling?

Papers must identify real problems and issues related to
business model, business modeling or business model in-
novation.

IC2 Does the text mention as-
pects of business �exibility
(BF)?

BM is becoming increasingly complex due to growing busi-
ness ecosystems and the digitalization of the value deliv-
ery, which both introduce a need for variability in the o�er-
ing. O�ering services on top of products are one example
to address BF.

IC3 Does the text mention as-
pects of variability in the
realization (VR)?

Planning a business model is not enough. It needs to be
e�ciently realized as well, so the business �exibility needs
to be matched with a variability in the realization of the
business model. O�ering Software Product lines (SPL) or
Product Service Systems (PSS) are examples of addressing
VR.

IC4 Is it an empirical study? We want to investigate how business models are used in
practice, and not only in theory. Empirical is done in an
industrial context, no student work, no proof of concept,
no examples even if they are Â�Â�based on real data�

IC5 Is it referring to a SIPD
context?

The realization of business models is highly dependent on
software due to the digitalization of the value delivery.
This opens up new opportunities for value capture (and
value creation) in the business ecosystems.

Business modeling allows an organization to identify and prioritize changes to current business
operations (content, activities, and governance). This change is continuously translated into a re-
alization of the business model, through experimentation or otherwise, by understanding how the
desired �exibility can be operationalized using modularity in design and software-based systems
to support content, activities (all stakeholders, e.g., internal organization, partners, suppliers, and
customers) and governance.

E�ectiveness and e�ciency should be evaluated from the gap between all strategic and tactical
choices, in combination with how the organization (and supporting software) utilize the remaining
�exibility to create satis�ed customers in everyday transactions. The dilemma of not only imple-
menting the right �exibility (supporting the needed business options) but also implementing it
e�ciently, is key to success, i.e., the right level of variability in the realization combined with the
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appropriate changeability in the realization to facilitate experimentation with the operationalized
business model.

The selection critera was based on IC1 AND (IC2 OR IC3 OR IC4 OR IC5) to achieve a broad
selection of papers as possible. If only the term Business model were used (and not speci�cally
Business modeling), the paper could still be a candidate if it referred to activities related to creating,
maintaining, or otherwise using a business model.
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C. Data Extraction properties

Table 3 lists the data extraction properties used for this study and maps their relevance to each
RQ. Properties EP1-EP4 are evaluated per paper and used to analyze the relevance to industry
for each paper's contribution. Properties EP5-EP9 use open coding and the extracted data was
thematically and narratively analyzed.

Table 3. Data Extraction properties.

Id Evaluate How RQ mapping
EP1 Research

Methods
Action research, Case study, Conceptual analysis, Design Science
research, Experiment, Interview, Literature review, Not stated,
Other

Relevance of
paper

EP2 Paper Context SW intensive, Industry, General (e.g. Literature review),
Non-industry (in priority order)

RQ1 and rele-
vance

EP3 Rigor & Rele-
vance of the pa-
per

Detailed rubric de�nitions per aspect [30]
Rigor: Context is described
Rigor: Study Design is described
Rigor: Validity is discussed
Each Rigor aspect measurement: Strong description (1), Medium
description (0.5), and weak description (0)

Relevance: Context (weight=8), i.e. in industrial setting
Relevance: Scale (weight=4), i.e. realistic size and industrial scale
Relevance: Subjects (weight=2), i.e. industry professionals
Relevance: Research Method (weight=1)
Each Relevance aspect measurement: Contribute to relevance (1),
Do not contribute to relevance (0)

Overview and
relevance

EP4 The relevance
of the paper
content in re-
spect to Busi-
ness modeling.

Coded 1-3: (1) Business modeling. The paper discuss speci�cally
the process of modeling your business
(2) Business model. The paper mainly focus on the Business model
and discuss how di�erent aspects of the Business model constructs
are developed
(3) Other. It only refers to a speci�c business model(s), or discuss
speci�c instances thereof, or a topic related to business model (e.g.
�exibility). Therefore of minimal signi�cance to our study.

RQ1

EP5 IC1-IC3 Use ATLAS TI to extract related quotes for each RQ. RQ1, RQ2
EP6 Business Ele-

ment context
Use ATLAS TI to extract related quotes referring to a part of the
business model construct, what it is, why it is important and how
it is used and relates to other parts.

RQ1

EP7 Practice/TechniqueUse ATLAS TI to extract quotes referring to a practice or tech-
nique presented, described or used.

RQ1, RQ2

EP8 Measurement
perspective

Use ATLAS TI to extract quotes related to
- Product view (how well is the value created)
- Process view (how e�cient have you organized the value �ow)
- Resource view (how well is the resource utilized and adapted for
the needed task)
- Project view (how e�cient is the goal ful�lment)
- Relationship view (how e�ective is the communication)

RQ2

EP9 Success indica-
tor and metric

Use ATLAS TI to extract related quotes. RQ2

Property EP1 and EP2 are subset of property EP3 (Rigor & Relevance) where property EP2 cat-
egories the paper's context. We extend the de�nition of Context (EP3 [30]), by adding (large-scale)
Software intensive industry. The relevance parameter (EP3), we coded with binary weights (orig-
inally proposed as plain sum of 0 or 1), allowing us to visualize the impact of di�erent relevance
aspects. The weights were guided by RQ1, hence setting our priority: Industry (8), Scale (4), Sub-
jects (2) and Research method (1), e.g. a value of 9 or higher would represent anything in �industry�
with at least one additional relevance aspect met. Originally the Relevance element of property EP3
focus on the paper's context in relation to industry so we added property EP4 (Paper content) to
map the relevance of each paper's content related to answering the RQs.
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EP5 corresponds to our inclusion criteria (IC). EP6 was used to look for patterns on the business
model construct as to describe what it is, why it is important and how it is used. This is important
since the topic of BM is wide and lacks a clear de�nition. EP7-EP9 was used to understand the
context for e�ectiveness and e�ciency as related to business modeling.
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D. Quotes of purpose, bene�t and challenges

Table 4 lists the quotes of purposes, bene�ts, and challenges for business models and business
modeling, extracted from the selected studies (see Appendix A for paper references). All quotes
have been categorized into common areas (�rst column), and then listed under respective primary
context they are found in. We use pre�x notation (+) for bene�t, (-) for challenge, and [Pid] for the
paper reference.

Common
areas

Strategy & Planning (De-
�ne)

Daily operations (Execute) Governance & communication

Value
creation,
value
capture

Conceptual discussion
and visualization of value
creation/capture [P2]
Articulate Value proposition
[P7], [P13],[P35]
Identify a market segment
and value chain [P7],
[P13],[P20]
Appropriate value from
technology [P36]
(+) depicts the logic for
value creation/capture [P17]
(+) fosters innovation and
increases readiness for
future [P32]
(+) rigorously describes
and analyses business with
system dynamics [P36]
(-) hard managing tension
between value creation and
value capture (trade-o�s
monetization) [P5]
(-) hard managing service
�exibility (segmentation,
QoS) [P5], [P24]
(-) ensure consistent service
experience (multi-channels)
[P5]
(-) a total value need
consideration (not only
�nancial) [P53]

Recon�guration of roles and
relationships [P8], [P20]
Determining the logic for
value [P30]
(+) captures how re-
sources transforms into
customers�willingness to pay
for value [P18]
(-) Service vs. Product
centric create con�icts, bal-
ancing is di�cult [P1][P24]
(-) low e�ectiveness (cus-
tomer experience) of value
co-creation (organiza-
tion/customer) [P5]
(-) it is di�cult to incor-
porate closer customer
interaction [P24]
(-) how to acquire resources
in value chain not previously
available in-house [P24]

Describe and classify businesses
[P32],[P22]
Meeting customer± needs [P58]
Compare value creation approaches
[P32]
(+) facilitates strategic discussion
and �nding creative solutions [P2]
(+) it is a structural template for
mapping existing value logic [P17]
(+) reduces imitability, create sus-
tainable advantage [P24]
(+) creates novel approach for us-
ing services in value creation [P41]
(+) it is explicative and predictive
power to value creation [P45]
(+) helps calculate technology
value to investors, customers, part-
ners [P45]
(-) complex coordination for ecosys-
tem collaboration [P2]
(-) negatively in�uences optimal
value co-creation in aligned pro-
cesses [P5]
(-) new value (co-)creation focus on
relationship-centric aspects [P7]
(-) di�culty in identifying market
opportunities due to changing cus-
tomer needs [P9]
(-) di�culty to e�ectively communi-
cate (articulate, visualize) emerging
value proposition [P24]
(-) hard to analyse business process
vs. value activities [P35]
(-) many frameworks has many
de�cits concerning consistency and
value activities [P35]
(-) lacks a quantitative way to con-
vey value and no sales model for
perceived value [P48]
(-) di�cult to visualize value for in-
tegrated o�ers [P48]
(-) BM has a dual nature conceptu-
alizing value and organizing for that
value (in di�erent life cycles) [P51]
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Common
areas

Strategy & Planning (De-
�ne)

Daily operations (Execute) Governance & communication

Cost,
revenue,
pro�t

Estimate cost/revenue po-
tential [P7]
(+) depicts actual structures
for a company to pro�t from
business [P9]
(+) experiment with cost
before investing [P18]
(-) �black-hole� investment
[P18]
(-) incorporate requirements
for lean consumption and
achieve the objectives of ser-
vice pro�t chain [P5]
(-) develop technology inno-
vations in an adaptive pro-
cess (trial-and-error) with
cost as main cause for read-
justments [P51]

(-) adaptation to environ-
ment by trial-and-error
[P51]
(-) amount of human re-
sources needed for modeling
[P56]
(-) new revenue streams
driven primarily by cus-
tomer perceived value
instead of internal cost
[P24]

Incentives to engage in and control
operations [P20]
(-) maintain accurate de�nition of
ownership conditions in a collabo-
rative business model, and revenue
model considering risk distribution
[P54]
(-) maintain a new value chain re-
ward system [P24]
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Common
areas

Strategy & Planning (De-
�ne)

Daily operations (Execute) Governance & communication

Mind-set,
Knowl-
edge

Experimenting [P2], [P22],
[P49]
Shift company± boundaries
[29]
Exploit business opportu-
nity [P22], [P29]
Foster Innovation [P32]
Increase knowledge [P29]
(+) focus beyond
company-centric focus
[P17]
(+) shifts focus from WHAT
resources to HOW to use
them [P18]
(+) BMI enables strategic
renewal [P36]
(-) turns shared meaning
into identity lock-ins [P17]
(-) resistance to change
[P17]
(-) plan for �experimentation
and learning� in established
companies [P18]
(-) systematic servitization
(product to service shift)
[P24]
(-) hard to de�ne business
requirements (lack of
information and speci�c
details) [P56]

Enhance creativity, unlock
barriers of innovation [P2]
Build trust [P2]
Increase readiness via port-
folios and simulation [P9],
[P32]
Build knowledge [P22]
(+) uses of mixed techniques
between Business and IT im-
proved communication and
IT development [P56]
(-) how to achieve organiza-
tional and customer learn-
ing± incorporated into itera-
tive design [P5]

Mediating, facilitating and sharing
strategic discourse [P17], [P36]
Address lack of knowledge [P45],
[P22]
(+) unlocks barriers of innovation
+ building trust [P2]
(+) breaks cognitive structures and
act as communicative, mediating
device for shared meaning and com-
mitments [P17], [P32]
(+) improves understanding, lan-
guage and legitimacy [P17], [P32]
(+) formalization forces implicit
understanding becoming explicit
(move strategy into execution)
[P17]
(-) lack of formality and analyst de-
pendency with high skills [P56]
(+) promotes outside in view on
customer value [P18]
(+) provides early warning for
threatened BM via analysing dy-
namism of completive advantage
[P18]
(+) highlights consistency strategy
and BM building blocks [P24]
(+) provides new insights (external-
ize, map and store knowledge) [P32]
(+) fosters systematic BMI [P32]
(+) unambiguously de�nes dimen-
sions, properties and semantics
[P33]
(+) visualization improves under-
standing [P32], [P56]
(+) helps de�ne goals [P32]
(+) educates decision-makers for
informed decisions, goals and re-
quirement engineering [P32]
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Common
areas

Strategy & Planning (De-
�ne)

Daily operations (Execute) Governance & communication

Means
Innovation and technology
management [P29]
Plan and design business
logic [P32]
Understand complex inter-
play [P31]
Adopt servitization to fur-
ther enhance global com-
petiveness [P54]
(+) Prepares implementa-
tion (identifying joint activ-
ities with priority and vali-
dating the business model)
[P2]
(+) Helps to build better
strategies (e-business) [P32]
(-) Business model design
requires better integration
with strategy analysis [P37]
(-) Di�cult to be systematic
(too slow, too detailed, iter-
ative) [P17]
(-) limited empirical valida-
tion [P17]
(-) provides good insights
but lacks support where to
start investing to reach fu-
ture business [P18]
(-) capture customer± reac-
tion to new technology [P5]
(-) hard to e�ectively bal-
ancing (con�icting) require-
ments (user and design) and
strategic interests (of part-
ners) [P39]
(-) tools conceptual, compli-
cated and too time consum-
ing (for network centric BM)
[P53]
(-) paradigm shift business
activities and consumption
patterns must be aligned
with environmental and so-
cial objectives [P53]

Change and implement
business logic (and business
process execution) [P17]
,[P32]
Realize strategic tasks [P9]
Support resource �uidity
[P15]
Commercialize ideas &
technology [P29]
(+) better requirement
engineering [P32]
(+) facilitates and improves
choices in IS/IT [P32]
(-) di�cult to mobilize and
align available resources
(not only internal but also
extending external base) in
time [P9], [P15], [P24]
(-) integration, agility and
change [P10]
(-) barriers to change
business model are real
processes and tools are not
good enough [P13]
(-) a structured service
development process con-
nected to the business
model [P24]

Alignment of strategy, business or-
ganization and technology [P32]
Manage �exibility and increase
change capability [P58]
(+) improves measuring, observing
and comparing business logic [P32]
(+) improves design of sustainable
business models [P32]
(+) improves alignment of strategy,
organization and technology and in-
tegration business IS/IT domains
[P32]
(+) BM may enable strategy exe-
cution and how operational choices
a�ect company± performance [P37]
(+) helps to react to environment
change due to strategic �exibility
and dynamic capabilities [P52]
(-) hard to reach and maintain
alignment of business model and in-
formation system model [P59]
(-) value co-creation is a hard co-
operative process (speed, coordina-
tion, compromise) [P8]
(-) how to industrialize large-scale
service o�erings [P24]
(-) how to avoid isolated change (re-
lationships, value, dynamic portfo-
lio) [P24]
(-) hard to visualize, document and
share basic elements due to rela-
tionships and speed of change [P26],
[P32]
(-) hard to achieve consistency be-
tween BM and BPM and achieve
real improvements with BPM [P35]
(-) lack of appropriate methods
and tooling for BM integrated with
BPM [P35]
(-) BM design requires better inte-
gration with strategy analysis mod-
els [P37]
(-) discovery of goals and rules
no common process for elicitation
[P56]

Ends
Describe position of com-
pany in value network [P7],
[P13], [P29]
Formulate competitive
strategy with goals and
objectives [P19] [P37]
Act as receipt for the
business [P22]

Operationalize strategy
[P36], [P37]

Alignment of strategy, business or-
ganization and technology [P32]
Act as a scale model and role model
for characterization of similarities
and de�nition of di�erence [P22].
(+) facilitates and improves choices
in IS role and structure [P32]
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Common
areas

Strategy & Planning (De-
�ne)

Daily operations (Execute) Governance & communication

Assessment
Deal with uncertainty [P2]
[P52][P54]
Holistic picture of future
state [P2][P32]
Explain strategic issues
(value creation, competitive
advantage, company perfor-
mance etc.) [P36],[P29]
Support Leadership unity
[P15]
Explore and design promis-
ing business concepts/ideas
[P32], [P36], [P41]
Strategy and business
model innovation [P17]
[P36], [P52], [P53]
(+) facilitates strategic
discussion with shared
insights to barriers/drivers
(visual + levels of details)
[P2]
(+) facilitates interaction
to create strategic options
and share mediate strategic
discourse [P17]
(+) help to better under-
stand the business and its
important parts [P24]
(+) helps to improve
planning, change and imple-
mentation (with knowledge
and facilitate choice of
indicators) [P32]
(-) di�cult managing dy-
namics (agility, adaptability,
planning, decision) for align-
ment to environment and
other organizations [P2],
[P5], [P7], [P9], [P36]
(-) di�erent methods or
patterns not aligned, no
guidance how to obtain �nal
design [P49]
(-) neglects the relevance
for environment - focus on
model-internal consistency
[P49]

Alignment of control and
value parameters [P6]
Mapping of business roles or
interactions onto technical
modules, interfaces, etc.
[P6]
Analyse functioning of an
organization [P32]
Describe use of information
technology [P32]
Improve the Business-IS/IT
dialogue [P32],[P56]
(+) managing a business
model portfolio can lead to
�exibility in re-organizing
resources [P9]
(+) low-risk experiments
via simulation [P32]
(-) balancing act between
customer, revenue, cost,
functionality (e.g. local
adaptation vs. sw platform)
[P1]
(-) mutual align-
ment between
steps/organizations/customers
when performed iteratively
and holistically [P5]
(-) how to match conse-
quences of environmental
changes onto company with
best �t [P9]
(-) a continuously learning
business model experimen-
tation [P13]
(-) business model change
(hard decision, risky or-
ganizational adjustments,
and collective commitment)
[P15]
(-) e�cient management
of information (explore
vs. create collective un-
derstanding) is di�cult
[P45]

Force decisions [P2]
Analyse Business model �t [P49]
Bridge static view for change and
performance over time [P14]
Computerize DDS for better
design, critique and simulation of
new BMs [P32]
Understand how technology is
converted into market outcome
[P29] [P31]
Provide contextual information
[P35]
Identi�cation of critical success
factors and investigate performance
[P41]
Proof, persuasion, comparison and
benchmarking [P45], [P55]
(+) creates common language,
shared priority and forces decisions
[P2]
(+) improves dealing with un-
certainty (reduction by sharing,
turn into advantage, enhance
understanding of barriers) [P2]
(-) di�cult to deal with uncertainty,
complexity and dynamism [P54]
(+) facilitates brainstorming
(today and future) and integrative
(no theory bias) [P17]
(+) helps reducing complexity
(visual) [P32]
(+) improves mutual understand-
ing Business and IT domains [P32]
(+) facilities identi�cation of key
indicators to follow execution of
plan [P32]
(-) di�culty in reliable monitoring
of key indicators [P54]
(+) BM as �scale model� demon-
strates feasibility and worth to
partners [P45]
(-) achieve joint strat-
egy when decisions create
cross-functional/divisional con�icts
[P5]
(-) align social, organization, and
technology (due to richness and
change of knowledge economy) [P7]
(-) di�cult to choose from massive
results regarding BM design
experimentation [P18]
(-) hard to identify threats to BM
in time [P18]
(-) managed di�erent abstraction
levels and get the details right in
execution [P19], [P21]
(-) requires decision-making on
multiple parameters of activity
systems [P21]
(-) BM has a dual nature (instance
vs. classi�cation) [P22]
(-) hard to overcome resistance to
and awareness of need to change
[P52]
(-) over-estimate/false impression
of your ability to change, [P52]
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Common
areas

Strategy & Planning (De-
�ne)

Daily operations (Execute) Governance & communication

Table 4: Quotes on purpose, bene�ts and challenges for BM.
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