Decision Analytics Journal 10 (2024) 100383

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

D'edsion

Decision Analytics Journal ]
Analytics

JOURNAL '

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/dajour

Nuanced but important: A literature-based comparison between B2B and B2C M)

Check for

platforms

Maximilian Feike >, Jiirgen Rosch ™"

a Bauhaus-Universitdt Weimar, Germany
b Eraunhofer Institute for Industrial Engineering IAO, Germany

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: This paper compares the potential characteristics of B2B platforms as identified in the information systems
B2B literature with those in the general platform literature. Our analysis reveals that these characteristics are

B2C not exclusive to B2B platforms and suggests that the differences between B2B and B2C platforms may be
E?ofyStems more subtle. Moreover, it remains unclear whether these differences serve as success factors for B2B platforms
Digital platforms

or merely represent the current approaches of the platforms under examination. We identified five potential
differences that warrant further investigation. Therefore, this literature-based comparison lays the groundwork
for further research on supporting decision-making when building a B2B platform ecosystem or joining a
B2B platform ecosystem. Especially important is the fact that building on insights from B2C could lead to
wrong decisions and platform failure or unintended outcomes for participants. Thereby the study contributes
to understanding of the unique aspects of digital B2B platforms and has implications for B2B platform managers
and policymakers because the presence of these ecosystems can considerably influence competitive dynamics

Strategic uncertainty

in markets.

1. Introduction

Business-to-business (B2B) platforms and platform ecosystems have
recently gained significant traction. They are much-debated topics
in conferences [1] and in the literature (see, for example, [2-5]).
However, apart from a few well-known examples, such as Alibaba
or Amazon Business, B2B platforms attract less attention from the
media and regulators compared with their business-to-consumer (B2C)
counterparts. It also seems unclear in the academic literature whether
B2B platforms can create the same dynamics as their B2C! counter-
parts [4,6]. Based on a systematic review of the information systems
(IS) literature to capture the characteristics of B2B platforms, the goal
of this paper is to compare their characteristics with those of B2C
platforms and discuss potential differences.

The term ‘platform’ is used to refer to many different concepts.
However, from an economic point of view, platforms are defined as
two- or multi-sided markets that connect two groups of users, enable
interaction between them, and reduce transaction costs [7-11]. Accord-
ing to this definition, network effects are the main difference between
a platform and traditional pipeline business models. Participants from
different user groups benefit from each other’s presence on the plat-
form [12]; they exert a positive externality on each other. The platform
internalizes the network externalities between the user groups and
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provides the infrastructure and governance for two parties to find each
other and interact securely [10,13]. Without this central coordination
mechanism, the market would either not exist, the cost of interaction
would be (much) higher, or there would be (much) less interaction.
Looking at the information systems literature, however, the role of
network effects for B2B platforms is controversial: The main argument
is that network effects are less critical because B2B markets tend to
have fewer participants and, therefore, the tighter markets are less
favorable to fully exploiting the positive network externalities between
participants [4,6]. In addition to having fewer participants, it is much
more difficult for existing companies to join the network. The existing
IT infrastructure, legal issues, or potential conflicts of interest are some
reasons why it is more difficult for B2B platforms to attract partici-
pants. At the same time, the literature emphasizes the importance of
network effects for B2B platforms [14,15]. Compared to business-to-
consumer (B2C) platforms, for example, B2B IoT platforms can also
develop network effects at the asset level, meaning that the more assets
(like machines or other production facilities) that are connected to
the network, the more valuable the network becomes for companies
to join [5]. However, leveraging network effects is challenging for
B2B platforms, especially in the start-up phase [16]. In addition, the
potentially weaker network effects due to market conditions require
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stronger orchestration to increase and sustain network effects after
reaching critical mass [14,17].

This paper asks whether B2B platforms are fundamentally different
from their B2C counterparts. Although B2C and B2B platforms rely
heavily on network effects, network effects may play a different role
depending on whether one market side is consumers or both market
sides are business users. One important factor for B2B platforms is,
for example, that most of the usage occurs as part of a predefined
process or as a representative of a specific role within an organization
instead of private interests [see, for example, 18]. In addition, the
high complexity of B2B markets due to specialized niche products,
heterogeneous and fragmented market structure, and limited market
size makes it more difficult to transfer capabilities from one market to
another [3,18]. In contrast, B2C platforms’ strengths are, among other
things, the realization of economies of scope on the supply side across
markets [12,19,20].

A deeper understanding of B2B and B2C platforms could lead to
practical implications. First, a better understanding helps small and
medium-sized companies create their own platforms or benefit from
positive network externalities as participants on a central platform of
the industry. Second, a digital platform or platform ecosystem might
lead to a change in the competitive environment in an industry. Former
competitors may work together in a business ecosystem [14,21]. This
bears interesting consequences for antitrust authorities trying to main-
tain a competitive market environment. As such, policymakers should
be interested in a clear separation of B2B and B2C characteristics, as
B2B platforms might help leverage positive externalities within a B2B
industry, but this may also come with a price of reduced competition.

To approach the question of how B2B and B2C platforms differ,
we first present the methodology and the results of our systematic
literature review (SLR) in Section 2 and show how we use these
results for the comparison. In Section 3, we compare the identified
peculiarities of B2B platforms with general literature on B2C platforms.
In Section 4, we discuss the results and present avenues for future
research as well as implications for different stakeholders. The paper
ends with a conclusion in Section 5.

2. Systematic literature review

This reports an SLR [22] investigating the distinctions between B2B
and B2C platforms. The original SLR focuses on market-related factors,

Information Systems
59%

such as the actors on the platforms, the reasons for their participation,
the mutual benefits derived from their mutual presence on the platform,
and the nature of their interactions. The literature review followed
the methodology outlined by Webster and Watson [23].> We initially
focused on information systems literature due to its rich research on
this subject [24,25]. Then, we expanded our comparison to incorporate
the broader management and economic literature on platforms. This
allowed us to assess the characteristics of B2B platforms identified in
the information systems literature within the context of digital plat-
forms more broadly, thereby determining whether these B2B-specific
traits are unique or commonly found. Fig. 1 shows the distribution of
different domains in the final sample. Due to our sampling approach,
the information systems literature holds the biggest share; however,
more management-oriented (strategic and production) as well as gen-
eral business administration and marketing literature complement the
sample to allow broad insight into the current discussion.

For the systematic literature search, we developed a search string
including all relevant terms regarding B2B platforms, for example,
“platform”, “marketplace”, “ecosystem”, “IoT”, “multi-sided”, “plat-
form economy”, and more, combined with B2B-specific terms. This
approach aimed to capture as much relevant literature as possible. Our
initial search yielded 1081 results and an additional 33 papers from
relevant information systems conferences, highlighting the significance
and variety of research on this topic in the past six years (2018-
2023). After scrutinizing the titles and abstracts to ensure alignment
with our platform definition, we short-listed 42 papers that specifi-
cally addressed market, user-related, and data-related factors, using the
methodology proposed by Webster and Watson [23].° Fig. 2 shows
the paper selection process for the underlying SLR. As the literature
search was conducted in January 2023, we complemented the initial
set of publications after this date with relevant literature in the sense

2 The pure systematic literature review [22] reflects the essence of the
identified papers without interpretation or comparisons. It does not include
any literature on B2C platforms and focuses purely on the current B2B
platform literature. This paper builds upon the results and uses the systematic
identification of factors characterizing B2B platforms.

3 To increase the quality of the chosen literature, we applied the
JOURQUALS3 ranking system limiting results to publications with a ranking
of B or higher, as major contributions are likely to be published in the leading
journals.
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of a forward and backward search [23] based on the question of what
characterizes B2B platforms to compare those with the general platform
literature [17,26-28].

The literature on B2B platforms has increased considerably in the
last five years. Fig. 3 shows that the chosen time span (2018 to 2023)
captures this surge in academic papers. We further assume that the
chosen sample of literature represents the current research and includes
the main and most important results of earlier work.

The results of the original SLR showed that the current literature
sees peculiarities of B2B platforms regarding relational and market-
related aspects. Additionally to the original SLR, we added data-related
aspects discussed in the selected literature. However, the identified
peculiarities are not linked to the ample literature on B2C platforms.
To make the results of our SLR [22] comparable to the general plat-
form literature, we used network effects as the guiding element to
compare the characteristics of B2B and B2C platforms with the plat-
form design and platform-management framework [12,29].* Platform
design includes all activities aimed at identifying and utilizing network
effects. This involves providing technical infrastructure to facilitate

4 This approach leads to a continuous shift in focus: We describe the
identified peculiarities of B2B platforms and then switch to B2C platforms to
show that these peculiarities are (at least partially) rather common in B2C
markets too. Therefore, we sometimes focus on B2B platforms and then on
the comparison between B2B and B2C platforms.

participant onboarding and offering incentives to foster interactions
that would not be possible without the platform (or only possible with
significantly higher transaction costs). The platform design, therefore,
primarily focuses on achieving critical mass [30,31]. On the other
hand, platform management deals with handling interactions after
reaching critical mass. It involves orchestrating interactions, managing
quality, incentivizing suppliers to meet user demands, exploring new
markets, protecting network effects from decline, and establishing and
enforcing platform governance [12,19,20,29,32]. This framework is
particularly valuable in differentiating between B2B and B2C platforms
regarding platform development and operations, as the strategies em-
ployed may vary significantly. Using this framework, we shed light on
the distinctions between B2B and B2C platforms, helping unravel the
complexities involved in building and managing successful platforms in
both contexts.

3. Comparison of B2B and B2C platforms
3.1. Platform design I: Market structure and barriers to entry

Market structure significantly influences key strategic decisions for
B2B platforms [33]. The current information systems literature on B2B
platforms has a strong emphasis on manufacturing-related industries,
where companies offer highly specialized products and services tailored
to specific customer requirements [34]. This specialization leads to
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significant product heterogeneity and fragmented markets [3]. Building
a digital platform in such an environment demands higher complexity
and customized solutions, often requiring industry-specific platform
strategies [2]. Consequently, the market structure remains fragmented,
with the platform catering to a relatively small target segment [3,27].

On the other hand, B2C platforms have driven changes in the
structure of the market and introduced new forms of interaction, thus
transforming traditional markets [see, for example, 10, 37, 38]. The fre-
quently used examples of Airbnb, Uber, and the Google and Apple app
stores exemplify the disruptive power of platforms in these markets.
Airbnb, for instance, expanded the market for private accommodation
by establishing the technical infrastructure and building trust among
participants, enabling hosts to rent their homes to strangers profitably
and safely. As a result, guests have embraced this alternative form of
accommodation and have adapted their travel behavior. Airbnb has
effectively expanded the market for tourist accommodation, attracting
new or inactive participants who had not previously considered en-
tering the market [see for example, 34, 39]. The platform attracted
new participants by lowering entry barriers (reducing risk, transaction
costs, and hassle) and delivering greater value to new users (lower
prices, exceptional accommodations, better locations, and interaction
with local hosts).

In contrast, B2B markets have not yet shown the same dynamics
[see, for example, 36]. Although successful B2B platforms like Al-
ibaba and Amazon Business exist, instances of B2B platforms disrupting
markets and fundamentally changing market dynamics are less preva-
lent and less well-known. In summary, market structure profoundly
influences strategic decisions for B2B platforms [33], resulting in frag-
mented markets with specialized products and services. B2C platforms,
on the other hand, have demonstrated a greater capacity to disrupt
and expand markets by appealing to larger audiences and transform-
ing traditional market dynamics through internalizing network effects,
lowering barriers to entry, and ignoring existing boundaries between
markets.

Derived difference 1: B2B platforms tend to support existing busi-
ness practices and do not challenge them to disrupt existing mar-
ket structures.

3.2. Platform design II: Infrastructure and boundary resources

B2B platforms play a critical role in bridging the gap between
fragmented segments of the market by offering technical solutions that
aim to facilitate collaboration among diverse (potential) participants
facing high cross-market heterogeneity [35]. These technical solutions
address the challenge of integrating actors and resources spread within
organizations or across niche markets [36]. In the information systems
literature, the term “boundary resources” has emerged to describe
the integration of actors, encompassing (mostly intangible) resources,
such as software development kits (SDKs) or application programming
interfaces (APIs) provided by the platform. These boundary resources
enable the integration of complementary assets and the platform into
existing IT infrastructures. If the platform participants start using these
boundary resources, standards can evolve on both the supply and the
demand sides, facilitating value co-creation interactions and expanding
the platform’s scope through supply-side economies of scope [5,35].
Heimburg et al. [35] extended the concept of boundary resources to
“auxiliary services”, which enhance the platform’s attractiveness for
all potential participants. By removing process- and system-related
barriers, these services facilitate interactions between market sides with
disparate organizational structures, leading to greater standardization
and interoperability in the market and positive feedback loops through
the acceptance of boundary resources and auxiliary services [37].

B2C platforms also provide the technical infrastructure for new
forms of user connectivity, aiming to create a “plug-and-play” infras-
tructure [32]. B2C platforms offer easy and frictionless onboarding with
no need for additional technical solutions. Most are accessible through
smartphones or web browsers, and some even allow usage without
registration, utilizing existing accounts for login. In comparison, B2B
platforms may require integration with established IT infrastructure.
Additionally, joining and using a B2B platform is typically the deci-
sion of the company rather than of individual users. The processual
and strategic decisions of the company influence platform adoption,
often driven by process necessity rather than personal choice [see, for
example, 3]. This indirect access to platform participants represents a
significant barrier to entry for B2B platforms [35].

Early B2C platforms also faced infrastructure challenges and needed
to develop technical solutions—but for a relatively homogeneous group
of business users with limited existing IT infrastructure. For example,
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OpenTable created a software-as-a-service tool for restaurants to man-
age reservations before opening the platform to restaurant clients [31].
In contrast, B2B platforms must provide value-added services in ad-
dition to the core platform service to cater to both sides of the mar-
ket [33]. They must integrate with different IT landscapes on both
sides, posing a more complex challenge than that of B2C platforms,
which can typically reach the consumer via standardized infrastructures
like Android or iOS apps [for example, 18, 40].

In summary, B2B platforms act as mediators, uniting fragmented
segments of the market through technical solutions and boundary
resources. The technical challenges are, therefore, potentially signifi-
cantly higher than in B2C markets.

Derived difference 2: B2B platforms need to develop more cus-
tomized technical solutions for all user groups to join and use the
platform.

3.3. Platform design III: Leveraging network effects & initial supply

Openness and partner management play pivotal roles in shaping the
strategies of both B2B and B2C platforms [38]. For B2C platforms, key
strategic considerations in platform design include defining participant
access, designing platform governance, and expanding to encompass
additional markets to secure network effects [20,39-41]. In B2B mar-
kets, it is more a matter of actively involving key partners [36]. This
involvement poses technical and operational challenges, as discussed
earlier [42], but also requires individual partner management [27,36].

An essential aspect affecting B2B platform strategies is the question
of which side of the market to attract first: suppliers or demand-side
participants. In markets with customized products, suppliers generally
face higher switching costs than their demand-side counterparts, so
B2B platforms should initially focus on attracting the supply side [37].
However, pressure from customers serves as a compelling argument for
suppliers to join the platform [43]. Thus, effective partner management
becomes even more crucial, as B2B platforms must entice the demand
side to participate, attracting the supply side. Furthermore, the limited
market size in B2B industries restricts the impact of word of mouth
and virality [2]. These marketing strategies, often influential in B2C
contexts, have only a limited effect in the B2B domain due to the
specific market characteristics [2].

Attracting initial supply and demand, often called the chicken-
and-egg problem, is a fundamental problem for both B2B and B2C
platforms [30,44-46]. Focusing initially on a very small target group
is also well-known in B2C markets: A common strategy employed by
B2C platforms, known as the “marquee strategy”, involves focusing
on attracting a select few but highly influential partners to join the
platform strategy [31,44]. Case studies about Airbnb, for example,
also demonstrate the criticality of cultivating close personal relation-
ships, even in mass markets, particularly during the early stages of the
platform’s development (for example, [47]).

However, the landscape differs for B2B platforms, where the deci-
sion to join a platform is influenced by various individuals and roles
within an organization [3]. The relationship between B2B customers
and suppliers is inherently more complex than private interactions,
necessitating substantial coordination and additional consultation [2,
5]. As a result, companies often base their decision to join a platform
on long-standing business relationships with the platform owner [33].
This aspect drives B2B platforms to prioritize existing supply-side part-
ners before targeting potential demand-side customers [48]. Schaffner
et al. [36] recommended building extensive partnerships with existing
business partners, allowing them to become complementors and sales
partners on the platform—an approach aligned with the finding that
incumbents with leading market positions are more likely to initiate
platforms due to their strong network of partners and customers [49].
However, Marzi et al. [50] also identified adoption cost as a barrier to
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joining a B2B platform and, more importantly, adoption fatigue, which
makes joining a platform less likely.

Derived difference 3: Incumbents have an advantage in establish-
ing a B2B platform, as they can leverage existing partnerships to
reach critical mass.

3.4. Platform management I: Increase and protect network effects

B2B and B2C platforms can have distinct impacts on the market
structure. B2C platforms like Airbnb, eBay, UBER, Amazon, Google,
and Facebook have significantly transformed business processes and
user interactions [for example, 38, 52]. In contrast, B2B platforms
typically begin by establishing ecosystems with existing partners, grad-
ually reshaping the competitive landscape, and fostering cooperative
relationships with former rivals [14,21,51]. However, successful stan-
dardization and automation within B2B platforms may also lead to
weakened buyer—supplier relationships compared to the prior direct
interaction without the platform [52]. Additionally, participants’ roles
in the ecosystem can evolve over time, with innovation or implementa-
tion partners potentially becoming integral parts of the platform [4,36].
Such dynamic changes within B2B platforms can fundamentally alter
the relationships between participating organizations.

On-platform competition also has different impacts on B2C and B2B
platforms. B2C platforms benefit from strong on-platform competition,
leading to price reductions, increased consumer choices, and potential
product and service quality improvements; suppliers also indirectly
benefit from this competition as the lower prices and wider choices
attract more consumers. That is, suppliers benefit from indirect network
effects [53]. As B2C platforms reach critical mass, they can rely on
a decentralized network of suppliers and developers [5]. To enhance
network effects, B2C platforms establish rules, control interactions, and
increase overall user interactions [44,54].

On the other hand, in the B2B environment, platform owners must
prioritize building and maintaining strong relationships with existing
and potential participants [33,55]. Unlike B2C platforms with a more or
less anonymous mass of participants, B2B platforms foster close collab-
oration among equal partners within an ecosystem, working together
for mutual benefit [55]. Consequently, B2B platforms play a role not
only in creating and operating a market but also in assisting partners
in increasing business efficiency, leading to a more symmetrical power
distribution compared to B2C platforms [2,3].

Once critical mass is reached, ongoing partner management be-
comes crucial in driving mutual value across user groups on B2B
platforms [18]. This becomes particularly significant as former com-
petitors may become key partners, creating complex, competitive sit-
uations (coopetition) on the platform and in the marketplace [14]. To
balance the tensions that may arise between competing providers, well-
designed incentive mechanisms are crucial for B2B platforms; these
mechanisms reconcile cooperation and competition as independent
yet complementary forces [56]. Thus, B2B platforms can create an
environment where competing firms continue to use the platform while
striving to maintain network effects, competing for customers based on
factors like price and quality—which can typically also be observed for
B2C platforms.

Derived difference 4: B2B platforms lead to a more symmetrical
power distribution, changing markets gradually over time.

3.5. Platform management II: Data & data network effects

In the context of B2B and B2C platforms, data sharing is perceived
as mutually beneficial but with distinct implications. B2C platforms
are known for their data-driven approach, utilizing data collection
and analysis to generate knowledge and introduce new products and
services to the market [19]. Similarly, on B2B platforms, access to
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high-quality and consistent data is a significant advantage for partic-
ipants [33,35]. Data sharing fosters greater dependency and loyalty
among participants, strengthening buyer—supplier relationships. For
incumbents, the ability to share data across organizations is a key driver
for building on platforms, enhancing their databases, and making them
accessible on the platform [4,49]

However, it is important to note that while end-users on B2C
platforms may be willing to share data in exchange for free services
or convenience, organizations, as B2B platform participants, typically
require compensation for sharing data [2]. In contrast, the data used
by B2C platforms is often generated directly on the platform. Conse-
quently, the willingness of potential B2B participants to share data is
a critical factor for the success of B2B platforms [49]. The platform is
also responsible for ensuring data quality and safeguarding participants
from inaccurate, incomplete, or potentially harmful data [6].

Data and data network effects play a central role in driving the
success of B2C platforms, enabling them to realize economies of scope
on both demand and supply sides, with data collected in one market
optimizing usage in others [12,19]. B2C platforms often have a strong
motivation to transfer their capabilities from their core market into
new markets and integrate data from these new markets with their
core market data [19]. Additionally, beyond data access and collection,
the ability to generate novel ideas from data and test their efficacy is
critical to B2C platform success [12].

Given the substantial value platforms derive from data, the con-
ventional zero price charged to users might not adequately capture
its worth [57]. Alternatively, offering incentives to users, such as
negative pricing, to join and use the platform may lead to opportunistic
behavior [58]. Hence, the access and utilization of data appear to be a
significant distinction between B2C and B2B platforms. B2C platforms
can often leverage end-user data through the provision of free services,
whereas B2B platforms necessitate compensating business users for
data access [49].

Derived difference 5: To benefit from data network effects, B2B
platforms must provide an immediate incentive to provide and
share data.

4. Discussion and implications

In our research, we comprehensively examined current information
systems literature on B2B platforms and compared it with the broader
literature on platforms. We show that the disparities between B2B and
B2C platforms are nuanced rather than distinct. This is in line with pre-
vious research and other approaches. Tauscher and Laudien [59] used a
mixed methods approach to analyze 100 marketplaces; in their cluster
analysis, B2B platforms were not identified as a separate category but
rather as a part of web-based platforms selling physical goods. Muzellec
et al. [60] used an exploratory approach based on case studies and
found that B2C platforms shift their focus to the business side in the
growth stage: over time, B2C platforms become more “B2B oriented”.
Trabucchi et al. [61] also identified differences and commonalities for
the C-side and B-side in three out of four categories. In all these cases,
the boundaries between B2B and B2C platforms are, therefore, rather
blurred. Our literature-based approach shows that each category or
dimension identified in our systematic literature review has counter-
parts in the general platform literature, indicating that these categories
are not exclusive to B2B platforms. Nonetheless, our analysis revealed
significant variations within each category. For an overview of our
findings, we present a comprehensive summary in Table 1.

4.1. Discussion

The analysis provides valuable insights into potential distinctions
between B2B and B2C platforms. However, it cannot definitively de-
termine whether these differences are intrinsic to B2B platforms or
merely strategic choices made by the analyzed B2B platforms. The

Decision Analytics Journal 10 (2024) 100383

analysis, therefore, raises important questions regarding the effective-
ness of the solutions identified in the literature for addressing B2B
market conditions. For instance, the first difference is the following:
Should B2B platforms adapt to market conditions, or is it not possible
for a single player to disrupt the B2B market without the help of
existing firms? Similarly, the second difference leads to questioning
whether the strong focus on technical solutions is influenced by the
manufacturing orientation of the literature. Moreover, different types
of B2B platforms, such as e-marketplaces, (I)IoT platforms, Al service
platforms, and industrial service platforms [21,38,52,62], may require
distinct infrastructure strategies. It is unclear whether building such
infrastructure is a critical success factor or simply a strategy chosen
by current B2B platforms.

The third difference seems to arise due to the tight market structures
in B2B environments, where the focus lies on onboarding existing
relationships onto the platform. However, this approach may not nec-
essarily create additional value or draw new players into the market
and may even reinforce existing market structures. This would be
in stark contrast to B2C platforms that typically significantly change
market structures. The fourth difference goes in a similar direction
and indicates that B2B platforms may prioritize the quality of existing
relationships rather than seek to attract new players. This could lead
to increased market power for established players, creating barriers to
entry rather than cutting down existing ones and potentially reducing
competition, which may lead to higher prices. Nonetheless, the last
derived difference suggests a different perspective on the differences
between B2B and B2C platforms. Despite the benefits of closer rela-
tionships among industry players, establishing sustainable trust, par-
ticularly for data sharing and building a common data infrastructure,
proves challenging.

In general, trust is a pivotal theme that underpins the discussed
factors. Trust is defined in the B2B platform literature as the ex-
pectation that participants will avoid opportunistic behavior [63,64].
B2B platforms bear the responsibility of fostering trust among par-
ticipants and different groups [18,64]. Trust hinges on the platform
owner’s reputation, the partner involved in platform creation, and
existing participants [4,16]. Governance elements, including openness,
rules, and compliance, also significantly impact on-platform trust [35].
The establishment of trust is one of the most crucial elements to
internalize network effects [6], enabling inter-organizational collabora-
tion [42], fostering more frequent and higher-quality interactions [14]
and encouraging data sharing [49].

While the analysis highlights potential differences between B2B and
B2C platforms, it also raises critical questions about the effectiveness
of various strategies in B2B markets. The nuanced nature of these
differences warrants further exploration and understanding, especially
regarding the impact on market dynamics and the roles of relationships,
trust, and data sharing in shaping B2B platform strategies. Regarding
the role of trust and the competitive landscape, research on cartels has
extensively explored the stability and breakdown of illegal cooperation
between firms [65-68]. Leveraging insights from this literature can
offer valuable insights into comprehending the dynamics of coopera-
tion among platforms, participants, competitors, and complementors.
Particularly, it can shed light on the crucial mechanisms required
to establish transparency regarding each participant’s behavior and
efficient methods to sanction any misconduct. Understanding these
aspects can enhance our comprehension of cooperation dynamics in the
context of digital platforms.

Our literature-based approach shows another interesting fact: The
analyzed papers do not follow a strict classification of platforms. Some
authors distinguish between marketplaces, (DIoT platforms, Al ser-
vice platforms, and industrial service platforms; others [21,38,52,62]
develop further B2B archetypes like product-service-platformizer, plat-
form ecosystem orchestrator, and platform market guardian, or indus-
trial product efficiency platform, industrial transaction platform, indus-
trial product-service platform, or industrial platform ecosystem [26].
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Overview of results of comparison between B2C literature and IS literature on B2B platforms.

# Category Topic Derived difference
1 Market structure and barriers to entry B2B platforms tend to support existing business practices and do not challenge them to disrupt
existing market structures.
2 Platform Infrastructure and boundary resources B2B platforms need to develop more customized technical solutions for all user groups to join
design and use the platform.
3 Leveraging network effect and initial supply Incumbents have an advantage in establishing a B2B platform, as they can leverage existing
partnerships to reach critical mass.
4 Increase and protect network effects B2B platforms lead to a more symmetrical power distribution, only changing markets gradually
Platform over time.
management

Data and data network effects

To benefit from data network effects, B2B platforms must provide an immediate incentive to

provide and share data.

Other authors use existing categories and discuss the difference be-
tween transaction and innovation platforms and find that the dif-
ferences are blurring [17]. But, in general, the literature does not
consequently consider the different underlying platform typologies.
This is at least partially a surprise, as such typologies are rather estab-
lished in B2C research. One basic distinction is between transaction and
innovation platforms [69], which is also considered, for example, by
Svendsrud et al. [17]. Whereas a transaction platform is characterized
by two user groups that meet over the platform and exchange a good
or a service, with an innovation platform, at least one group is enabled
to build new products and services for the platform, such as Apple’s
iOS or Android systems (the App-/Playstore is then a transactional
platform [28]). Regarding derived difference 2, it would be interesting
to see how concepts like the orthogonal platform [28,70] change
discussion of the findings. Anderson et al. [2], for example, emphasized
the importance of creating a stand-alone value for one user side, which
resembles the orthogonal platform concept where the platform first
creates value for one user group that does not depend on a transactional
value and therefore does not depend on the second user group in the
first place. Only after the platform has created sufficient value can it
open the platform for a second user group that benefits from the pres-
ence of the first user group on the platform. In the economic literature,
this is called audience making [11,31] and is an established platform
model for newspaper or Free-TV stations. Evans and Schmalensee [31]
used the example of OpenTable, a restaurant reservation platform, to
demonstrate that building a stand-alone solution for the business-user
side of the platform can be a successful market entry strategy: Once
restaurants adopted the software-as-a-service tool, OpenTable opened
the service for the end-user side to conveniently make reservations
online. Here, the platform added a transactional side; in the B2B sector,
however, data or ()IoT platforms could also consider an orthogonal
approach with a client-as-a-target strategy [28], where the original
client can access further services, or a client-as-a-source strategy [28]
where, for example, further data service is built upon the first user
group. This short discussion shows that a consequent consideration of
existing typologies could help in better understanding the differences
and dynamics of B2B platforms.

Another interesting discussion is about the different characteristics
of each of the business sides. Anderson et al. [2] raised the question
of how big the “b” is (b vs. B), meaning that the characteristics of
the businesses joining the platform might be very important. However,
this could also mean that the way a B2B platform is used by indi-
viduals within a company might be very different depending on the
type of platform and the respective value proposition. For instance,
in B2C markets, multiple dating platforms can coexist due to diverse
user requirements, while large social media platforms can cater to a
wide range of users with varying interests. Similarly, in B2B markets,
specialized procurement platforms, like, for example, for transport ship
spare parts, might coexist with broader platforms like Microsoft Teams
or Jira used across the entire organization. This prompts us to question
the underlying definition of “B” on each side of the platform: Does
it, for example, refer to an individual user or an entire organization?

Is the platform used as part of a standardized process, or can users
decide when and how to use it? And also: who is making the deci-
sion to join the platform, and who is making the decision to use it?
Understanding this distinction can provide insights into the dynamics
of B2B platforms and the varying requirements they seek to address.
This thought can also be connected with Muzellec et al. [60], who
claimed that a platform focuses on the embryonic and the emerging
stages more than on the consumer side and then shifts focus toward
the business side of the platform. They used four categories to compare
the consumer side (C-side) and business side (B-side). Here, they found
subtle differences in three categories, namely trustworthy environment,
data-driven extensions, and community building; however, for person-
alized experience, they did not find a difference between the sides of
platforms. The example of data-driven extensions shows that consumers
value efficiency in the match-making process, whereas the business side
values value-added services. However, the study examined platforms
with a private-user and a business-user side; here, we aimed to discover
differences between platforms without a private-user side, where both
sides are represented by business users.

Moreover, our literature selection has left several questions unex-
plored. One involves B2B platforms’ monetization strategies, which
received little attention in the considered literature. The most impor-
tant exemption is Petrik et al. [71], who reviewed the literature on
platform pricing and applied it to digital industrial platforms. Based
on the literature review, they created a taxonomy consisting of 14
dimensions and 51 pricing characteristics. This taxonomy can be used
to evaluate the pricing behavior of digital industrial platforms. How-
ever, they emphasized the need for further empirical research regarding
pricing and monetization strategies. Another exemption is Madanaguli
et al. [26], who explicitly named “designing platform revenue models”.
However, in both cases, it remains unclear if and how these strategies
differ from those employed by B2C platforms (identified, for example,
by [60]). Interestingly, while the general platform literature suggests
that the value of data could justify paying users for their data, paying
users might lead to opportunistic behavior [57,58]; however, incen-
tivizing data sharing by participants may be a crucial strategy for B2B
platforms [49]. Furthermore, it is worth noting that many monetization
models for B2C platforms are either advertisement-based or rely on the
platform’s business-user side running a business model on the platform
and earning money on it. In contrast, B2B markets do not necessarily
follow this pattern, and it may not be the case that both sides of the
B2B platform to generate revenue directly. Instead, one side might
benefit from cost savings or increased choice facilitated by the platform.
However, commission-based pricing strategies on B2B platforms focus
on revenue generation rather than cost savings. To gain a comprehen-
sive understanding of monetization strategies on B2B platforms, further
research is required to explore the specifics of how these strategies
operate and the implications they may have for platform dynamics and
participant behavior.

The identity of the platform owner is also only indirectly addressed.
The information systems literature states that participant relationships
evolve over time and that platforms can transform complementors into
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# Category Problem

Possible Approach

1 Platform types and
platform categorization

« Existing typologies are not consistently considered
« New categories must be defined

« Collection of all existing typologies and categories

+ Clustering of existing typologies and categories

+ Empirical assessment on which typologies and categories describe
B2B platforms best

2 Size and characteristics

of each B-side platforms might be very heterogeneous

The characteristics of the users and the usage of each side of B2B

An empirical assessment of at least two business market sides
regarding usage behavior and frequency as well as integration into
existing processes

3 Monetarization

strategies characteristics of each market side (2)

Optimal monetarization strategies regarding platform types (1) and

Comparison of different B2B platforms, for example, like [59]

4 Identity of platform

owner consortium?

Who can better establish a B2B platform: a single player or a

Further empirical investigation regarding the success factors
depending on the platform owner

partners [14,21,51]. The discourse surrounding ecosystems, particu-
larly platform ecosystems (see, for example, Pidun et al. 2019), implies
that a single player may not be able to create a market-disrupting
platform alone. This leads to an interesting research question: Can a
single market participant develop a B2B platform, or must multiple
players collaborate to establish such a central market maker and in-
termediary? A related question is whether an incumbent firmly rooted
in its non-platform core business model can effectively serve as this
central intermediary in the market.

Table 2 gives an overview of the identified research gaps. While
the empirical literature on B2B platforms is growing, B2B platforms
are rather opaque, which makes it challenging for researchers to apply
quantitative methods. Therefore, mixed method approaches like that of
Tauscher and Laudien [59] appear promising to tackle those questions.
The research should lead to an analytical framework supporting both
platform owners and participants on the platform to decide whether to
build the platform or join the platform or how to generate the most
value with or on a B2B platform.

4.2. Implications

Understanding the critical distinctions between B2B and B2C plat-
forms is essential for small and medium-sized companies to formulate
effective digital strategies. While the success of B2C platforms serves
as a valuable model for digital transformation, it is crucial to avoid
the false analogy fallacy [72-74] as B2B platforms may have different
dynamics, or B2C strategies may apply only to specific types of B2B
platforms. Blindly following the B2C platform approach without consid-
ering these differences may result in failure for B2B platforms, leading
to the potential misconception that platforms have limited potential
in B2B markets. This also requires a better understanding of different
types of B2B platforms and their differences.

Enhancing the value derived from data requires continuous co-
ordination and cooperation among firms. The information systems
literature highlights the significance of data access and sharing and the
crucial aspect of data consistency across companies [4,49]. However,
data sharing introduces various challenges, especially regarding con-
cerns about data accessibility and value-creation ownership. As a result,
companies may be hesitant to fully share their data, fearing that others
could exploit it. Interestingly, the problem of sharing and providing
data so everyone benefits from it is also a problem within companies.
An illustrative example is Jeff Bezos’s strategy at Amazon, where all
departments were compelled to provide and share data through in-
terfaces, thereby establishing a comprehensive data infrastructure and
enabling optimal data utilization [75]. The European Data Governance
Act® represents a step forward in fostering secure and reliable cross-
company data sharing. Its implementation is geared toward facilitating
a harmonious data-sharing environment that prioritizes safety and
security for all stakeholders involved.

5 https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/data-governance-act.

A clear understanding of the distinctions and nuanced differences
between B2B and B2C platforms provides valuable insights for pol-
icymakers. The concept of business platform ecosystems sheds light
on how competition dynamics may evolve in these markets [14,21,
51,56]. As companies strive to establish stable business ecosystems,
policymakers may express concerns about the potential implications of
such cooperation for competition (see, for example, [76]). This concern
becomes particularly relevant when former competitors collaborate on
a platform or jointly develop and operate a shared platform [14,21,
51]. However, such cooperation may raise antitrust considerations,
necessitating careful evaluation and regulatory attention to ensure fair
competition within these platform ecosystems.

Table 3 gives an overview of the implications and who is affected
by them. Due to the focus of the identified literature, they are relevant
mainly for the platform owner. However, the change in dynamics in the
competitive landscape can be very relevant for policymakers. Besides
the potential concerns for antitrust authorities, it is also worth men-
tioning that B2B platforms have the potential to leverage significant
efficiency gains. To ensure that those efficiency gains can be used, it
requires the right political environment—one that takes the needs and
peculiarities of B2B platforms explicitly into account.

5. Conclusion

This paper builds on a systematic analysis of the information sys-
tem literature focusing on market-related factors of B2B platforms. By
comparing these factors with the traditional B2C platform literature,
we aimed to identify both commonalities and distinctions between the
two types of platforms. Our investigation did not reveal any factors
that are unique to B2B platforms compared to B2C platforms. Instead,
both types of platforms rely on (indirect) network effects, confront the
challenge of the chicken-and-egg problem, need to manage interactions,
and depend on data for orchestration and scalability. However, our
analysis suggests that there are more subtle differences between B2B
and B2C platforms, which led us to formulate new research questions.
Answering these questions can contribute to a better understanding of
the nuanced disparities between the two types of platforms. Therefore,
we cannot fully answer the question of whether B2B and B2C platforms
are fraternal twins or false friends. In the first case, there is no dif-
ference between the two platforms, and the knowledge and principles
from studies of B2C platforms can be transferred to B2B platforms.
In the second case, the knowledge and principles from B2C platforms
being applied to B2B platforms leads to poor results and the notion
that platforms cannot work in B2B markets. Our results show that it
depends, among other things, on the type of platform, the market, and
the owner of the platform. Therefore, our study adds to the literature
comparing B2B and B2C platforms and crystalizes the peculiarities of
B2B platforms. In this sense, our paper is closest to Anderson et al. [2],
who formed hypotheses about differences and peculiarities in analyzing
a dataset of 79 B2B platforms in Germany. The nuanced nature of
the differences is also in line with previous work [59-61]. Fig. 4
illustrates this and points out the differences identified between B2B
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Table 3
Implications.
# Implication Affected
1 False analogy fallacy: transferring insights and expectations from B2C platforms directly to B2B platforms might lead Platform owner, participants on
to problems, disappointment, or failure the platform
2 Common data approach of platform owners and participants: sharing data and accessing data to improve the platform Platform owner, participants on
are more difficult when businesses are involved the platform
3 Potential new rules for competition in B2B platform markets: understanding the nature of B2B platform ecosystems Policymakers

and the consequences for competition within and between these ecosystems

B2B
Platforms

Tight and inflexible
market structure

Commonalities
(exemplarily)

B2C
Platforms

Mass markets with
potential for disruption

Two-/or multisided

More customized
solutions for participants
of all market side

platforms

Two or more user groups

Standardized access
through, e.g.,
Smartphones

with complementary

Incumbents have
advantage

Indirect network effects

goals

Disruption from |
outside the market.

Enabling

More symmetrical
power distribution

interactions/transactions

Platforms have market
power

Different value

propositions for all user
groups

Data is harder and more
expensive to access

Users are willing to give
personal data in 4
exchange for free /
services. /

Fig. 4. Differences between B2B and B2C platforms are nuanced.

and B2C platforms. The figure also emphasizes how close B2B and B2C
platforms are and that paying insufficient attention to the differences
may lead to the false analogy fallacy and, therefore, to misguided
strategic decisions.®

It is important to acknowledge the limitations of our study. With
our approach, we cannot give a complete overview of all potential
differences; rather, it shows certain aspects derived from the infor-
mation systems literature. The selection of literature and the analysis
were conducted following the method of Webster and Watson [23].
However, the researcher’s decisions in the selection process might have
influenced the inclusion of certain aspects and potentially excluded
others. Additionally, the research question for the systematic literature
review might have shaped the direction of our findings. Alternative
research questions may yield different categories and dimensions. Fur-
thermore, our focus on information systems literature represents just
a starting point. Addressing this topic from broader perspectives and
incorporating various disciplines could provide further insights. Nev-
ertheless, due to the scope and complexity of the topic and the wide
range of platform-related research across disciplines and time spans, a
comprehensive and all-encompassing approach is challenging.

In conclusion, our study sheds light on the relationship between B2B
and B2C platforms, revealing areas of similarity and divergence. While
there are limitations to our analysis, this research offers a valuable basis
for future investigations fostering a more comprehensive understanding

© Fig. 4 only indicates exemplary commonalities. While these commonalities
are important, they are not exhaustive, as this is beyond the scope of this

paper.

of the distinctive features of B2B and B2C platforms in the evolving
digital landscape.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing finan-
cial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to
influence the work reported in this paper.

Data availability
No data was used for the research described in the article.

References

[1] MIT, Riding the platform wave, in: MIT Sloan School: Ideas Made to Matter,
2022.

[2] E. Anderson, J. Lopez, G. Parker, Leveraging value creation to drive the growth
of B2B platforms, Prod. Oper. Manage. 31 (12) (2022) 4501-4514.

[3] L. Schermuly, M. Schreieck, M. Wiesche, H. Krcmar, Developing an indus-
trial IoT platform - trade-off between horizontal and vertical approaches, in:
Wirtschaftsinformatik 2019 Proceedings, 2019.

[4] S. Hermes, R. Guhl, M. Schreieck, J. Weking, H. Krcmar, Moving beyond the
build-or-join decision: A multiple case study on multi-platform strategies of
incumbent firms, in: Proceedings of the 54th Hawaii International Conference
on System Sciences, 2021.

[5] A. Hein, J. Weking, M. Schreieck, M. Wiesche, M. Bohm, H. Krcmar, Value co-
creation practices in business-to-business platform ecosystems, Electron. Mark.
29 (3) (2019) 503-518.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb5

M. Feike and J. Rosch

(6]

[71

(8]

[91

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[331]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

S. Wallbach, K. Coleman, R. Elbert, A. Benlian, Multi-sided platform diffusion
in competitive B2B networks: inhibiting factors and their impact on network
effects, Electron. Mark. 29 (4) (2019) 693-710.

J.-C. Rochet, J. Tirole, Platform competition in two-sided markets, J. Eur. Econ.
Assoc. 1 (4) (2003) 990-1029.

J.C. Rochet, J. Tirole, Two-sided markets: a progress report, RAND J. Econ. 37
(3) (2006) 645-667.

M. Armstrong, Competition in two-sided markets, RAND J. Econ. 37 (3) (2006)
668-691.

D.S. Evans, Some empirical aspects of multi-sided platform industries, Rev. Netw.
Econ. 2 (3) (2003).

R. Dewenter, J. Rosch, Einfiihrung in die neue Okonomie der Medienmirkte,
Springer, 2015.

P. Belleflamme, M. Peitz, The Economics of Platforms, Cambridge University
Press, 2021.

M. Armstrong, J. Wright, Two-sided markets, competitive bottlenecks and
exclusive contracts, Econom. Theory 32 (2) (2007) 353-380.

J.W. Veile, M.-C. Schmidt, K.-I. Voigt, Toward a new era of cooperation: How
industrial digital platforms transform business models in industry 4.0, J. Bus.
Res. 143 (4) (2022) 387-405.

E. Penttinen, T. Rinta-Kahila, J. Sihvonen, Pressuring trading partners to adopt
a business-to-business connectivity platform — stick or carrot? in: Proceedings of
the 54th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, 2021.

M.d. Reuver, B. Nederstigt, M. Janssen, Launch strategies for multi-sided data
analytics platforms, in: ECIS Proceedings 2018, 2018.

D.S. Svendsrud, P. Smith, K. Hydle, Network orchestration: Managing the scaling
of platform-based ecosystems, in: Proceedings of the 56th Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences, 2023.

T.M. Guggenberger, F. Moller, T. Haarhaus, 1. Giir, B. Otto, F. Hunke, F. Moller,
A.-C. Eimer, G. Satzger, B. Otto, How to design IloT-platforms your partners are
eager to join: Learnings from an emerging ecosystem, in: Wirtschaftsinformatik
2021 Proceedings, 2021.

D. Condorelli, J. Padilla, Harnessing platform envelopment in the digital world,
J. Compet. Law Econ. 16 (2) (2020) 143-187.

T. Eisenmann, G. Parker, M. Van Alstyne, Platform envelopment, Strateg. Manag.
J. 32 (12) (2011) 1270-1285.

H. Endres, M. Indulska, A. Ghosh, A. Baiyere, S. Broser, Industrial internet of
things (IIoT) business model classification, in: ICIS 2019 Proceedings, 2019.

M. Feike, J. Rosch, Market-related and relational aspects in B2B platform
ecosystems: Systematic review and research agenda, in: The Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences (HICSS), 2024.

J. Webster, R.T. Watson, Analyzing the past to prepare for the future: Writing a
literature review, MIS Q. 26 (2) (2002).

A. Asadullah, 1. Faik, A. Kankanhalli, Digital platforms: A review and future
directions, PACIS 2018 Proceedings, 2018.

M. Drewel, L. Ozcan, C. Koldewey, J. Gausemeier, Pattern-based development of
digital platforms, Creativity Innov. Manag. 30 (2) (2021) 412-430.

A. Madanaguli, V. Parida, D. Sjodin, P. Oghazi, Literature review on industrial
digital platforms: A business model perspective and suggestions for future
research, Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 194 (2023) 122606.

P. Ritala, M. Jovanovic, Platformizers, orchestrators, and guardians: Three types
of B2B platform business models, in: .A.A.C. N (Ed.), Business Model Innovation:
Game Changers and Contemporary Issues, Palgrave Macmillan, 2024.

D. Trabucchi, T. Buganza, Platform Thinking: Read the Past. Write the Future,
Business Expert Press, 2023.

R. Dewenter, F. Low, J. Rosch, Digitale plattformen aus industriedkonomischer
sicht, in: Management Digitaler Plattformen, Springer, 2021, pp. 35-59.

D.S. Evans, How catalysts ignite: the economics of platform-based start-ups, in:
Platforms, Markets and Innovation, 2009, p. 416.

D.S. Evans, R. Schmalensee, Matchmakers: The New Economics of Multisided
Platforms, Harvard Business Review Press, 2016.

S.P. Choudary, G.G. Parker, M. Van Alstyne, Platform Scale: How an Emerging
Business Model Helps Startups Build Large Empires with Minimum Investment,
Platform Thinking Labs, 2015.

T. Pauli, E. Marx, M. Matzner, Leveraging industrial IoT platform ecosystems:
Insights from the complementors’ perspective, in: ECIS 2020 Proceedings, 2020.
F. Riemensperger, S. Falk, How to capture the B2B platform opportunity,
Electron. Mark. 30 (1) (2020) 61-63.

V. Heimburg, N. van der Wal, M. Wiesche, Professionalizing small complementors
in a heterogeneous platform ecosystem. a logistics case, in: Wirtschaftsinformatik
2022 Proceedings, 2022.

N. Schaffner, M. Ritzenhoff, M. Engert, H. Krcmar, From specialization to plat-
formization: Business model evolution in the case of servicenow, in: Twenty-ECIS
2021 Proceedings, 2021.

Y. Liu, D.Q. Chen, W. Gao, How does customer orientation (in)congruence affect
B2B electronic commerce platform firms’ performance? Ind. Mark. Manag. 87 (6)
(2020) 18-30.

10

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

Decision Analytics Journal 10 (2024) 100383

F. Geske, P. Hofmann, L. Lammermann, V. Schlatt, N. Urbach, Gateways to
artificial intelligence: Developing a taxonomy for Al service platforms, in: ECIS
2021 Proceedings, 2021.

M.W. Van Alstyne, G.G. Parker, S.P. Choudary, Pipelines, platforms, and the new
rules of strategy, Harv. Bus. Rev. 94 (4) (2016) 54-62.

T.R. Eisenmann, G. Parker, M. Van Alstyne, Opening platforms: How, when and
why, in: Platforms, Markets and Innovation, Vol. 6, 2009, pp. 131-162.

A. Hagiu, Strategic decisions for multisided platforms, MIT Sloan Manag. Rev.
55 (2) (2014) 71.

A. Hofmann, C. Freichel, A. Winkelmann, A decentralized marketplace for
collaborative manufacturing, in: ECIS 2021 Proceedings, 2021.

E. Penttinen, M. Halme, K. Lyytinen, N. Myllynen, What influences choice of
business-to-business connectivity platforms? Int. J. Electron. Commer. 22 (4)
(2018) 479-509.

G.G. Parker, M.W. Van Alstyne, S.P. Choudary, Platform Revolution: How
Networked Markets are Transforming the Economy and how to Make Them Work
for You, WW Norton & Company, 2016.

B. Caillaud, B. Jullien, Chicken & egg: Competition among intermediation service
providers, RAND J. Econ. (2003) 309-328.

D.S. Evans, R. Schmalensee, Failure to launch: Critical mass in platform
businesses, Rev. Netw. Econ. 9 (4) (2010).

J. Makkonen, The Lean Marketplace: A Practical Guide to Building a Successful
Online Marketplace Business, Sharetribe, 2018.

M. Jovanovic, D. Sjodin, V. Parida, Co-evolution of platform architecture,
platform services, and platform governance: Expanding the platform value of
industrial digital platforms, Technovation 118 (6) (2022) 102218.

M. Gierlich, R. Schiiritz, M. Volkwein, T. Hess, SMEs’ approaches for
digitalization in platform ecosystems, in: PACIS 2019 Proceedings, 2019.

G. Marzi, A. Marrucci, D. Vianelli, C. Ciappei, B2B digital platform adoption
by SMEs and large firms: Pathways and pitfalls, Ind. Mark. Manag. 114 (2023)
80-93.

T. Burstrom, S. Kock, J. Wincent, Coopetition-strategy and interorganizational
transformation: Platform, innovation barriers, and coopetitive dynamics, Ind.
Mark. Manag. 104 (2022) 101-115.

M.-C. Schmidt, Determination of relational success? On the interrelation of
digital industrial platforms and buyer-supplier relationships, in: PACIS 2022
Proceedings, 2022.

A. Hagiu, T.-H. Teh, J. Wright, Should platforms be allowed to sell on their own
marketplaces? Rand J. Econ. 53 (2) (2022) 297-327.

F. Zhu, M. Iansiti, Why some platforms thrives. and others don’t what Alibaba,
tencent, and uber teach us about networks that flourish. The five characteristcs
that make the difference, Harv. Bus. Rev. 97 (1) (2019) 118-125.

N. Staub, K. Haki, S. Aier, R. Winter, A. Magan, Evolution of B2B platform
ecosystems: What can be learned from salesforce, in: ECIS 2021 Proceedings,
2021.

L. Zhang, F.-W. Chen, S.-M. Xia, D.-M. Cao, Z. Ye, C.-R. Shen, G. Maas, Y.-M. Li,
Value co-creation and appropriation of platform-based alliances in cooperative
advertising, Ind. Mark. Manag. 96 (2021) 213-225.

J. Tirole, Competition and the industrial challenge for the digital age, in: Paper
for IFS Deaton Review on Inequalities in the Twenty-First Century, 2020.

B. Jullien, A. Pavan, M. Rysman, Two-sided markets, pricing, and network effects,
in: Handbook of Industrial Organization, Elsevier, 2021, pp. 485-592.

K. Tduscher, S.M. Laudien, Understanding platform business models: A mixed
methods study of marketplaces, Eur. Manag. J. 36 (3) (2018) 319-329.

L. Muzellec, S. Ronteau, M. Lambkin, Two-sided internet platforms: A business
model lifecycle perspective, Ind. Mark. Manag. 45 (2015) 139-150.

D. Trabucchi, L. Muzellec, S. Ronteau, T. Buganza, The platforms’ DNA: drivers
of value creation in digital two-sided platforms, Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag.
34 (8) (2022) 891-904.

W. Thitimajshima, V. Esichaikul, D. Krairit, A framework to identify factors af-
fecting the performance of third-party B2B e-marketplaces: A seller’s perspective,
Electron. Mark. 28 (2) (2018) 129-147.

O.E. Williamson, Calculativeness, trust, and economic organization, J. Law Econ.
36 (1, Part 2) (1993) 453-486.

L. Zhou, H. Mao, T. Zhao, V.L. Wang, X. Wang, P. Zuo, How B2B platform
improves buyers’ performance: Insights into platform’s substitution effect, J. Bus.
Res. 143 (2022) 72-80.

R. Selten, A simple model of imperfect competition, where 4 are few and 6 are
many, Internat. J. Game Theory 2 (1973) 141-201.

M.C. Levenstein, V.Y. Suslow, What determines cartel success? J. Econ. Lit. 44
(1) (2006) 43-95.

H.-T. Normann, J. Rosch, L.M. Schultz, Do buyer groups facilitate collusion? J.
Econ. Behav. Organ. 109 (2015) 72-84.

J.E. Harrington Jr., Cartel pricing dynamics in the presence of an antitrust
authority, Rand J. Econ. (2004) 651-673.

M.A. Cusumano, A. Gawer, D.B. Yoffie, The Business of Platforms: Strategy in
the Age of Digital Competition, Innovation, and Power, Harper Business New
York, 2019.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb69

M. Feike and J. Rosch

[70]

[71]

[72]

D. Trabucchi, T. Buganza, Landlords with no lands: a systematic literature review
on hybrid multi-sided platforms and platform thinking, Eur. J. Innov. Manag. 25
(6) (2021) 64-96.

D. Petrik, V. Springer, G. Strobel, F. Moller, T. Schoormann, The price is right:
Exploring pricing of digital industrial platforms, Inf. Syst. Manag. (2023) 1-30.
B.A. Manninen, Weak analogy. Bad arguments: 100 of the most important
fallacies, in: Western Philosophy, 2018, pp. 234-237.

11

[73]
[74]

[75]

[76]

Decision Analytics Journal 10 (2024) 100383

S. Law, Thinking tools: Weak analogy, Think 5 (15) (2007) 59-60.

M.P. Berman, B.A. Lightbody, The metaphoric fallacy to a deductive inference,
Informal Log. 30 (2) (2010) 185-193.

M. Iansiti, K.R. Lakhani, Competing in the Age of Al Strategy and Lead-
ership when Algorithms and Networks Run the World, Harvard Business Press,
2020.

J.F. Moore, Navigating the death of competition: The emergence of business
ecosystems and beyond, in: Network Law Review, 2023.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2772-6622(23)00223-0/sb76

	Nuanced but important: A literature-based comparison between B2B and B2C platforms
	Introduction
	Systematic Literature Review
	Comparison of B2B and B2C Platforms
	Platform Design I: Market Structure and Barriers to Entry
	Platform Design II: Infrastructure and Boundary Resources
	Platform Design III: Leveraging Network Effects & Initial Supply
	Platform Management I: Increase and Protect Network Effects
	Platform Management II: Data & Data Network Effects

	Discussion and Implications
	Discussion
	Implications

	Conclusion
	Declaration of competing interest
	Data availability
	References


