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ABSTRACT 
The purpose with this study is to enhance the understanding of how a companies in the ICT 
industry can increase customer value in the new environment enabled by 5G. Furthermore, the 
study concretizes the interactions and experiences between different actors on the market, with 
focus on the subjective values, or as we call them, the non-functional differentiators. To be able 
to fulfil the purpose, the study explored the routines regarding the non-functional differentiators 
in the environment of 5G.  
 
In order to conduct this study, an exploratory research with an inductive qualitative approach 
was used. A single case-study design was chosen on the company of Ericsson. In total 25 
interviews were held within five different business areas at Ericsson. The interviews were of 
semi-structured character and the data was analysed through a thematic analysis. The findings 
from the study revealed five different themes. The first two represent the new ecosystem with 
the key actors and the new environment. The next two themes illustrate the most important 
routines in this new environment. Lastly, the findings present the importance of relationship 
experience and which of the non-functional differentiators that has the most impact. 
 
The study has enhanced the understanding of how customer value could be increased by 
identifying the routines of the interactions between different actors and how they should be 
acclimatized in the new environment. This study contributes to the literature regarding the 
environment of the ecosystem, the routines of the co-creation process and experiences of the 
relationship in it. Furthermore, the study concretizes the routines in the co-creation process 
which will assist the managers in their work of generating customer value. However, the study 
is limited due its single case-study were only one of the key-actors was investigated. A 
suggestion for future research is to do a multi-case study, which includes the perspectives of 
not just one key-actor, but the other key-actors as well, i.e. Ericsson’s customers. An approach 
like this could validate our findings and thereby ensure the findings transferability. 
 
Keywords: Customer value, Actor, Co-creation, Ecosystem, Routine, Interaction and Non-
functional differentiators.  
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Table 1 - List of concepts 

Concept Definition 

Customer value The customer’s perception of gained value. 

Value proposition 
The relationship between attributes of the providers offering 
and the needs of the customer. 

Non-functional 
differentiators 

Affective values perceived by the customer, which cannot be 
identified in terms of hard facts. 

Actor 
An active player on the market (customer, provider, partner, 
stakeholder etc). 

Co-creation 
Two or more actors create value together by integrate their 
resources. 

Routine A sequence of actions which is regularly followed. 

Interaction 
A reciprocal action with communication or direct involvement 
(point of contact) with someone or something. 

Platform The environment where the interaction between actors occur. 

Dominant logic Decision-making approach. 

“Service” in Service-
dominant logic (SDL) 

The application of resources through accomplishment that 
favours another actor and/or itself as. 

Service ecosystem 

“A relatively self-contained, self-adjusting system of resource-
integrating actors connected by shared institutional 
arrangements and mutual value creation through service 
exchange” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p.10-11) 

Agencial assemblages 
An ensemble with the capacity of acting differently depending 
on the combination of components. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter describes the background of the chosen research area regarding value offerings. 
Furthermore, the associated problem discussion is discussed together with the purpose of the 
thesis and with the research questions. 

1.1 Background 
A company's ability to provide value for its customers is one of the most important strategies 
for being competitive on the market (Ravald & Grönroos, 1996). However, the authors argue 
that the concept of value is complicated and varied, therefore there is a risk of misinterpretation. 
Research shows that if companies are able to provide value for their customers, it becomes a 
method of differentiation and therefore a way to stay competitive (McKenna, 1991; Nilson, 
1992; Quinn, Doorley & Paquette, 1990). The concept of value is varied and differs from 
customer to customer; therefore, companies need to find an approach on how to maximize the 
value offering for each customer. 

 

In order to view this problem, the focus will be on the value offering. A common form of value 
offering is a value proposition, which is a widely used concept that has several definitions. In 
the earliest conceptualizations, value propositions were defined as a way of differentiation for 
a provider, with the promise of delivering a bundle of value creating benefits to the target 
customers and highlighting the points of difference (Lanning, 1998; Kambil, Ginsberg & 
Bosch, 1996). A value proposition defines the relationship between attributes of the providers 
offering and the needs of the customer (Kambil et al., 1996). However, an increased interest in 
value proposition has attracted new perspectives. Recent studies argue that value proposition 
plays a vital part in the co-creation of value between actors such as providers, customers and 
other relevant stakeholders via interactions (Payne, Storbacka & Frow, 2008). As value is co-
created between actors, the offering side cannot deliver value, but only offer value propositions 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Even if the views on the role of a value proposition has changed Frow 
et al. (2014) argues that the old and new definition has two essential alignments, the impact on 
relationships and in the shaping of the perception of value. 

  

The most important consideration for value propositions is the customer value, which value 
proposition seek to service. When considering more commoditized offerings, it is increasingly 
important to understand not just operational factors of the customer value, but especially the 
subjective ones (Almquist, Cleghorn & Sherer, 2018). Sánchez-Fernández, Iniesta-Bonillo and 
Holbrook (2009) states that a firm can differentiate itself and its service offering by including 
identified intangible value-enhancing activities, in other words, highlight the subjective values, 
or as we are going to call them, non-functional differentiators. The non-functional 
differentiators are affective values perceived by the customer, which cannot be identified in 
terms of hard facts, such as costs, usage, capacity etc (Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009; 
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Almquist et al., 2018; Lee, Kang & Lee, 2002). However, the challenge lies in understanding 
how value is perceived by the customer. 

  

Value is not determined by the customer alone. The movement in marketing has evolved from 
traditional goods-dominant logic (GDL) marketing to a more service-dominant logic (SDL) 
perspective (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In the traditional GDL marketing, the focus is on the 
products/services outcome and the benefits that come with it, i.e. hard facts (Heinonen & 
Strandvik, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). However, with the SDL perspective, value is not seen 
as something that is delivered or embedded in products/services, instead the value is co-created 
through experience and collaboration between different actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2008; 
Heinonen, Strandvik & Voima, 2013; Matthies et al., 2015; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). 
“Service” in SDL is defined as the application of resources (e.g., information, skills etc.) 
through accomplishment that favors another actor and/or itself (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). To 
understand the why, when and how actors engage, it is important to recognize what determines 
it (Storbacka, Brodie, Boehmann, Maglio & Nenonen, 2016), many SDL authors look at 
platforms of engagement, which is the environment where the interactions occur (e.g., 
Storbacka et al., 2016; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). The current study reviews platforms 
which have routines, where routines are a sequence of actions which is regularly followed 
(Oxford dictionary, 2019). Storbacka et al. (2016) continue by saying that it is not only through 
the characteristics of the actors that determines the engagement on the platform, but also 
through the conceptual and physical context. Therefore, it is vital to recognize the routines in 
an engagement between actors. 

  

To form an understanding of the routines regarding the engagement between actors, a service 
ecosystem perspective becomes more relevant for SDL applications (Ben Letaifa & Reynoso, 
2015). Frow et al. (2014) discuss the development in the literature and argue that the SDL 
perspective must have a broad view were all stakeholders/actors in the service ecosystem are 
included. Ben Letaifa and Reynoso (2015) define a service ecosystem as a complex, holistic 
network of service systems in business and society, consistent with SDL and other co-creation 
processes of actors. 

  

The environment in an ecosystem alters over time due to new actors and new components. 
Roberts and Berry (1984) argue that new technology offers new business opportunities and 
therefore, technology could be seen as a component that affects the business environment in an 
ecosystem. In the Information and communications technology (ICT) industry such a 
technology is on the horizon and about to reshape the industry. The “5th-generation” (5G) is 
the future of cellular mobile communications and generates paths for new business directions, 
i.e., Internet of Things (IoT) Gateways, Augmented Reality (Hu, Patel, Sabella, Sprecher & 
Young, 2015). The impact of 5G will change the playground in the ICT-industry and new 
ecosystems will emerge. According to Ericsson (2019) the potential growth in revenue in the 
ICT industry are estimated to increase with 36 percent within seven years due to 5G. The 
growth in revenue will generate new revenue streams for companies. However, these new 
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revenue streams are split in different industry segments (e.g., manufacturing, energy and 
utilities, public safety etc.), and therefore requires different approaches on how to address them 
in order to generate value for the customer. 

1.2 Problem discussion 
The environment of offering value has changed over the last decades. It is no longer enough to 
list all the benefits of a product and let the customer decide based on rational factors, the 
offering side must recognize the equally non-functional differentiators (Almquist et al., 2018).  
A company that has realized the importance of the new environment is Telefonaktiebolaget 
L.M Ericsson, henceforth Ericsson. Ericsson is one of the leading providers in the ICT industry 
with about 40 percent of the world's mobile traffic going through their networks (Ericsson, 
2019). They are currently in the launch of their 5G network systems that will bring new 
opportunities for people, society and businesses and will serve both consumers and multiple 
industries. However, according to Ericsson (2019) the customers believes that Ericsson could 
be easier to do business with, a problem which they are trying to handle. To be able to change 
the customer’s perception of themselves, Ericsson needs to increase their simplicity in the way 
of doing business.  
 
The problem with maximizing customer value is to understand how it is created. According to 
Vargo and Lusch (2008), an SDL perspective is needed. A provider must realize that value is 
co-created through interactions, experience and consists of multiple actors of providers, 
customers and other stakeholders (Storbacka et al., 2016). The complexity surrounding these 
networks needs to be addressed by providers if an understanding of how the customer perceives 
and experience value. Since value is co-created, another perspective is relevant to explore, the 
routines between the actors on the platform of engagement. By identify and recognize the 
routines, a pattern of the foundation of decision-making can be explored. 
  
To explore the routines between actors on a platform, a broader perspective is needed since one 
interaction is a part of an ecosystem. Since the ecosystem is a large and complex system, a 
conceptualization is needed to be able to grasp the context (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). However, 
the ecosystems in the ICT industries are about to reform due to the launch of 5G. With 5G, 
opportunities will arise in new markets and new actors will thrive. Therefore, it is vital to know 
how the ecosystem will change, and which consequences it has in the co-creation of value. 
Companies must understand the new environment of their business, how the interactions 
between actors works and how to identify the significant non-functional differentiators in order 
to improve the customer’s perception of their ease of doing business. 

1.3 Purpose 
The purpose with this study is to enhance the understanding of how a company in the ICT 
industry can increase the customer value through value offerings and how it should be 
acclimatized in the new environment enabled by 5G. The outcome of understanding customer 
value would be to concretize the interactions and experiences between different actors that lies 
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as a foundation for creating value with focus on non-functional differentiators. To be able to 
fulfil the purpose, the following main question has been formulated: 
  

How should the routines regarding the non-functional differentiators in a value 
proposition be acclimatized to the new ecosystems that arise due to 5G? 

  
To answer the main question, three sub question has been formulated for the purpose of getting 
a comprehensive picture of what non-functional differentiators the customers value the most, 
how the new ecosystem is constructed, and which are the most important routines between 
actors to be able to create value.  
  
SQ1 - Which non-functional differentiators has the most impact on the customer's perception 
of value in the environment of 5G? 
SQ2 - Who are the key-actors in the new 5G ecosystems? 
SQ3 - Which are the key-routines in the interaction between actors? 
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2.  LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter contains literature regarding what value is, where it is located and how to 
facilitate the value creation. The content of this chapter lies as a literature foundation of the 
study in order to generate an understanding over the research area. 

2.1 What is value? 
Value is a concept that is perhaps the most ill-defined and evasive in the world of strategic 
marketing and management (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). However, it is of high importance to 
try to understand value and researchers like Babin and James (2010) concludes that value is the 
result of a service or goods. DeSarbo, Jedidi and Sinha (2001) continues by saying that value 
can give companies a measure on their competitive advantage in the customers perspective. 
Gummerus (2013) agrees and argues that value is one of the most misused terms and made her 
own approach towards it where she divided value into value processes and value outcome. 
Gummerus (2013) distinguished the two by describing the creation process as how value comes 
to be, and the outcome as what value is and how it is perceived. 

There have been several attempts to make a holistic conceptualization on the outcomes of value 
(Grönroos & Voima, 2013). In the value literature, there has been four categories that determine 
the outcome, the trade-off between sacrifices and benefits (Zeithaml, 1988; Martin Ruiz et al., 
2008), the use of means-ends models (Sánchez-Fernández & Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007; Gummerus 
2013), value as experience outcomes (Holbrook, 1994) and the last, which was identified from 
the SDL literature and sees value as phenomenological (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008). Service 
value is usually portrayed as a trade-off and is the ratio between the service quality (benefit) 
and cost (sacrifice) or just an assessment if a product is good or not (Martin Ruiz et al., 2008; 
Gummerus, 2013). Value as means-end are instead focusing on the outcomes such as the 
attributes and attribute performance, consequences, and end goals and purposes (Heinonen, 
Strandvik & Voima, 2013) and can be appreciated in different levels of abstraction (Gummerus, 
2013). Holbrook (1994) had a different view and saw value as an experience outcome and 
defined it as an ‘interactive, relativistic preference experience’ which according to Gummerus 
(2013) means that value is in the experience in an interaction between a subject and an object, 
as well as relative. The fourth category is looking at value outcome as phenomenological, 
which was highlighted in the SDL theory and addresses both the value creation and the 
outcomes and the possibility of combining these two, which is done in the terms of value-in-
use (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008, 2016; Gummerus, 2013). 

2.1.1 Perceived value 
Value as a construct is as researchers has pointed out pivotal with several interpretations, and 
especially in a business-to-business marketing context (Eggert, Ulaga, Frow & Payne, 2018). 
However, the authors continue and states that it has been attracting the curiosity of philosophers 
of ancient time. Aristoteles (384-322 BCE) was one of the first that initiated the study on value 
and came up with his famous value paradox, which concludes that there are two ways in which 
a product has a value: when using the product and for exchange. His view was later elaborated 
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by other eminent researches (Smith, 1776; Haney, 1920) which came to the conclusion that 
value has two different meanings, value-in-exchange and value-in-use, and later, by the work 
of Hermann Gossen (1810-1858), a connection between the two values was discovered which 
solved the value paradox, see Figure 1. The connection is determined by the marginal utility of 
the last available unit (Eggert et al., 2018). 

 
 
Value-in-exchange was however, the dominant view for many years and a fundamental 
explanandum of marketing science (Eggert et al., 2018). Anderson and Narus (1998) describes 
the value-in-exchange view as a concept where the provider manufactures and distributes 
products and services that are embedded with value, value which is objective and tangible 
(Kowalski, 2011). This traditional perspective states that the provider creates and determine 
the value, value can be exchanged, and it is the marketers job to understand and deliver this 
value to the customer (Anderson & Narus, 1998). However, in recent years researchers 
(Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Heinonen et al., 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2008) has highlighted the 
importance of value-in-use and its use as a differentiator. Grönroos and Voima (2013) suggests 
that value-in-use (non-functional differentiators) is to be seen in three different spheres, the 
provider sphere, the customer sphere, and the joint sphere. They argue that in the provider 
sphere, a provider can only generate potential value i.e., production, which customers later can 
turn into real value (value-in-use), Grönroos (2011) states that therefore, the provider acts as a 
value-facilitator. 

On the opposite side of the provider, is the customer sphere. Grönroos (2011) states that value 
creation in the customer sphere is created and determined single-handedly by the customer and 
is independent from the provider. Grönroos and Voima (2013) continues the argument by 
saying that the system is closed to the provider, which gives the provider a passive role and 
that the customers only interacts with resources obtained from the provider. From this 
perspective, Heinonen et al. (2010) introduced their customer-dominant logic (CDL) and 
argued that other perspectives are too provider focused and that the customer must have the 

Value-in-use 

Value  

Value-in-exchange 

Objective values Subjective values 

Figure 1 – Value paradox. Reproduced from Eggert et al., (2018) 
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central role. Heinonen et al. (2016) states that CDL considers the customer as the key actor of 
a business and that customers embed services in their business. It is the customer who creates 
the value and is only supported by the provider. However, the dominant view in recent years is 
the SDL view of marketing introduced by Vargo and Lusch (2004, 2008, 2016). Vargo and 
Lusch argued that rather than exchanging resources, the focus should be on subjective value-
in-use and resource integration. This can only be done in a joint sphere. Grönroos and Voima 
(2013) suggests that in a joint sphere, the customers are in charge of their value creation (value-
in-use), but the provider can influence it as a co-creator. This is done through a dialogical 
process of direct interactions between the customer and provider (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). 
Eggert et al. (2018) elaborates it further and writes that the value-in-use perspective consists of 
the ideas that the customer decides and perceive the value, that value is co-created and that it 
is the marketing's job to identify, prepare and facilitate the opportunities for creation of value.  

2.1.2 Co-creation of value 
The evolved market logic argues that the customers is an active participant in the creation of 
value, and providers should include the customer’s experience in the marketing process (Greer, 
Lusch & Vargo, 2016). To succeed with this process, the focus must shift from the provider to 
the customer and their business. Vargo and Lusch (2016) indicates that value is co-created by 
multiple actors but highlights that the recipient of the co-creation is the key actor. Therefore, it 
is of great importance to understand the recipient’s business to achieve a desirable outcome 
(Greer et al., 2016). SDL theory stresses that value is created through exchange of service, 
where service is the application of resources through accomplishment that favours another 
actor and/or itself (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; 2008). To achieve this, SDL-authors (e.g., Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004; Greer et al., 2016) discuss that relations between actors needs to be reciprocal 
with shared resource basis. It is a process where actors together have the opportunity to create 
value through customized and co-produced offerings (Payne, Storbacka & Frow, 2008. Lusch 
and Vargo (2006) debates that to improve the process of identifying the customer needs and 
wants, the co-creation should be the goal for a company since it highlights the customer's point 
of view. Frow et al. (2014) uses the metaphor of a bridge when describing how to generate 
beneficial outcomes through interaction and implied that actors meets in the middle, since a 
bridge is not built from one side. 

2.1.3 Value in interactional creation 
In contrast to earlier concepts on value creation (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Gummerus, 2013), 
which argued that that value creation is tied to the customer, Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018) 
introduced a concept which implicates that every person in a focal interactive system-
environment, is a value creator, including the provider. The locus has therefore shifted from 
the activities to the interaction, with “agencial assemblages as the ontological basis of 
interaction creation of value” (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2013, p. 203). Agencial assemblages 
being an ensemble with the capacity of acting differently depending on the combination of 
components (persons, objects, processes etc.), which are interrelated in such a way that it brings 
out a pattern of actions (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). In Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2013) co-
creation framework the value creation arises from any organizing actor, which contains 
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situations in the joint sphere of co-creation, not only in the customer sphere as Grönroos and 
Voima (2013) states. Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018) argues instead that these situations in the 
joint spheres could be interactions among a network of firm, or communities of individuals, 
such as different forums. 
 
Grönroos and Voima (2013) argued in their concept that it is through use and during the usage 
of a resources or processes (and their outcomes), and that value emerges or is created by the 
user (individually or socially). Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018) suggests instead a broader 
perspective that says that the underlying mechanism for value creation is of interactional 
creation through agencial assemblages. So, instead of starting the value creation through 
activities of actors, the new take on interactional value creation suggests that the new starting 
point is through networked interactions in agencial assemblages on the market (Ramaswamy, 
2013). 

2.2 Where is value? 
The markets have become locations where actors can initiate in a dialogue with each other 
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). By shaping relations, actors will identify new value offerings, 
which is based on the resource allocation on the market (Frow et al., 2014). The actors on the 
market have a spectrum of different resources, such as information, knowledge or 
product/service solutions. Through dialogues with each other, companies can identify resource 
gaps in their businesses and enter in different value constellation and close these gaps (Frow et 
al., 2014). 

2.2.1 Service ecosystem 
To be able to generate an understanding of where value is being created, a general zooming out 
with a more comprehensive perspective has become a useful approach (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). 
With this approach, a markets environment and its evolution can be described, and is going 
under the term ecosystem (Frow et al., 2014). The authors continue and states with an 
ecosystem approach it is easier to form a holistic view over the market and identify potential 
value chains. It is a way of developing more beneficial and long-lasting relationships, because 
each participant both derive benefits and provides value to others simultaneously (Ericsson, 
2019). For example, with 5G cellular mobile technology new business opportunities will arise 
on the market (Hu et al., 2015), like in the manufacturing industry, where the business owner 
can collaborate with a robotic company in a joint sphere to provide an end-to-end smart 
manufacturing solution (Ericsson, 2019). 
  
Akaka, Vargo and Schau (2015) argue that the evolvement in SDL have shifted from individual 
encounters to an ecosystem perspective, where value is created within systems of service 
integration. These systems could be described as value networks, which is according to Parolini 
(1999) a set of activities linked together that generates value for the end consumer. In order to 
identify these systems of service integration, the term service ecosystem is used (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2016). The authors describe service ecosystem “as a relatively self-contained, self-
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adjusting system of resource-integrating actors connected by shared institutional arrangements 
and mutual value creation through service exchange” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p.10-11). The 
exchange of service occurs since the resource allocation is distributed throughout the market 
and no single actor possess all required resources to operate in isolation (Frow et al., 2014). 
The authors continue to argue that the integration of resources is necessary in order to meet the 
end consumers unique value expectations, even if actors have different priorities and value 
preferences. 
  
Within the service ecosystem there are different actors that are active in the co-creation process. 
Mars et al. (2012) refer to one group as key players, which is a group of actors that have a 
larger impact on the ecosystem. Frow et al. (2014) discusses that these key players can 
negotiate from a position of strength since they possess more resources than other actors. The 
authors continue and argues that these key players are more essential for the ecosystems 
survival since they generate business for other actors. Lanning (2003) elaborates that an actor 
must find their own role in the ecosystem and differentiate them self in order to become an 
attractive option in the co-creation process. 
  
To form a holistic view over the service ecosystem, Greer et al. (2016) argues that the best way 
is to divide the service ecosystem into different levels. The authors receive support from Frow 
et al. (2014), which structures the system into three levels: micro, meso and macro. The micro-
level focus on the interactions between provider and customer and are according to Frow et al. 
(2014) the initial and primary step for a company. The authors stresses when companies grow 
in size and complexity the meso-level, which focuses on other key actors and the macro-level, 
where the market and society is the focal point becomes more relevant. However, actors do not 
only operate within these levels, there is also an interaction between them (Greer et al., 2016). 
Mars, Bronstein and Lusch (2012) agrees with the concept of different levels within an 
ecosystem, however they use the term nestedness, which is defined as “overlaps in the functions 
and priorities of the various actors and organizations that together comprise an ecosystem” 
(Mars et al., 2012, p.275). According to Frow et al. (2014) this nesting between levels provides 
structure for the ecosystem and offers resilience to the collapse of the system. 

2.2.2 Networks (Actors in platforms) 
The meso level consists of different actors that operates and interact with each other (Greer et 
al., 2016). Actors are linked, engaged and empowered through the experience of searching, 
selecting and evaluating value propositions that are accessible for them (Prahalad & 
Ramaswamy, 2004). This process enables actors to share and co-create value and according to 
Frow et al. (2014) this system could be described as a value-creating system. The customer 
plays a central role in this process and all activities linked to them are of interest for the provider 
(Frow et al., 2014). Normann (2001) adds that value is created within activities that directly 
involves the customer. However, in order to meet the end consumers value preferences, the 
customer must interact with a network of providers, consumer communities and other 
stakeholders (Frow et al., 2014). In other words, they must operate within a network of 
networks. Edvardsson, Tornvall and Gruber (2011) discusses that there is a social influence 
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when different networks interacts. The authors elaborate around the social influence and states 
that the social forces include social roles and structures.  
 
Frow et al. (2014) stresses that actors are guided by social forces since they operate in an 
interdependent network of relationships. The authors also highlight that actors’ roles converge 
within the interdependent network. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) argues that the provider 
and the customer are both co-workers and competitors. They compete in the extraction of 
economic value, but are co-workers in the co-creation process of value. Frow et al. (2014) 
elaborates and states that “this convergence demonstrates the inseparability of business and 
society” (Frow et al., 2014, p.332). Even if actors have different roles, Storbacka et al. (2016) 
highlights that the engagement process is similar for all of them. The authors continue and 
elaborates on the engagement process and talks about engagement platforms, which is the 
environment where actors engage and interact with each other. 

2.3 Designing interactions 
The environment where actors engage in have been highlighted and are an up-to-date topic in 
present service marketing literature (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018; Storbacka et al., 2016). In 
order to generate a positive outcome from the co-creation process, the authors discuss how to 
construct the environment where actors engage in collaborations. The term platform is used in 
several studies (e.g. Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018; Storbacka et al., 2016; Ramaswamy & 
Gouillart, 2010) as a description of the environment and Storbacka et al. (2016) define it as 
intermediaries of connections. Frow, Nenonen, Payne and Storbacka (2015) states that to 
facilitate the process of co-creation, actors are depending on platforms where they can engage 
in interaction with each other. 

2.3.1 Engagement platform 
Storbacka et al. (2016) elaborates around the environment where the interaction occurs and 
refer to it as engagement platforms and define it as a “multi-sided intermediaries that actors 
leverage to engage with other actors to integrate resources” (Storbacka et al., 2016, p.4). 
Ramaswamy and Gouillart (2010) also discuss engagement platforms, however they define it 
as a purpose-built ICT environment, where artefacts, people, processes and interfaces (APPI) 
can co-create value together. Artefacts contains of digital and physical content, which includes 
different sort of data (i.e. numbers, text, pictures and videos) (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). 
The next component in the platform according to Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018) are people, 
here they highlight different roles of individuals, such as customers, partners, employees etc. 
They continue and talk about processes, which they refer to as the processes of interaction 
between actors. The last component pointed out is interfaces, which includes means how actors 
interact with each other. 
  
Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018) introduce the term interactive platform, it entails relations 
among the APPI-components which compose an interactive environment. The authors argue 
that these relations occur on multi levels, since there are different levels of each component. 
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By combining different components on different levels, actors can engage with each other in 
different combinations and different outcomes will emerge. Ramaswamy (2013) describe it as 
acting through networked interactions in agencial assemblages. Storbacka et al. (2016) further 
discuss when designing an environment where actors engage in, there are three aspect to take 
into consideration; Volume and variety of actors, Actor combinations and 
Machines/technologies as actors. The last aspect becomes more relevant in today's digitalized 
world and according to Glushko (2014) new technology components will make it easier to 
manage the complexity of service systems. Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018) agrees with 
Glushko and elaborates that with the evolving technology, such as cloud computing and 
artificial intelligence, it will generate a more efficient platform where actors can easier interact 
and co-create value. The authors further discuss that with these new technology interfaces, the 
process of interaction will change, and companies must find a way to adapt in order to facilitate 
the co-creation process. 

2.3.2 How to develop a co-creation process 
The concept of value proposition has an important function, and that is that it exists in order to 
facilitate the co-creation of experiences (Payne, Storbacka & Frow, 2008). Vargo and Lusch 
(2004) argues that for company to create a value proposition, marketing should be seen as a set 
of processes and resources. Webster (2002) had the same thought and emphasized on the 
increasing recognition of the central and important role of processes in the creation of value. 
Payne et al. (2008) continues to highlight the importance of processes and states that “processes 
include the procedures, tasks, mechanisms, activities and interactions which support the co-
creation of value” (Payne et al., 2008, p. 85). When initiating the view of processes, the 
relational aspect needs to be taken into consideration, and be seen as a longitudinal, dynamic 
interactive set of experiences between providers and customers (Payne et al., 2008). The 
authors continue by saying that the experiences are performed and created by using tools and 
practices which is partly overt and deliberate, and also partly based on routine and unconscious 
behaviour. Based on these arguments and a large study on 18 large companies, Payne et al. 
(2008) created a framework on how to manage the co-creation process, see Figure 2. 
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The framework consists of three different processes: customer processes, provider processes 
and the encounter processes. The customer value-creating processes are the kind of processes 
which the customer organization uses to manage its business and its relationships with its 
providers (Payne et al., 2008). They continue by arguing that for a provider to be able to fully 
understand the customer processes it must recognize where its offering fits in with the 
customers activities. This leads to an improvement in the competitiveness and can utilize the 
customer use of resources. The processes are based on the relationship experience from the 
customer to its provider, and needs to be seen in the context of emotion, cognition and 
behaviour (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). The relationship experiences lead to customer 
learning, customer satisfaction and the degree of involvement, which helps to determine if the 
relationship is ongoing (Payne et al., 2008). In the other end, we have the provider value-
creating processes, which are the processes, resources and practices the provider uses to 
manage its business and relationships with its customer and other relevant stakeholders. These 
processes work as an assistant for co-creation by the design and delivery of customer 
experiences and as a coordinator for organizational learning, which can be seen in Figure 3. It 
involves the co-creation opportunities, planning, and implementation and metrics. The last set 
of processes are the encounter processes. It involves a series of two-way interaction and 
transaction between the provider and customer, a process which needs to be managed in order 
to successfully develop co-creation opportunities (Payne et al., 2008). 

2.4 Literature summary 
There are several conceptualizations of the term value in the literature with different meanings 
on how value is created and perceived (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). However, the trend in 
marketing literature regarding value has evolved from where value is exchanged between two 
actors to where it is co-created in a joint sphere among multiple actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 

Figure 2 - Co-creation process framework (Payne et al., 2008). 
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2008; Gummerus, 2013). When operating in a joint sphere the non-functional differentiators 
becomes highly relevant to generate a successful collaboration with a win-win attitude. Another 
important aspect here is that the recipient of value is the key-actor, which implies it is of great 
importance to form an understanding of the recipient’s business in order to facilitate the value 
creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). With the movement towards co-creation of value, the 
interaction between actors have been highlighted. Ramaswamy (2013) elaborate around the 
interaction and states that value creation is of interactional creation through agencial 
assemblages. 
  
To understand where value is created, one must have a holistic view over the industry. A service 
ecosystem approach is therefore needed to generate an understanding how the industry is 
formed and how resources are allocated on the market. Since no actor possess all required 
resources, Frow et al. (2014) argues that resource integration is necessary to meet the end 
consumers value expectations. Within the service ecosystems there are key-actors whom 
possess more resources and have a larger impact on the industry than others and are therefore 
essential to identify. However, these actors operate within a network of networks, which makes 
it difficult to generate a holistic picture over the industry. Therefore, the service ecosystem is 
divided in different levels with different focus. The primary focus consists of activities linked 
to the recipients of value and are of highest interest for the value provider. 
  
In order to generate value for the recipients and have functional collaborations, the engagement 
environment where actors interact are of interest. The environment must be designed so it 
facilitates the interaction and support the relationship. A purpose-built engagement platform 
with artefacts, people, processes and interfaces (APPI) will simplify the interaction between 
actors and aid the co-creation process (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010). An important aspect 
when designing a co-creation process is relationship experience. To learn from previous work 
and gain knowledge on the other’s business, so the relationship and the co-creation process can 
evolve further. With customer knowledge, routines regarding APPI-components can be 
designed on the platform of engagement and will generate a better collaboration. 
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3. METHODOLOGY 
This chapter contains methods applied in the study to accomplish the purpose of the study, 
including the approach and which strategy was used. Furthermore, the chapter presents how 
the data was collected and analysed, and finally the quality improvement measures. 

3.1 Research Purpose 
When conducting a research, there are three different approaches to creating an organized way 
of describing it: exploratory, descriptive and explanatory (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2007; 
David & Sutton, 2011). Saunders et al. (2007) elaborates further and states that a study can 
either have focus on one or a combination of them. An exploratory research is useful when 
seeking to clarify an understanding of a situation in the absence of a deeper certainty of its 
nature (Saunders et al., 2007). David & Sutton (2011) writes that with an exploratory approach, 
the researchers are not really knowing the full extent of what they will describe, and Saunders 
et al., (2007) states that a flexibility is needed to be able to adapt to changes in the direction. 
When conducting an exploratory approach there are three approaches: searching for literature, 
interviewing experts or conducting focus group interviews (Saunders et al., 2007). The 
explanatory way is seeking to explain the phenomena being described and the relations 
surrounding a situation (David & Sutton, 2011). To be able to explain the relationship between 
variables in a situation, the emphasis should be to study a situation or problem (Saunders et al., 
2007). The descriptive research is used to capture an authentic portray of events, persons or 
situations (Saunders et al., 2007), and often when there is an absence of a prior explanation 
(David & Sutton, 2011). 
  
The purpose of this research was to enhance the understanding of a situation in a new 
environment. Beyond that, we explored the actions within these situations and concretized it 
due to the lack literature. With this in mind, our research used an exploratory approach in order 
to get these new insights. 

3.2 Research Approach 
When deciding which research approach to use, there are three choices: inductive, deductive 
and abductive (Saunders et al., 2007). The inductive approach has the aim to explore new 
theory (David & Sutton, 2011), and the data tends to steer the development of concepts (Yin, 
2011). The inductive approach uses the collected data to identify patterns and relationships, 
and finding explanations for it (Saunders et al., 2007). A deductive approach is used when the 
aim is to test a hypothesis, taken from existing theory (David & Sutton, 2011). This approach 
lets the concept lead to the definition of relevant data, which needs to be acquired (Yin, 2011). 
The third approach is the abductive. This approach is about exploring a phenomenon to create 
a or modify existing theory by testing consequently with empirical data (Saunders et al., 2007). 
  
A qualitative approach is subjective in its nature and is interpretive because researchers need 
to make sense of socially constructed meanings (Saunders et al., 2007). Such research is 
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naturalistic, and the data collected from a qualitative approach is non-numerical since the 
researchers must establish trust and access meanings and in-depth understanding (Saunders et 
al., 2007). In contrast, a quantitative approach is based on numerical data and the collection 
results in standardized data (Saunders et al., 2007). The authors say that the analysis is 
conducted through the use of diagrams or statistics. 
 
In order to best answer our research question, an Inductive research approach was chosen, with 
the main reason being to build new theory. We have studied phenomenon and formed theory 
from the findings and this has been done using a Qualitative approach. Since this research 
focused on in-depth knowledge in the research area and most of the secondary data collection 
was through interviews, we categorized the words and analysed them, which made this a 
qualitative approach. 

3.3 Research Strategy 
When conducting a research, it is important to have a strategy because it gives guidance 
towards achieving the purpose of the research and to answering the research question (Saunders 
et al., 2007). There are several different research strategies that can be adapted, such as case 
studies, experiments, surveys etc. The strategies are usually bound with either a qualitative or 
a quantitative approach, or a mix of them. Case study could be used in both approaches 
(Saunders et al., 2007) and facilitates studies on a phenomenon in a real world context using 
several data sources (Yin, 2011). A case study could be used when the focus is to study the 
why and how of a research question, and the contextual condition of the phenomenon is covered 
(Baxter & Jack, 2008). Using a case study approach, it ensures a multi perspective view on a 
phenomenon and entails multiple facets to be revealed and understood (Baxter & Jack, 2008). 
 
In this study, a case study strategy has been chosen because the study aimed to explore the 
routines of value creation in a chosen company and in a real-world context. Since the study 
also aimed to explore how the phenomenon should be acclimatized in a new context, a case 
study was highly applicable.  When choosing a design for the case study there is two choices, 
the multiple and single case study. A single case study is appropriate under several 
circumstances and under five rationales of the case, if it is critical, unusual, common, revelatory 
or a longitudinal case (Campbell & Yin, 2018). A critical single case is a useful design if the 
case is critical to your theory and it could be a significant contribution to knowledge and theory 
building by confirming, challenge or extending it (Campbell & Yin, 2018). Since our purpose 
is to enhance the understanding of our chosen subject, and therefore contribute to the literature, 
a critical single case study was like an appropriate choice. 

3.4 Data collection 
When conducting a study, both primary and secondary data is needed to gain knowledge about 
the research problem. Primary data are data which are new and specifically collected for the 
occasion, while secondary data is data that already exists and collected for other purposes 
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(Saunders et al., 2007). The primary data for this study was collected through qualitative data 
collection in the shape of interviews. 
 
In the beginning of our study, we had several informal meetings with different staff members 
of Ericsson to gain knowledge about their business, how they work with value creation and 
general insights about our chosen subject. These meetings acted later as a foundation for our 
formal interviews. The conducted interviews were of a semi-structured character and was held 
with within five different areas in Ericsson. In a semi-structured interview, a list with subjects 
and questions is prepared in advance but can be asked randomized based on the flow of 
conversation, or be circumvented by for instance, supplementary questions (Saunders et al., 
2007). This approach was taken to give the respondents the chance of giving us as much of 
their perspective as possible and for us the flexibility to go in-depth if new subjects arises. The 
interview guides can be found in the appendix. The interviews were recorded and transcribed, 
in order to analyse it thoroughly. Notes were also taken.   
  
In total we had 25 respondents, which can be seen in Table 3. The purpose with the interviews 
was for us to gain insights on how companies works with creating value for their customers, 
and how environment has changed due to new technology. Observations was also taken into 
consideration, especially in the case study company where notes were constantly taken. 
  
Table 2 - Respondents 

R No. Date Area Company 
Media used for 
interview 

Duration 

R1 10/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R2 10/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Face-to-face 60 
R3 12/4-19 Product Ericsson Skype for business 45 
R4 12/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Face-to-face 45 
R5 12/4-19 Product Ericsson Face-to-face 60 
R6 12/4-19 Product Ericsson Face-to-face 60 
R7 12/4-19 Strategy Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R8 15/4-19 Strategy Ericsson Face-to-face 45 
R9 15/4-19 Strategy Ericsson Face-to-face 60 
R10 15/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Face-to-face 45 
R11 16/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Face-to-face 30 
R12 16/4-19 Strategy Ericsson Face-to-face 60 
R13 16/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R14 17/4-19 Account Ericsson Skype for business 45 
R15 17/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R16 17/4-19 Sales Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R17 18/4-19 Account Ericsson Skype for business 45 
R18 18/4-19 Sales Ericsson Skype for business 30 
R19 18/4-19 Account Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R20 23/4-19 Account Ericsson Skype for business 45 
R21 24/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R22 25/4-19 Strategy Ericsson Skype for business 30 
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R23 26/4-19 Marketing Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R24 2/5-19 Account Ericsson Skype for business 60 
R25 3/5-19 Account Ericsson Skype for business 60 

3.5 Sample selection 
When conducting a qualitative study, the sample selection plays an important part (Robinson, 
2014). The authors propose that the process consists of four different steps: Define a sample 
universe, decide on a sample size, devise a sample strategy and source the sample. The sample 
universe is described as the study population of the targeted area and is measured on inclusion 
or exclusion criteria, or a combination of them both (Robinson, 2014). To decide the sample 
size, a creation of relevance is needed which is reached by setting a provisional size of the 
sample in the initial stage, a size which is flexible. Next is to decide the sample strategy in 
order to specify categories of person to be included in the sample and the sourcing is the act to 
recruit the respondents from the study population (Robinson, 2014). Ericsson was chosen due 
to their position in the market since they are one of the 5G technology leaders. This gave the 
study a solid knowledge foundation within in 5G and its future business potential. Another 
reason is that they are a large corporation that operates in over 180 countries, which gave the 
study a global aspect since Ericsson possess global experiences. 
  
To obtain the required data, a purposive sampling was used. The objective with purposive 
sampling is to select specific units that will acquire a wide range of information with different 
views on the subject (Yin, 2011). The respondents that were chosen all worked at Ericsson, and 
we decided that we wanted to select people from five different units to be sure of covering all 
perspectives. These departments were marketing, sales, strategy, account and product. The 
sample size was set on a maximum of 15 respondents. However, it resulted in 25 interviews. 
The reason for it was our sample strategy. To ensure respondents of a high quality, our 
supervisor at Ericsson was in charge of contacting them. The supervisor was given a list of 
wanted business areas of which the respondents should be active in and the invites were sent 
with a describing text. However, a snowballing effect occurred and 25 interviews were booked. 
25 respondents with a lot of insights which only improved the report in the end. 

3.6 Analysis of data 
Qualitative data often involves implications for analysis because of its non-standardized and 
complex nature (Saunders et al., 2007). Therefore, qualitative data must be summed, 
categorized or restructured, so an analysis can be carried out. The chosen method of analysis 
was the thematic analysis which is the most common method in qualitative studies due to its 
efficiency and flexibility (Braun & Clarke, 2006). It is an efficient method used to identifying, 
analysing and reporting patterns within the collected data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). With the 
help of this method, we were able to find similarities and differences within the empirical data. 
A thematic analysis could according to Braun & Clarke (2006) be summarized in five phases: 
Familiarization with the collected data, Coding, searching for themes, reviewing themes and 
defining themes. 
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The first step was to familiarize with the collected data. The semi-structured interviews were 
transcribed, was thoroughly read through several times to create an holistic overview, while 
notes were taken down and comments added.  Within this phase patterns started to occur and 
these were discussed between the researchers. 
  
In the second step, the initial coding begun, and interesting information from the respondents 
were organized in a systematic fashion. The coding was based on the collected data, which 
were either connected to the literature review or gave new insights. To not lose the context of 
the coding, the codes were changed to a minimum. The data was coded in relation to the reports 
research questions to ease the process. 
  
In the third step, a search for themes begun. A theme is a continuous and significant pattern 
in the relevant data to the research question (Clarke & Braun, 2013).  This was conducted when 
step two was completely finished. The codes from step two were analysed in step three to 
identify connections, which were categorized in different pro-themes. To ease the work of the 
categorization, visual aid such as a mind-map was used. When the sub-themes were outlined, 
they were clustered into initial themes and a thematic map was created. 
  
In the fourth step the initial sub-themes and themes were evaluated and revised. The codes 
were also reviewed once more to ensure the themes had the most relevant information needed 
and that important information was not lost. The sub-themes were examined to determine if 
they were uniform or not, and that they were distinctly separated from each other. By doing so, 
irrelevant or insufficient sub-themes were sorted out. 
 
The fifth step was conducted by identifying the final themes, sub-themes and codes. The 
specifics of each theme were refined and the overall story which the results tells.  By doing so, 
the thematic map was finalized, see Figure 3. 

3.7 Quality improvement measures 
The increase the quality of qualitative studies, it is evaluated according to four measurements: 
credibility, confirmability, transferability and dependability (Lincoln & Gruba, 1985). The 
credibility is according to Rheinhardt et al. (2018) making the chain of evidence as clear as 
possible. To ensure the credibility the study formulated the questionnaire for the interviews on 
the literature review. The gained empirical data was then used as the foundation for the result.  
 
To establish the study’s confirmability, the empirical findings were based on the experience of 
the respondents instead of subjective judgements (Jensen, 2012). The interviews were 
transcribed and the coded was based the content from the respondents, rather than their feelings. 
This was established by having 25 respondents that is operating in different areas in Ericsson. 
This gave us enough diversified information to exclude a subjective verdict.  
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The transferability is a critical element in establishing trustworthiness and it is the researcher’s 
role to provide a broad description so that the insight might be applicable to other contexts 
(Rheinhardt et al., 2018). To fulfil this purpose, the study had thorough explanation of the 
studied context and its environment to make it possible for the reader to evaluate if the findings 
could be suitable in other contexts. To further establish a transferability, the respondents came 
from a diversified background in Ericsson, which allows the study’s findings to be transferable 
to the other areas in an organisation.  
 
To achieve dependability, Seale (2010) proposes a procedure called auditing, which involves 
auditors to review the research during its process as well as its end product. To guarantee the 
study’s dependability, the tactic of using key informants to review the study was a continuous 
feature during its process. This was achieved by having a constant interaction with a supervisor 
and with several opposition seminars.  
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4. RESULTS 
This chapter aims to present our findings from the analysis of the interviews. By doing so, we 
have fulfilled our purpose of enhancing the understanding of how a company in the ICT 
industry can increase customer value through value offering in the new technological 
environment. The structure of this chapter is divided into five themes, which contains of sub-
themes that are based on our coding. A thematic map of the structure which is based on the 
methodology of the result is presented below, see Figure 3. 
  
By analysing the findings from our respondents from Ericsson, some main trends and insights 
were identified. The respondents made it clear that the environment of doing business has 
changed and will continue to do so due to new technologies. There is no longer a partnership 
of a few actors but new constellations that varies from project to project. The solutions of the 
future must be created together from them to be feasible.  This requires an increasing awareness 
of how collaboration between players works and how to create value in the context of 
relationships. Even though there is consciousness about the new climate, there is not much 
work being done regarding the values that influences the relationships. To be acclimatize to 
this new world is challenging, especially regarding the routines surrounding it. Several 
respondents also mentioned that to be a major player you have to understand the new 
ecosystems and the different roles in them. 
  
This chapter is divided into five themes, of which the first two represents the roles in the new 
ecosystems and the new climates in them. The next two themes represent the most important 
routines in this new environment and why they are in important. Lastly, the most important 
subjective values regarding the relationships are presented. Values that needs to be taken into 
consideration to attract the right partner in these new constellations. 
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Figure 3 - Thematic map 
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4.1 Key actors in the ecosystem 
The result from the findings presented five cluster of key actors in the new ecosystem enabled 
by 5G.  The first key actor is the key equipment provider, which provides the network 
equipment for the operators, a role which Ericsson will take. The next set of key actor is the 
enabler, which is a cluster of operators. The respondents explained that this role will enable 
the ecosystem since 5G brings a revolutionary technology in new forms of connectivity. This 
type of actor will have the largest impact on the ecosystem, because they will own the spectrum. 
It was explained by one of the respondents: 
  

“...it is the people who own the spectrum, or have the right to use spectrum, and who sell 
some form of communication services to people, so the operators.” - R6 

  
To gain an understanding of the enablers context the perspective of their customers needs to be 
taken into account, making them an actor of interest therefore a key actor, labelled end-
customer. The third group of key actors is the stakeholder, which contains the system 
integrators and regulators. These type of actors are usually acting as a third party in the 
interaction between the enabler and their customer, making them stakeholders. The system 
integrators will be connected to different actors in the ecosystem since they build the 
infrastructure and are therefore vital for the stability in the ecosystem. The next actor within 
the stakeholder group is the regulators, which usually take the form of governments. They are 
the one that set the rules for the playing grounds. One of the respondent said:   
  

“Yes, the regulators are very important. Because they are the ones who set the rules of the 
game on respective market, so how do they do with spectrum, what are the permits you need 

to have.” - R18 
 
The technology partner is the last key actor in the new ecosystem. There are two different 
partners, software and hardware provider. Both these players will have a significant role 
according to the respondents, but especially the software provider who provides the 
intelligence. Since more of the technology will be cloud based in the future, the software 
providers will be a third party actor which will play an essential part in the collaborations.  
  
Table 3 - Key actors in the new ecosystem 

R No. Representative Quotations Code Category 

R1 
“So i think 5g brings a revolution to that in terms of it enables new forms of connectivity, it enables new 
processes.”  

Network equipment 
provider 

Key 
equipment 
provider 

R7 
“Beyond that, you could think of 5G as a replacement of those private LTE deployments, and you can 
have a combination. You can have a private 5G network within the premises. So that's where Ericsson 
come in to play parts of role.” 

R22 
“5G is an enabler, a lot of connectivity based, and then a lot of strategy work on top of the connectivity 
up all the way up to the application.” 
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R8 
“So you have the entities that are in the manufacturing business.”  

Entities 
End-

customer 

R1 “5g network, so therefore owner of that license does have key role in the market.” 

Connectivity provider Enabler 
R6  “...it is the people who own the spectrum, or have the right to use spectrum, and who sell some form of 

communication services to people, so the operators.” 

R10 “...then system integrators comes in and say, you know what, we have no competences of connectivity 
but we can put these things together.” 

System integrators 

Stakeholder 
R1 “...where as someone like Siemens maybe have that competence in building factories and they don’t have 

the connectivity and infrastructure..” 

R15 “The government in my opinion are instrumental in engaging, or making the full potential of 5G a 
reality.”  

Regulators 
R18 “Yes, the regulators are very important. Because they are the ones who set the rules of the game on 

respective market, sp how do they do with spectrum, what are the permits you need to have.” 

R7 “You have the suppliers of the robotics components.” 

Hardware provider 

Technology 
partner 

R17 “So you have the supplier of the production lines and the equipment’s that will be producing those 
components, the machinery.”  

R3 “I think the application developers are going to play significant role.“ 

Software provider 
R7 

“In order to do that, you don't only need the machines to be intelligent enough to do that, the first place to 
be equipped with all the sensors and the like, but you also need the intelligence, and those are 
applications that needs to be developed for these use cases to work. So again, will those applications be 
developed by a third party or will they be developed by Ericsson, it could be either one.”  

4.2 The new ecosystem climate 
From the empirical analysis, it became clear that the climate of the ecosystems will change 
extensively. The ecosystem will no longer be an undisturbed environment of a few actors, but 
will be a more complex network of constantly changing constellations and players. It will 
therefore be of high importance to understand the new environment and prepare for the changes 
that are ahead. The findings from the respondents were divided into three sub-themes, in which 
the changes of the 5G environment were categorized which are presented in Table 4. 
 
Table 4 - The new ecosystem climate 

R No. Representative Quotations Code Category 

R2 
“Like how a global company connects to another global company anywhere in the world. So, for 
example, in Ericsson's case, it's often about talking to other large Swedish companies and how can we 
connect with something with Scania's stuff and make sure that it works all over the world.” A global 

interaction 
 

New market 
interaction 

R21 
"...at all their factories so that we do not need to develop a solution for every country ... so it is another 
important aspect that we get the level of globalization on this and the level of abstraction that, if I have 
factories in four different countries, my applications should work in all places so that it is not country-
specific and such stuff " 

R2 “So this is the great variety that we are entering into with regard to the ecosystem, and then it goes over 
20 industries maybe, instead of one as it was before.” Horizontal 

industrial 
environment R9 “...we say that it will tip so it becomes a horizontal dimension rather than vertical, where many of these 

industries go into each other or go under and new ones will arise” 
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R15 “where it's not just a one-to-one relationship any longer, but a one-to-many relationship to make a 
solution or an application or service or reality” 

 

R21 "...it would have been much better to have one great platform everywhere, and then on top of that, you 
could make sure you had competition on it by letting everyone use it." The use of a 

platform 
 R19 

"... it is then like an arena, that those who can imagine using it must easily access it and understand how 
it is used and in a dream scenario, then that you should not need to have any contact with the operator. " 

R16 
“...so that was kind of uhm, a marriage broker, getting people to like each other. And providing some 
kind of technical possibilities, on what's possible from an Ericsson perspective.” 

Matchmaker for 
cooperation 

 

Opportunities for 
the Ericsson 

R9 
“...the customer tell me, if Ericsson could be the spider in the web and hold together a number of 
spinning co-operation processes, then together with customers and partners we can get a clear picture of 
what we should do to win in this market.” 

R7 

“I see it as an opportunity, for one more avenue for Ericsson to position itself as a provider, and not only 
of networks solution, but of services. Services beyond those that we currently provide like manage 
operations and thing like that. With this notion as a service, Ericsson could provide use cases as a 
service, and I'm talking in very general senses, but why would the operator need to get involved in 
different verticals that are kind of outside of the comfort zone” 

Knowledge as a 
service 

 

R3 
“Ericsson could play more of a role of consultant, technology consultant. You could do many new things 
with the 5G networks, but you need a kind of expertise to help the operator, which Ericsson could 
bring.” 

R7 
“So one of the challenges for 5G is how can we harvest the new capabilities and the value that will be 
created thanks to these new capabilities, and making sure that the telecom operators become part of that 
equation.”  

The new 
challenges for the 

operators 
 

The new role of 
the operators 

R9 
“The problem is, when the operators today sell this, they do not understand the industry's pain points, 
their needs or their way of buying.” 

R1 “...we bring the kind of trial cases, and we're not directly competing with them either at the moment, 
while our competitors is competing with them at the moment.” 

Partnership with 
the operators 

 
R6 

“So here we have to be a little cautious, since our core business is based on our operators being 
fortunate, so we can't just run by them” 

R12 “The partner who can deliver strategy and knowledge about the future but also here and now. Such a 
player has a strong position” 

4.2.1 New market interactions 
The new environment that will arise due to 5G will change the way the actors interact with 
each other on the market and how they will enable each other globally. The respondents 
explained that the level of globalization on the products and cooperation’s must be understood, 
so that they should work in several different countries. The reason why is because many 
industries will start to go into each other, and larger collaboration will evolve. One of the 
respondents said: 
  
“...where it's not just a one-to-one relationship any longer, but a one-to-many relationship to 

make a solution or an application or service or reality” - R15 
  
The new environment will have a horizontal dimension instead, which will also cause 
industries to go under and new ones arise. As a consequence, new opportunities will be 
revealed, and especially regarding new cooperation’s. Therefore, a platform of interaction is of 
interest. One respondent claimed: 
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"...it would have been much better to have a great good platform everywhere, and then on top 
of that, you could make sure you had competition on it by letting everyone use it." - R21 

  
This platform could be seen as an arena where players in the ecosystem could integrate with 
each other. The respondent explained that such a platform must be easily accessed and 
understood, and in a dream scenario, the contact with the operator would not be necessarily. 
To start to work with such platforms is essential, because when it competes with a vertical 
interaction, the platform wins every time. 

4.2.2 Opportunities for Ericsson 
The changes in the industry environment will generate new opportunities for Ericsson, the 
network equipment provider. The result of the analysis indicates there is a clear demand for 
knowledge regarding all these new industry segments that will be enabled for the operator due 
to 5G. This gap of knowledge could be an opportunity to help the operators, one of the 
respondents expressed: 
  
“Ericsson could play more of a role of consultant, technology consultant. You could do many 
new things with the 5G networks, but you need a kind of expertise to help the operator, which 

Ericsson could bring.” - R3 
  
If Ericsson could provide this expertise, they could extend their range of offer and provide 
knowledge as a service to the operators. Another opportunity that the respondents presented 
was with all this new cooperation a role of matchmaker could arise. One of the respondents 
said: 
  

“...the customer tells me, if Ericsson could be the spider in the web and hold together a 
number of spinning co-operation processes, then together with customers and partners we 

can get a clear picture of what we should do to win in this market.” - R9 
  
If Ericsson could manage to bring people together and handle the cooperation process, Ericson 
will be an attractive option on the market. To reach this position, it is important to gain 
relationship experience in an early phase, to earn the needed trust amongst the other actors to 
be the creator of constellations and a central node in the ecosystem. With this in mind, new 
business opportunities will arise such as the role of a business consultant. However, it will 
generate many opportunities for collaboration, and it is important to value which partnership 
to realize. 

4.2.3 The new role of the operators 
The operator’s role will change as well according to the respondents. First, there will be several 
challenges for them in the environment of 5G. The operators do not always understand the 
capabilities of 5G, and therefore it is more difficult for them to understand the pain points of 
their customers. As one respondent claimed: 
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“The problem is, when the operators today sell this, they do not understand the industry's 

pain points, their needs or their way of buying.” - R9 
  
Therefore, the provider of the network equipment, Ericsson in this case, must continue to work 
together with the operators. They should not be a competitor, but a partner that can deliver a 
strategy and offer the required knowledge of the capabilities enabled by 5G. Together they 
have a larger chance of success and a functional collaboration will result in a strong position 
on the market. 

4.3 Co-creation 
The most common theme amongst the respondents were the act of collaboration. This act is 
going to be essential to thrive in the new environment and therefore new routines must be 
created surrounding these new ways of working. To be a successful partner in the co-creation 
process, you need to understand and get to know the customer and its context. One sole player 
cannot create the solutions needed, it must be co-created. To do so, the actors must integrate 
their resources to maximize the value creation. In order to establish such a process, you must 
know who you are communicating and how to approach them. The routines regarding co-
creation will be presented more clearly in Table 5.  
   
Table 5 - Co-creation 

R No. Representative Quotations Code Category 

R2 
“I listen very much very much. Usually I talk, but if you read my notes after a meeting, I never write down 
what they said, I write almost exclusively what they asked for. Because if you know what people are asking 
for, you can often understand what they have for problems and needs.” To listen to 

implied needs 

Knowing the 
customer 

R12 
“Try to be responsive and see things with the customer's eyes, because it is a completely different way to 
work in the customer's buying process than to work in your own sales process, because when you work in 
the customer's buying process you see such things that are important for real.” 

R25 
“Very close cooperation with the customers regarding frontrunner issues as well as always being close and 
include the customer in the early development phases when you are at a research phase rather than in a 
product development phase, or really in all phases, to show what we can do. And show them that we are 
first in some areas.” A close 

interaction 

R15 
“We need to work more closely with the industry, the customers and the start-up community because we 
need their first-hand experience. Not just what they would like, but what are their problems. What are their 
opinion pin points, and learn from that and look for common themes.” 

R9 
"...almost all gaps are about understanding the market and customer and, in those cases,, we go in and do 
what we call deep dives in a particular area, can be manufacturing, then we and the customer together go 
out and look at this specific vertical, which pain points does the manufacturing industry have and what does 
it mean for us as an operator. " 

Identifying 
pain points R25 “You have to work with the operators to locate the customer's pain points, and when they are identified you 

work backwards to understand what causes them.” 

R2 "... so often it is about, in our world, to come to such concrete problems that you can attack them, you have 
to go to the core of these problems and discussions" 

R6 "... but we are balanced so very many work without working close to the end customer really, I think you 
need more people who work with that kind of question, who gets into the customer's needs …" An end 

customer 
perspective R1  ”...where we started to have early conversations with their end customers, all together in the room” 
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R15 
“When we are building 5G, we are working slightly differently, we're creating use cases, to say well, if that 
use cases is important, how can we make 5G support it. So it's the whole bottom up vs top-down discussion 
from a 5G perspective.” Use cases as a 

value creator 

Resource 
integration 

R7 
“To make sure that there is feasibility around those use cases, and then making the decision of which 
capabilities should be implemented and when and by whom and in collaboration with which person. So 
that's how I see the interaction and the dialogue.” 

R13  

“A dialogue that makes this happens take two different forms. It's either, what are,  so out of this universe 
of use cases, we explore  what are the potential monetization size of each one of those, and then filter down 
to maybe twenty use cases that are relevant to these operators, and that are monetizable, but then we look at 
capabilities, what are the technical capabilities, that you should be implementing, which ones are mature 
enough, that we feel confidence, that we will generate a return of investment.” 

Use cases as 
service 

R9 

“So somewhere it is what we say when we meet these 15 CEOs and their team, should we give a single 
advice, what to do differently Monday morning next week, look up these other management teams in other 
industrial companies, start a structured interaction, where you formulate a common picture of how this 
arena will look. And when you have a picture, you can start working backwards and see who does what in 
this, technically, commercially and operationally.” Knowledge 

sharing 

R1 
“Because it has to be at the moment it is all about understanding and having an open dialogue. So sharing 
knowledge because they have knowledge that we do not possess and we got knowledge about 5g that they 
do not have.” 

R15 
“I prefer a group. I worked with Telefonica Germany, where I had the CEO, CTO, CMO, CFO all in the 
same room and it was such a good discussion. Because the CTO and CMO where challenging each other, 
so why do you need that, because it's important to our brand and our perception.” Targeting 

groups Target 
Communication R2 “When I run this in the US, I have grouped it together so that it does not become individual persons, 

because it is not possible to create one story…” 

R24 
“From a sales and marketing perspective, value is created at the beginning of the relationship.” First 

impression 

4.3.1 Knowing the customer 
Understanding the customer and the context it is acting in were pinpointed as a successful 
demeanour to create and deliver the non-functional differentiators needed. The respondents 
mentioned that to identify the needs of the customer you have to listen to what they are asking 
for, because when doing so, you can often understand their problems and needs. Therefore, it 
is vital to see things through the customer’s eyes, because their working process is completely 
different from your own. 
  
The respondents were clear that a close interaction is a fundamental routine to understand the 
new collaboration climate and gain from each other’s experience, and not only with the 
customers but also with the industry and start-up communities. It demands an understanding of 
not just the customer, but of the whole ecosystem. A close interaction is not only needed to 
gain knowledge from others, but also to show customers your own progress. One respondent 
said: 
 

“Very close cooperation with the customers regarding frontrunner issues as well as always 
being close and include the customer in the early development phases when you are at a 

research phase rather than in a product development phase, or really in all phases, to show 
what we can do.” - R25 

 
When working closely with customers, it is more likely to understand the reasons for their 
problems, their pain points. To do so, respondents explained that you have to work together 
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with the customer and do deep dives in particular areas to locate their pain points, and when 
they are found, work backwards to understand what causes them. Then you learn from them 
and searches for common themes. As one of the responded expressed: 
  

"... so often it is about, in our world, to come to such concrete problems that you can attack 
them, you have to go to the core of these problems and discussions" - R2 

  
It is however not enough to only have a customer perspective according to the respondents. To 
fully understand their needs, you must have their customers context in mind as well. The 
optimal collaboration is to have early conversations with the customers and their end customers 
in a room all together. The respondents claimed that to have more people working like this 
would truly be a long-term differentiator. 

4.3.2 Resource integration 
When doing a collaboration with other parties, the respondents shares their resources to create 
value. The resources integrated by the respondents is for instance knowledge, expertise or 
experience. This is the foundation of co-creation, to have an open dialogue and to gain 
knowledge from each other that the other parties was lacking. Such an integration could be to 
start a structured interaction with other relevant parties, where they formulate in unison a 
common picture of how the platform or arena of integration will look like. When the parties 
are in an agreement, you can start to work backwards and look how to reach it technically, 
commercially and operationally. 
  
Another, more common way of working today to integrate resources, and will continue to be 
in the future for the respondents, is to work with use cases. These are different scenarios of 
collaborations with co-created solutions, and the respondents are creating such with the aspect 
of how 5G supports it. The dialogue and interaction to create these use cases is about making 
them feasible, and making the decision of what capabilities should be implemented and when 
and by whom, and in collaboration with which person. When becoming experienced enough 
regarding use cases, there will be the possibility of monetizing on these, which will according 
to one respondent generate a return of investment. 

4.3.3 Target Communication 
When actually conducting the interaction, a respondent claimed the importance of making a 
good first impression. It is in the beginning of the relationship much of the value is created, at 
least from a marketing and sales perspective. To be accommodating, and to give an impression 
of professionalism will make the recipient feel safe. 
 
When conveying your message to the recipient in an interaction, it is impossible to create one 
story to all personas. They tend to differ a lot depend on who you are interacting with. The 
respondents said that it is easier and more efficient to target groups instead. The reason why is 
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to be able to reach out to a larger population and to actually make them challenge each other, 
making them realize value through discussions. 

4.4 Designing interactions 
The findings from the interviews shows the importance of having a non-complex interaction 
process. You need to have a consciousness about the functionality of the interaction, to 
influence the recipient’s perception and to facilitate the engagement. To do so, an external and 
internal perspective is necessary. The external aspect regards the actual interaction process 
between the involved parties, while the internal aspect lies as foundation for it to operate. For 
instance, how to handle the sales order and how to meet these orders.  How you are going to 
that will be presented in table 6. 
  
Table 6 - Designing interactions 

R No. Representative Quotations Code Category 

R9 “…when we create the most value and get progress, is when we take different management teams 
from different industries and we facilitate a strategic dialogue, how the future arena will look like.” A strategic dialogue  

External - A 
structured 

process 

R9 
“What we are looking at is how to go from strategy to execution, it is quite instantaneous, as if we 
have done a strategy project around a logistics solution, then we want to be able to test it quite 
directly.  So we do it and se what happens and then we learn and then we go back to the strategy 
and back, so it iterates all the time, strategy and implementation.” 

Iterative process 

R7 
“...what are the things that we need to improve, and extracting some of these learnings and then, 
talking about interaction, is taking the learnings from those trials and proof of concepts, and 
improving on them. And again, the improvement is not one sided, that improvement goes back to 
this loop of co-creation.”  

R5  
“...is a key customer for us, so we have a weekly meeting with our sales office in China to see if 
there is something that changes in the plan, what does it look like, how are the tests going, have 
they found any problems, or do we have any new information about what our competitors are 
doing, how far they have come and on this we also have weekly follow-up.” Constant feedback 

R15 
“...the responsibilities of each of these parties has to be defined, and then what happens is that I 
discuss it on a weekly or monthly bases.”  

R21 
“...it is so that when the customer feels that when you ask a question you get an answer and that it 
doesn’t take 3 years, it is never a no but it is never a quick yes, either.” 

To be more efficient 

Internal - 
Simplicity 

R19 
“...we should be more effective how we sell, how we handle customer orders, how we fulfil these 
orders, it should go quickly with digitized efficiency, low cost strong customer value as well as for 
that is the problem…” 

R21 

“Traditionally, our pricing models have been hard to understand for the customer, what it will cost 
for the operator. It has been to complicated that many operators have seen difficulties in making 
their business case. Although our attempts have been good, but it has nevertheless been the case 
that the operators have perceived that Ericsson is hard to deal with, when it comes to what they 
should pay.” 

Easier pricing 

 

4.4.1 External - A structured process 
To get progress and generate value in an interaction the dialogue must have a purpose and 
according to the respondents the best way is to facilitate a strategic dialogue which involves all 
participants. With a strategic dialogue one has the possibility to control the interaction and steer 
it in a wanted direction. There was a unanimous picture from the respondents that an iterative 
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process is needed to create value in a synergy. With an iterative routine, the relationship will 
grow, and both parties will learn from previous work. One of the respondents expressed 
following: 
  

“...what are the things that we need to improve, and extracting some of these learnings and 
then, talking about interaction, is taking the learnings from those trials and proof of 
concepts, and improving on them. And again, the improvement is not one sided, that 

improvement goes back to this loop of co-creation…” - R7 
  
In order to have a functional iterative process, the dialogue with the other party must be 
constant. If there are any changes in the joint plan or to be updated on the progress, there need 
to be an open dialogue with feedback from both parties. The respondents highlight the follow-
up must be on a regular basis. To make this work, the roles amongst the involved parties must 
be defined to be able to communicate effectively.   

4.4.2 Internal – Simplicity 
According to the respondents there must be an element of simplicity in the internal routines. 
An area of improvement is how efficient Ericsson is in regards to responding the customer. 
One of the respondent explains that there is never a no with Ericsson, but never a quick yes 
either. They need to be more efficient in the process of identifying suitable knowledge in their 
value argumentation.  With a more efficient internal process Ericsson will be easier to do 
business with and a more lucrative partner on the market. 
 
Another element which will affect the simplicity in the routines of the interaction is a price 
model that is simple to understand. If the customers have a hard time to understand how much 
a product or solution will cost, its affect their perception of how easy Ericsson is to deal with. 
Some of the respondents suggested that Ericsson should have fewer main parts in their 
portfolio, which could be assembled to a large amount of offers. This would increase the 
simplicity in their price model. 

4.5 Relationship experience 
During the interviews, it became clear that the foundation of co-creation lies in the experience 
of the relationships. To achieve a position of a valuable partner, you need to understand the 
aspects of a relationship and the best way of doing so is to experience them. However, there is 
a common ground to the relationship experiences in these ecosystems. This experience consists 
of subjective values and these works as non-functional differentiators, and when more timeless 
aspect gets continuously more important, these can be the difference of getting a deal or not. 
That is why they should be identified. The impact of the relationship experience is divided into 
three categories which is presented in Table 7.  
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Table 7 - Relationship experience 

R No. Representative Quotations Code Category 

R6 
"... then we have traditionally been very innovative too, you want to see someone who not only 
reacts to the customer's needs but has a personal idea of where the industry is heading and thinks in 
advance." 

Thought 
leadership 

Cognition 

R1 “...to inspire them, and them from that inspiration we can then get into their pinpoint and get into 
how this could help them.” 

R25 
"Has lost the image of Ericsson as an innovative company in comparison with many newcomers 
especially within the BDGS area. We are probably perceived as if we are a little behind some 
frontrunners, such as start-ups or those who have just left that phase." 

R15 “...because we bring so a lot of learning and a lot of skills and knowledge and expertise from 
having deployed trial systems and done test with industries.” 

Experience R7 
“So the notion that Ericsson has been working on trials, and proof of concept and exercises, with 
operators with dozens and dozens of operators around the world. That is one of those non-
functional differentiator that is critical, because you can't put a value on the experience that you 
gain, by doing these proof of concepts.” 

R8 
"Then they think that we, Ericsson, you are global, you should know, you have worked in many of 
them here, and in most cases we know a lot more than the operators; a true value differential for 
that operator group." 

R7 
“Another one that is difficult to measure is the notion of trust. One thing is to say or demonstrate is 
that, look at all the projects that I have done, and look at all of the contributions I have made in this 
particular sector, but can that company trust you, do you have the recognition, when people say 
Ericsson, what is the reaction that they get.” Trust 

Emotion 

R6 “Trust is something that we gain a lot from,  that we may not always be the first in everything but 
there is no one to trust more than us in the industry.” 

R2 “Removing business risk is tremendously valuable, being able to show how to remove business 
risk, what is the most difficult thing to handle is business risk...” 

Feeling secure 
R5 

“That okay, they know that Ericsson will still be there in a couple of years, new technology and 
new products will always take time before it matures, before the software becomes mature. They 
feel comfortable with Ericsson, they know that we won’t leave them and will continue to be with 
them all the way, it’s important.” 

R21 
“The players in whatever constellation you talk about you need to feel safe with where you have 
your partners, you can’t start to doubt them, to believe they are after your business. That is not a 
good foundation for a partnership.” 

Reliability 

R19 “So I think it’s important that the message you have and that comes out to our customers is 
stringent, that you know where you have us.” 

R22 “You have to understand the value of mobile broadband in the operators’ context.”  

Understanding the 
context 

Ease of doing 
business 

R1 “It's actually helping people understand the capabilities and educating the end-user market.” 

R9 
“For them, it is important to have a partner that understands this relationship, and have an 
understanding of this future arena that has a working method of co-creation and that you really are 
a strategic partner” 

R5 “Clarity gives us the opportunity to be more agile towards our customers so that we can give them 
quicker answers. That we are perceived to be much more dynamic and quick footed.” 

To be dynamic R10 “...sometimes it may be that we are too slow, too slow in our answers, a competitor may came back 
after 2 days with an answer” 

R9 “Speed, flexibility and agility with the cluster of operators who are on the move, or further up the 
value chain.” 

R3 “So it is very important, not only to connect the tech to the value to the persona (tangibles value) 
but also to have proof points that what you say is really true, so it is not speculation.” 

Openness 
R1 “So i think we're trying to build functional things to support that perceived value, and keeping an 

open dialogue on that…”  



 

 32 

 4.5.1 Cognition 

One appealing aspect to the other actors in a relationship is the aspect of cognition. They want 
to feel like they are working with an expert in area. That they are getting an exchange of 
knowledge and that they can grow as a company as a result of the relationship. In Ericsson’s 
case the respondents feel that their customers want to feel inspired, that they want a 
collaboration with someone who has a personal idea of where the industry is heading and have 
a mind-set of thinking in advance, a thought leadership. As one respondent expressed about 
what their customer wants to feel: 
  
“...to inspire them, and them from that inspiration we can then get into their pinpoint, and get 

into how this could help them.” - R6 
  
One respondent claimed however that Ericsson is falling behind regarding their image of being 
innovative in comparison with some newcomers on the market, making this value even more 
important for them. 
  
The value with the perhaps the most impact, which permeated the answers from the 
respondents, where the notion of experience. This is a value which is in Ericsson’s favour, 
being global and has worked in several sectors with several operators, which has resulted in a 
knowledge that works as a true value differentiator for the operator. One respondent explained: 
  
“...because we bring so a lot of learning and a lot of skills and knowledge and expertise from 

having deployed trial systems and done test with industries.” - R15 
  
This is a differentiator that you can not put a value on, neither can you on thought leadership. 
To inspire with a vision of the future and with knowledge and expertise that will take them 
there. 

4.5.2 Emotion 
To build a strong relationship, the emotional factor is vital to take into account. The feeling of 
being a trustworthy partner was a clear emotional aspect that was pointed out from almost all 
the respondents. It is important to achieve trust from your customers, to give them the feeling 
of being a partner who do not promise them solutions which you are not capable of delivering. 
When gaining trust, it becomes a differentiator for the customer, which will generate value to 
the relationship. One respondent said: 
  
“Trust is something that we gain a lot from, that we may not always be the first in everything 

but there is no one to trust more than us in the industry.” - R6 
  
The difficult part with trust is how to demonstrate it. However, the findings from the interviews 
points out that trust is a combination of empathy, competent, integrity and being reliable. In 
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order to be reliable, the message communicated to the customer must be stringent, so the 
partner know where they have you. As one respondent said: 
  

“The players in whatever constellation you talk about you need to feel safe with where you 
have your partners, you can’t start to doubt them, to believe they are after your business. 

That is not a good foundation for a partnership.” - R21 
  
Another emotional aspect which will become more important with the movement towards 
cooperation is the feeling of security. First of all, that Ericsson will be an active player in the 
future with a similar market position as they have today, so they feel comfortable with Ericsson 
as a partner. The second aspect is to be able to reduce business risk. With all these new possible 
cooperation opportunities comes a lot of risk with it, and being able to reduce the risk will be 
seen as a capability that creates a lot of value to the relationship. 

4.5.3 Ease of doing business 
To be easy to do business with is a non-functional differentiator that is highly valuable 
according to the respondents. You need to be able to understand the context of the relationship 
and helping the people involved understand all the capabilities and to show that you are a 
strategic partner. To understand the future arena and to convey it. This demands the notion of 
being open. Open to doing things differently, having different ways of working, to be flexible. 
Another aspect is having that typical Swedishness as some respondents said. That you do not 
speculate, only play with open cards and backing them up. One respondent claimed that to be 
an easy partner, you also need to be dynamic: 
  
“Speed, flexibility and agility with the cluster of operators who are on the move, or further up 

the value chain.” - R9 
  
The dynamic aspect is an area of improvement according to respondents. They claimed that 
Ericsson can be to slow in given an answer to their customers, and that it depends on they are 
being too thorough. However, by letting the relationship have clarity, it will enable the 
opportunity to be more agile, which in turn leads to the possibility of given quicker answers. 
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  
This study has enhanced the understanding of how customer value could be increased by 
identifying the routines of the interactions between different actors. To fulfil this purpose, the 
study also explored how it should be acclimatized in the new environment that has developed 
and will continue to do so in the future. The purpose was realized by first outlining which actors 
are operating in the ecosystem, how the environment of the ecosystems looks like, what 
routines are fundamental to create value and lastly, what subjective values are necessary in 
these new collaboration. This has given an insight on how the climate of the B2B-environment 
has changed, that additional factors such as emotions has become essential in offering and 
creating value. This study contributes to the literature regarding the environment of the 
ecosystem, the routines of a co-creation process and experiences of the relationship in it. 
Furthermore, the limitations of the study and suggested future research is presented.  

5.1 Theoretical and practical contributions 

5.1.1 Ecosystem environment 
This study’s contribution to the existing literature is multiple, and its main contribution regards 
the co-creation of value in a service dominated environment with focus on subjective values, 
the non-functional differentiators. These are differentiators that cannot be identified in terms 
of hard facts, but are affective values perceived by the customer, and therefore their experience 
of the relationship has been investigated. Furthermore, earlier research is abstract in its 
description of how to conduct the co-creation process (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Grönroos & 
Voima, 2013), which has left a gap in the theory about the routines surrounding the process 
and which subjective values has the most impact. Previous research has focused on why it is 
important to co-create and that the new evolved market environment includes the customer as 
an active participant in the creation of value, and therefore their experience must be taken into 
account. However, the literature lacks information about how the process should be 
accomplished.  
 
At an individual level 
We have expanded the literature regarding the routines by firstly giving the actors involved a 
role and a context, which has earlier only been vaguely described (Frow et al., 2014). The 
findings indicate that by pinpointing the roles of the actors, it creates a holistic overview of 
their ecosystem and a more adaptable approach towards the targeted recipient can be 
implemented. In our findings, a potential new role was discovered that has not been discussed 
in the literature, namely the role as a matchmaker. In the new ecosystem constellations, this 
new role will work as a connector of different actors to create the most suitable collaborations 
and be a central node in the ecosystem. Secondly, we have identified five key actors that have 
a significant role and are value providers, answering our sub-question about who the key actors 
are. This will help managers to gain an understanding of which actors operates on the market 
and what kind of service they provide. 
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At a meso level (company) or macro level (overall) 
In extension to the existing literature, we looked at the structure of the ecosystems, where the 
environment has evolved drastically and will continue to do so in the coming years. Our 
findings have identified the creation of horizontal interactions, which means that cross-
industrial collaboration will arise and form new ways to interact. The one-to-one relationships 
has evolved to one-to-many instead and creating a more complex ecosystem where industries 
collide. This supports Frow et al. (2014) insights regarding that actors must interact with a 
network of other networks. This new climate, which has been unlocked by technology, will 
have implications for the platform economies and network effects. Platform economies which 
is economic and social activity enabled by platforms, such as Uber, Airbnb etc. Another finding 
were new emerging demands on the service providers to offer knowledge as a service, since 
actors will operate in new unknown environments where they lack expertise. In order to 
develop such expertise companies must gain work experience within the new ecosystem. The 
best way to achieve experience is to develop use cases that involves different constellations of 
actors within several industry segments. A new contribution to the literature is therefore to use 
use cases as a mean of exchanging expertise and knowledge within and between industries.  

5.1.2 Routines in the co-creation process 
The study also expands the literature of co-creation and how to conduct the process regarding 
it. The existing literature (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Heinonen et al., 2010; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 
2013) highlight the importance of co-creation, and to be successful in the process a customer 
centricity is needed. The result from the study confirms this theory by stating that an end-
customer perspective is a must to provide value for the customer. However, earlier research is 
all vague in their description of the routines regarding co-creation. Scholars have been giving 
a finite consideration to what is demanded by the actors in these processes and been giving 
trivial explanations. For instance, Vargo and Lusch (2008) describes resource integration as 
the key to co-creation without addressing how to achieve it. Our result affirmed the need of 
resource integration and what kind of resources that needs to be shared. For instance, sharing 
knowledge to get an understanding of each others context and to take advantage of each other's 
unique expertise and experience. One of the study’s identified way of sharing resources is to 
create a common scenario in a use case and together come up with a unison vision and a strategy 
to realize it. This is best done in a close and continuous interaction between the involved parties.  

The findings of the study expand the literature further by pinpointing additional routines that 
are vital to co-create. Such routines regard the aspect of knowing the customer. To fully 
understand their context, the provider must focus on listening to their implied needs and be 
responsive to them. This is a cornerstone in the work of identifying the customers pain points 
and therefore, securing value being created.  
 
A further contribution to previous research is the routines concerning the structure of the 
interactions. Prior studies, such as Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2013), states that value is co-
created in interactions and Storbacka et al. (2016) acknowledges the importance of designing 
the environments of which these interactions occur. Our research affirms the literature and 
widens it by introducing both external and internal factors of the designed interactions. The 
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external factor concerns the structure of the interaction, such as having a purposive approach 
in form of a strategic dialogue with clear guidelines to steer it in a wanted direction. Such a 
dialogue could consist of orchestrated questions and the recipient should not be a specific 
person, but a cluster of people with different roles in order to increase the value creation. The 
interaction should also be an iterative process in order to constantly improve the collaboration 
and to do so, constant feedback is essential. The internal factors implicate the level of 
complexity of the encounter process. To simplify it, the provider must be efficient in finding 
suitable knowledge which will enable a faster response. These findings concluded our sub-
questions regarding the key routines in an interaction.  

5.1.3 Relationship experience in co-creation 
This study’s final contribution to the literature was the identification of three different attributes 
in the relationship experience between actors; cognition, emotion and ease of doing business, 
which speaks to the hallmarks of customer experience from that literature (see Lemon & 
Verhoef, 2016). The cognitive aspect of the relationship regards the intellectual transmission, 
such as expertise. The emotional factor affects the feelings of the involved actors, for instance 
trust. The last attribute, ease of doing business concerns the how the provider is perceived 
regarding their simplicity in doing business.  
 
This finding confirmed two of Payne et al. (2014) attributes regarding the relationship 
experience, cognition and emotion, but differs from their third, behaviour. Our findings 
indicated instead a need to be easy to do business with, due to the new environment of 
collaboration which have larger effect on the relationship experience. We also expanded the 
literature by giving the attributes a depth with distinguished subjective value elements, which 
works as non-functional differentiators. The identified non-functional differentiators can be 
found in Table 8 under their attribute. These elements were found to be the most important 
non-functional differentiators in a collaboration, hence answering our first sub-question. With 
this finding, it confirms McColl-Kennedy et al. (2019) theory of customer experiences from 
B2C to B2B settings, which argues that cognitive responses and discrete emotions affects the 
value creation. 
  
Table 8 – Non-functional differentiators 

Cognition Emotion Ease of doing business 

Thought leadership Trust Understanding the context 

Expertise Feeling secure  To be dynamic 

 Reliability Openness 

 
To be successful in co-creating, the companies and managers needs to understand how to build 
relationships effectively and what attributes the relationships consist of. The responsible actors 
must therefore pay attention to the recipient’s relationship experience of the collaboration and 
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what the customer gains from it, this process would be best performed by a key account 
manager. One way of determining the approach of the relationship is to decide the recipient’s 
maturity and adapt the strategy based on it. It can be done by doing a face-to-face interview 
with questions based on their expectations. By doing so, the service provider will be seen as 
flexible and it will enable the managers to provide the right and necessary information to their 
customers, showing their expertise. Throughout the relationship, the responsible party must try 
and influence the emotional aspects of the recipient. One way of doing so is demonstrate its 
reliability, by having a stringent message. Lastly, one of the cornerstones in the relationships 
 in co-creation which have been identified, is the way of being easy to do business with. To 
have a dynamic capability, and being able to adapt based on the customers’ context. These non-
functional differentiators can be written in a value argumentation, but to avoid meaningless, 
non-saying arguments, the value elements are best presented by experiencing them. 

5.1.4 Summary of theoretical contributions 
Our study has contributed to the literature with several findings. The study has enhanced the 
theory about actors within the ecosystems, their roles and the context of which they are 
operating in. The study has identified a new role within the ecosystem, the role of a 
matchmaker. At a meso perspective, the study has confirmed the evolvement of the ecosystems, 
from a one-to-one relationship to one-to-many, creating a horizontal environment with several 
interaction points. Furthermore, these new interactions have created a demand of ecosystem 
knowledge, a gap which could be filled with the use of use cases.  
 
The study has expanded the literature further by pinpointing the routines in the interactions of 
co-creation. The routines have not been presented in earlier research, which has left a gap in 
the theory of co-creation, for instance, knowing the customer and the structure surrounding the 
interactions, both externally and internally. The final contribution of this study is that it 
confirms the theory of customer experience in a B2C environment has become applicable in a 
B2B environment, such as cognitive and emotional aspect which affect the value creation. 
These attributes, together with ease of doing business, consists of several value elements which 
is also seen as non-functional differentiators. 

5.2 Limitations 

This study has several limitations. First of all, the collected data was limited to respondents 
within industrial manufacturing to be able to create a holistic overview of the ecosystems and 
the actors in it. This may lead to a perception of deficiencies by actors in other industries, which 
may have other prerequisites to relate to. However, this only affects the ecosystem and its roles. 
Furthermore, due to the study’s strategy as a single-case study, the collected data were only 
collected from Ericsson and only their perspective was taken into consideration. Since Ericsson 
has the role of key equipment provider, the result has been limited towards their role in the 
ecosystem. Finally, the study is limited to the size of the case company, Ericsson is a large 
corporation and a smaller player with less resources may have different view on the research 
topic. As a consequence, the result may by difficult to generalize over several industries and 
the studies transferability cannot be guaranteed. However, the process of co-creating value is 
according the literature applicable in every industry due to its flexibility.  
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5.3 Further research 

Since this study only explored the ecosystem of the industrial manufacturing, a proposition is 
to extend the investigations to other industries to be able to create a more holistic ecosystem 
that is applicable on a multi-industry scale. Furthermore, due to the studies limitation on 
Ericssons specific role in the ecosystem and its size, additional research should be made on a 
more diversified setting to ensure the findings transferability. Another suggestion is to do a 
multi-case study, which includes the perspectives of not just the key equipment provider, but 
also its customers and in turn, their customers. An approach like this could validate our findings 
and contribute to new findings regarding the routines surrounding the interactions. 
 
Additionally, further research is suggested regarding one of our findings, the role of a 
matchmaker. A matchmaker could act as individuals or be in the shape of a platform. Since the 
future of the industry will consist almost exclusively of collaborations, to be the spider in the 
web that brings partnerships together, or to create an interactive platform where these 
interactions occur, has the potential of becoming a controlling hub of the ecosystem. This role 
should also be explored in the context of other industries, key players and different company 
sizes to assure the transferability.  
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APPENDIX A: Interview guide 
General questions 
● What role do you have in Ericsson and what are your areas of responsibilities?  

 
Identifying the emerging 5G ecosystem 
● Will you tell us about your perspective on the 5G technology- and market dynamics 

shift?  
○ How do you see it changing the current ecosystem? 
○ How may it be changing the Ericsson role? 
○ Who are individual key players in the new ecosystem?  

● Among these key players, which main partners do you see your organization - 
Ericsson - will interact with?  
○ Who takes the initiative in the buying process, the operator or Ericsson? And 

how does this interaction usually looks like?  
○ How do you in your role interact with these main stakeholders(partners)?  
○ Where and when does the most important interaction typically happen? 
○ What would work best for you - How does the optimal interaction look 

according to you? 
○ What are your other routines, ie regular actions, in your interaction with these 

main stakeholders? 
○ How does your/Ericsson interaction with the customer differ from a third party 

(i.e partner)?  
 
Knowing the customer 
● What is customer value for you?  

○ How has the customer perception of value changed or will change 
● How do you work to identify the customers needs and wants?  

○ How do you work to create value for the customers? Walk through an example 
○ Do you have any methods to co-create? If you do, which? 
○ Do you liaise with a third party to help satisfy your customers needs? Can you 

tell us about them 
 
Non-functional differentiators 
● What is your reflections on the work on the presently applied definition of non-

functional differentiators? 
● How do you work with finding non-functional differentiators today? 
● What non-functional differentiators do you think the customers rank the highest and 

why?  
○ CTO vs CMO 
○ How do you work in order to meet these differentiators? 



 

 II 

○ What areas are in most need of improvement regarding the non-functional 
differentiators?  

○ How can Ericsson improve their work in finding these out?  
○ Have they changed in the last years and how will they change? 
○ What feedback do you get regarding non-functional differentiators? 


