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Editorial: Insights
Chris McPhee, Editor-in-Chief
Welcome to the November 2017 issue of the Technology
Innovation Management Review. The authors in this
issue share insights on developing value propositions
for the Internet of Things (IoT), understanding Industry
4.0 from a social innovation perspective, leveraging
third-generation living labs for collaborative innovation
in cities, designing business models based on open
data, and the impact of open access models on academic publishing.
In the first article, David Hudson provides practical
guidance to help technology entrepreneurs understand
and express a specific and compelling value proposition for their enterprise IoT offer. Given the diverse and
broad opportunities in the IoT space, Hudson cautions
against trying implement too broad a vision. Rather, he
argues that entrepreneurs should focus specifically on
“who is buying and what they will pay for”, and he
provides a set of pragmatic steps they can take to develop, test, and communicate a compelling IoT value proposition for these buyers.
Next, Rabeh Morrar, Husam Arman, and Saeed Mousa
examine the fourth industrial revolution (Industry 4.0)
from a social innovation perspective. They argue that
the transformation resulting from Industry 4.0 – in
which “physical systems can cooperate and communicate with each other and with humans in real time, all
enabled by the IoT and related services” – will bring
vast opportunities but also substantial socioeconomic
challenges. In the article, they propose a framework
that can facilitate the ongoing interaction between technological and social innovation to yield proactive,
timely, and sustainable strategies.
Then, Seppo Leminen, Mervi Rajahonka, and Mika
Westerlund describe next-generation living labs in the
city context. Based on 118 interviews with participants
in six Finnish cities, they developed a framework for collaborative innovation networks in cities and propose a
typology of third-generation living labs. Through their
analysis, the authors reveal how cities can encourage
collaborative innovation by leveraging platforms and
participation approaches. They describe four collaborative innovation modes that characterize different
types of third-generation living labs and explain how
they can be exploited to encourage collaborative innovation activities in cities.
timreview.ca

The fourth article is by Tuomo Eskelinen, Teemu
Räsänen, Ulla Santti, Ari Happonen, and Miika Kajanus, who used action research methods to discover
new business opportunities for an environmental monitoring service relying on open data. They applied a
four-stage innovation process for industry, which included context definition, idea generation, and selection, and produced multi-criteria decision support
(MCDS) data to help design a new business model.
Their business model creation process can help businesses find new ideas based on open data, turn them into business models, and then improve those models
using a participative approach.
Finally, Haven Allahar analyzes the role of open access
in the domain of academic publishing from the perspective of disruptive innovation. Following a characterization of the traditional journal publishing system,
Allahar describes the evolving phenomenon of open access models on journal publishing, the nature and extent of open access as a disruptive innovation, and the
implications for key stakeholders.
In December, we feature articles based on papers
presented at the 2017 ISPIM Innovation Conference in
Vienna. ISPIM (ispim-innovation.com) – the International
Society for Professional Innovation Management – is a
network of researchers, industrialists, consultants, and
public bodies who share an interest in innovation management.
For future issues, we are accepting general submissions
of articles on technology entrepreneurship, innovation
management, and other topics relevant to launching
and growing technology companies and solving practical problems in emerging domains. Please contact us
(timreview.ca/contact) with potential article topics and submissions.
Chris McPhee
Editor-in-Chief
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Value Propositions for the Internet of Things:
Guidance for Entrepreneurs Selling to Enterprises
David Hudson
easy to get sidetracked with technology, and that ”
“ It’s
is the danger, but ultimately you have to see what
works with the music and what doesn’t. In a lot of
cases, less is more. In most cases, less is more.

Herbie Hancock
Musician, composer, and actor
This article provides entrepreneurs with guidance to help understand and express the
specific and compelling value proposition for their Internet of Things (IoT) offer. IoT
enables such a wide range of possible short- and long-term opportunities that IoT
entrepreneurs may fall into the trap of considering IoT generally rather than positioning
their offer to a buyer in a specific manner that helps win deals. The process of
understanding and expressing a compelling value proposition will help the IoT
entrepreneur focus their offer, understand who the real buyer is, and demonstrate
tangible value to that buyer in a manner that is directed towards winning deals.

Introduction
The Internet of Things (IoT) can be defined as “a dynamic global network infrastructure with self-configuring capabilities based on standard and interoperable
communication protocols where physical and virtual
‘things’ have identities, physical attributes, and virtual
personalities and use intelligent interfaces, and are
seamlessly integrated into the information network.”
(Vermesan et al., 2009). This and other definitions of
IoT are very broad in scope with enormous technology,
commercial, societal, and other value chain implications. Such breadth provides the opportunity for innovation, as there are many points where an entrepreneur
might apply assets in a novel manner to establish a position in the new value chains that IoT will opportune.
Such breadth also creates a pitfall in that IoT entrepreneurs may position their offers as tackling a full vision of
IoT-enabled transformation. Moreover, because IoT
solutions involve the physical and the virtual, and both
operations and information networks, there can be
multiple stakeholders involved in procurement. Therefore, it is critical that the entrepreneur knows who is
buying and what they will pay for.
Consider an example of an IoT offering for theft prevention for a goods delivery service. Such an offer might
timreview.ca

use a global positioning system (GPS) receiver linked to
a satellite or cellular communication network. A device
with these technologies could be mounted on a delivery
vehicle and used to locate that vehicle, on demand,
should that vehicle be reported as delayed or missing.
This is a straightforward IoT-enabled offer.
Such on-demand tracking could be enhanced with geofences whereby the IoT system would immediately raise
an alarm should the vehicle deviate from its expected
routing. Given real-time knowledge of potential theft,
automatic communication with law enforcement agencies could be added. This loss-prevention system could
be linked to the real-time routing of a large fleet of
vehicles, and it could be used to manage the fleet, to optimize routes and deliveries, to implement service tiers,
and even to plan vehicle maintenance. With additional
sensors on the doors and packages, an even more sophisticated end-to-end monitoring of high-value cargo
could be provided. Other sensors could be introduced to
ensure that refrigerated goods were kept at the appropriate temperature throughout shipping and never
opened, for example.
Monitoring of acceleration, time of day, and the odometer could be used to assess driver performance, to maintain driver logs, and to conform to legislation governing
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the number of consecutive hours that a driver is permitted to operate their vehicle. All of the above IoT-derived
data could be exposed through portals and other interfaces to provide visibility to end customers and other
stakeholders in the goods-delivery value chain. Furthermore, the potential exists to monetize this data through
the fleet owners, the producers of the goods, shipment
brokers, insurers, vehicle vendors, and even the end consumers of the goods.
This example illustrates how a simple IoT use case – asset protection – can be extended to have a set of values
that might appeal to a wide variety of potential buyers
and operate under a variety of business models. The IoT
data is valuable because it can optimize the delivery service, it can be used to improve customer experience, it
can be used to monitor directly related aspects of the delivery value chain such as the vehicles and drivers, and it
can be used to upsell other products or services. All this
is possible because the data provides insight into the operations of the delivery service as well as the habits of
that service’s users. In this example, a delivery service
can ultimately be more valuable because of the IoT data
generated than because of the goods moved from one
loading dock to another.
IoT entrepreneurs can be tempted to position such a
wide vision because it allows so many conversations
with so many potential buyers. This wide vision also conforms to the IoT definition above. Indeed, broad claims
can be found on many vendors’ websites. Tackling a
piece of a broader technological and value disruption is
a wise move for an entrepreneur, but focusing too much
on the wider vision and not enough on specifics leads to
a positioning that is neither clear nor compelling relative
to the many other IoT vendors competing for deals.
Moreover, the entrepreneur must be focused on determining who among the various stakeholders is the decision maker for the initial purchase and what problem
that decision maker wishes to solve.
Startups focused on a beachhead or initial entry into the
market are unlikely to deliver all the capabilities like
those described in the example above, at least not at
once or even on their own. Although their target buyers
are likely to be interested in such a vision of IoT and
business transformation, they will hear “vision” from
analysts and other vendors. More importantly, buyers interested in business operations are likely to make purchase decisions based on specific operational outcomes.
The IoT entrepreneur must resist the temptation and
stay focused on sustainable differentiation and customers willing to pay for such value.
timreview.ca

In the author’s experience, entrepreneurs operating in
the hype-filled IoT space can lose focus or include more
and more technology futures and business vision in
their value propositions leading to ambiguous and general positioning. As a simple test to check whether they
have fallen into this trap, entrepreneurs should ask
themselves: What are the two or three value points
about my IoT offer that a customer must hear, believe,
and remember? What makes those points compelling
compared to my competitors’ value points?
This article reviews the value proposition literature for
approaches to best answering those test questions. The
approaches summarized here are most relevant to
those IoT entrepreneurs looking to position themselves
as delivering clear and compelling value to customers
who making purchase decisions for specific capabilities
and to understand what makes a value proposition
compelling. The focus here is on enterprise rather than
consumer applications of IoT insofar as the article addresses transactions where customers procure IoT offers to address business opportunities.
This article includes a review of tools and provides guidance that can assist the IoT entrepreneur to refine their
value proposition to make it specific and compelling.
These tools can be applied during the development of a
venture and periodically during the process of engaging
and learning from early customers.

Background
There is considerable market analysis of the size and
type of opportunities for IoT vendors. This data reinforces the potential breadth of IoT applications as well
as the magnitude of the customer spending in the enterprise market. Analysts have also provided insight into
how the overall enterprise IoT market may be parsed into addressable segments. Columbus (2016), for example, highlights that, although IoT does include the
potential for game-changing approaches to delivering
media, healthcare, financial services, and so on, the
areas where there are highest levels of commercial activity include inventory management, mobile/in-transit
asset management, industrial equipment maintenance,
and remote management of installations. Such analysis
emphasizes the extent to which IoT consumption is
driven by business operations requirements that tend
to be consistent within traditional market verticals.
There are common IoT technologies used across verticals, however, buying is often operations driven within a
vertical. Market analysis is important, but an IoT entrepreneur will transact with a customer – or just a critical
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few initially – not with an entire market. Some of the
market analysis therefore highlights that some customers will be operationally focused in their use of IoT.
The industry hype concerning IoT has also lead to considerable academic discussion. Some of the literature is
technology centric, elaborating on architecture and
standards (e.g., Uckelmann et al., 2011). Inquiry into the
technology is important, of course, because the technology must work if it is to deliver value. The sophistication
and complexity of the underlying technology create challenges for realizing worthwhile business models (e.g.,
Lee & Lee, 2015).
Indeed, innovation in the business model rather than
the technology itself is a potential area for entrepreneurs
to exploit. Tuber and Smiela (2014) propose several innovative business models. The literature also describes
how IoT business models function at an ecosystem level.
For example, Westerlund, Leminen, and Rajahonka
(2014) examined business model design “under the
transition from company-specific business models towards networked and more comprehensive ecosystem
business models”. The ecosystem effects of IoT reinforce
the potential breadth and reach of a wide view of IoT.
As with the market opportunity data, IoT technology
and ecosystem contexts are important. However, the IoT
entrepreneur looking for that first customer must find
their own unique and specific value proposition within
the architectures, standards, ecosystems, test beds, and
the like. Other vendors, by definition, will be able to lay
claim to technology and ecosystem compliance value
points.
Just as the Internet itself or industrial revolution did not
have a singular value proposition or business case,
neither does IoT. As an Internet-enabled capability, endto-end IoT has and will have multiple transactions or
nodes in a value chain to deliver a complete solution.
The technology components include the network,
sensors, analytics, archives, analytics, etc. The actors include the end customer or customers; the owners of the
equipment that provides the raw IoT data; those that
gather, store, analyze, and possibly enhance the data; as
well as those that monetize the data. Westerlund and
colleagues (2014) note that the IoT ecosystem business
models are diverse and immature. The breadth of IoT
potential can be tempting to the IoT entrepreneur,
however, the diversity and immaturity can make reaching a real buyer difficult if there is too much focus on
broad positioning or a lack of focus on the correct portion of the value chain.
timreview.ca

Within such a value chain view, consider one node or
instance of value exchange in the ecosystem. Specifically, consider the enterprise buyer who wants to address a pain point where an IoT solution may apply. An
IoT startup may wish to serve this need with an offer.
Multiple suppliers are likely to be involved in delivering
an IoT solution given that the solution will involve
some aspects of the enterprise’s operational technology – for example, in manufacturing, healthcare, energy and so on – as well as its networks and other
information technologies. Solutions that span multiple
enterprise locations and use cases with data captured
and stored over long periods of time are likely to involve even more suppliers. An IoT startup must be able
to demonstrate its specific and compelling value within
the value chain and in the context of essential architectures, standards, and the like.
In the earlier example, there is a full vision of transportation transformation that includes a specific point
where GPS and other technology create a node where
the value exchange centres on loss prevention. The
business model at such an IoT node can be understood
as an architecture that identifies the key actors and
basis for exchange of value (Glova et al., 2014).
There are different types of actors such as buyers and
sellers as well as types of exchange – product sales, service subscriptions, products as services, customizations, and so on. The literature, therefore, guides us
from a broad understanding of IoT as an orchestrated
set of technologies to the notion of specific value exchanges transacted within the broad vision of industrial change. These types of transactions are considered
below.

IoT Business Model Types
Dijkman and co-authors (2015) developed an IoT business model framework based on a literature review, interviews, and surveys. They describe a range of
business models with underlying value propositions
that include convenience/usability, getting the job
done operationally, improving performance of the operation, creating the possibility of later updates, reducing cost, mitigating risk, customization, and so on.
Even at the level of specific IoT customer needs and
supplier offers, there is a range of underlying value propositions. In other words, two IoT customers might
consume the same IoT offer for different reasons, or
the same IoT offer might be positioned in different use
cases because of a common underlying value proposition.
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Uckelmann and colleagues (2011) also identify a range
of value propositions underlying IoT use cases that include business innovation, creation of new services,
creation of new, purpose-built IoT devices and interfaces, management of resources, development of new
applications, real-time analytics and business intelligence, and supply chain visibility. They describe how
the initial customer need for an IoT offer often centres
on optimization of current processes and cost reduction leading to a later need to drive new revenue opportunities in IoT – from saving money to making money.
Examples of new revenue opportunities are IoT platforms as a service, IoT information service providers,
improving the quality of an end-to-end user experience, and real-time analytics. The “making money” aspects of the new revenue opportunities extend to
monetizing data outside of what would have been the
customer’s traditional business model. An IoT offer can
optimize current business and enable later opportunities – it “enables incremental business transformation as
well as radical business changes” (Uckelmann et al.,
2011).
Nagji and Tuff (2012) describe how offers (products or
services) may be core, adjacent, or transformational.
Core offers incrementally improve existing capabilities
and expand existing markets; adjacent offers expand
from existing business into “new to the company” business; and transformational offers are breakthroughs for
markets that do not yet exist. Taking the core, adjacent,
and transformational typography of offers in general as
well as the market and academic writing describing
ranges of IoT offers, the author proposes an IoT offer
may fall into one of three categories:

to depend on novel use of the data generated by IoT.
As an example, a traditional product vendor may
monetize the data on customer experience of their
product or machine learning applied to the IoT data
stream may identify new relationships and untapped
needs.
A given IoT business offer should fall into one, and possibly more, of these types. There is also a progression inherent in these types, and hence, an offer may initially
address a core opportunity but, over time, can be applied to adjacent or transformational opportunities as
technologies and customer-adoption progress. This notion of a range or spectrum or apparent and latent customer needs is important to how an IoT startup might
position against the opportunity. The startup must position knowing that the customer may make its vendor selection against one set of buying criteria but later
recognize and address other needs.

Compelling Value Propositions
Muegge (2012) explains how entrepreneurs can systematically discover their business models. One component of this systematic approach is the development of
the stakeholder value propositions. There may be multiple stakeholders involved in any given business and
there must be a compelling value proposition for each
to participate. The compelling aspect of the value proposition is the basis for the selection of one supplier
over the competition.
According to Anderson, Narus, and Van Rossum (2006),
compelling value propositions have three attributes:

1. Core IoT: operationally focused offers that deliver
cost reduction or other business performance improvement through the use of IoT sensors, actuators,
and data. Such offers improve the customer’s current
business.

1. Distinctive: the value delivered is superior to the competition.

2. Adjacent IoT: offers that allow the customer to leverage the data that their business operation generates
to provide new offers themselves. These new offers
address a recognized market need and may include
selling products as services – for example, selling machine hours as a service versus selling the machines
as a product.

3. Sustainable: the superior, measurable value can be
preserved and enhanced for a period of time.

3. Transformational IoT: offers that allow the customer
to create breakthrough offers. As breakthroughs, a
new market is to be created, and the offers are likely
timreview.ca

2. Measurable: the value delivered can be quantified in
monetary terms.

Anderson and co-authors (2006) also provide a method
for developing and refining a value proposition so that
it is compelling. The central idea in their approach is
that suppliers cannot simply list every possible benefit
from their offer because competition exists, because
customers are skeptical, and because customers often
make choices based on specific needs rather than general and broad requirements.
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Discovering the compelling value proposition is done iteratively (Anderson et al., 2006). The entrepreneur identifies, in sequence:

The literature on focusing an offer in the IoT space so
that it has a compelling value proposition is summarized in Table 1.

1. All benefits: These are all benefits customers may receive from the entrepreneur’s offer, considering what
is distinctive, measurable, and sustainable about
each benefit.

Application

2. Favourable points of difference: This is a subset of all
benefits and includes only those that are superior to
the next best alternative to the entrepreneur’s offer.
Note that the next best alternative may be status quo
– the customer selects no offer or no new offer.
3. Resonating focus: This is the shortest subset of the favourable points of difference and includes only those
that deliver the greatest value to the customer relative to the next best alternative. Greatest is characterized by the distinctiveness, measurability, and
sustainability of the benefits.
Application of this method (Anderson et al., 2006) to an
IoT offer can begin with an understanding of market
needs as expressed in analyst or other data as well as a
broad set of changes that are enabled by IoT technologies. Refinement to the favourable points of difference
requires an understanding of what competitors will do
over the same timespan as the entrepreneur’s plan.
Reaching the resonating focus subset requires customer engagement. The entrepreneur should expect to iterate through this process.

The relevance to the entrepreneur of classifying the IoT
offer and how to express its most compelling value proposition can be seen by revisiting the earlier example of
an IoT offer that minimizes losses due to theft. This offer delivers business performance improvement
through prevention of losses and recovery in the event
of theft and, hence, is a core IoT offer. The buyer for
such an offer is likely to be intensely operational and
will understand current (status quo) operations and the
cost of loss. The value proposition for such an offer can
be expected to have specific measurable performance
arguments supported by data such as successful delivery rates. The return on investment for such an offer
can also reasonably be linked to the rate at which customers deploy the offer. Customers may also perceive
value in that they can charge more for IoT-assured delivery.
Consider a second example where additional data from
the process of shipping goods is used to observe realtime customer usage and measure customer experience. Customer experience of a product or service
could be inferred using data gathered from the shipping and receiving enterprise resource management
systems and the end-to-end shipping process. This customer experience data can be used to understand cus-

Table 1. Key considerations when developing a compelling IoT value proposition

timreview.ca
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tomer habits to drive a sales campaign to focus on
highest-value customers. The data could also be used
in training of the customers themselves to increase consumption of the shipping service or to create customized shipping offers to meet the needs of specific
segments or even customers. Alternatively, such data
could be made available to a third party that specializes
in such professional services. The core offer to customers would continue to be operationally focused in its
value. However, the adjacent offer to create customized
service would be new to the market and would likely be
of interest to marketing and sales decision makers. The
value proposition for this adjacent IoT-enabled offer
would depend on measurable attributes; however, decision makers here would pay attention to the distinctiveness and sustainability of the offer.
Finally, consider a transformational IoT offer where
sensors that are embedded within a shipping-solution
offer also gather environmental and pollution data
from the geographies covered by the shipping firms
that use the offer. In this instance, there are many potential customers for such a dataset and many potential
business models for monetization – governments for
policy purposes, enterprises to sell their own offers or
manage their own environmental impact, and so on.
The value proposition here goes well beyond operations in any one shipping firm and must emphasize
how it is sustainable in the marketplace. A buyer here is
likely strategically minded and is likely a C-suite decision maker.
Entrepreneurs or managers of those responsible for IoT
offers can apply the approaches summarized above to
test whether they are positioning a compelling value
proposition. Which type of IoT offer is it? Core offers
target operationally minded buyers. Transformational
offers target those responsible for new business opportunities. Adjacent offers may depend on both types of
decision makers. The value propositions for IoT offers
of each type are also likely to be different with core IoT
delivering operational value and transformational offers enabling new market creation or entry.
The value propositions for the offer also need testing.
What is the compelling value proposition? It is a concise set of measurable and sustainable value points that
distinguish the offer from the competition. Because
these value points are measurable, they can be tested
and demonstrated to customers to win business.
These pragmatic steps will assist IoT entrepreneurs in
executing successfully in the shortest period.
timreview.ca

Conclusion
Any given IoT offer may be able to address core, adjacent, and transformational opportunities and may
therefore appeal to operational, marketing, executive,
or other buyers. The breadth and scope of IoT in a full
vision can encourage taking such wide views. An IoT entrepreneur must, of course, be able to speak to the
short and the long term, to the immediate and adjacent
opportunities, to the operational pragmatics and the
transformational vision. The IoT entrepreneur must
also have a systematically developed understanding of
what makes their offering better than the competition’s, and they must be able to communicate that compelling value proposition.
The guidance from the compelling value proposition literature, however, is to focus on the shortest possible
list of distinctive, measurable, and sustainable points of
difference for the target buyer. This guidance is particularly critical for entrepreneurs in the IoT space. Building from an entry point of strength will allow IoT
entrepreneurs to address increasingly sophisticated opportunities that may span business process improvement through transformational opportunities as well as
multiple use cases that span customers, geography,
time, or other dimensions.
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scale, scope and complexity of how technological ”
“ The
revolution influence our behavior and way of living
will be unlike anything humankind has experienced.

Klaus Schwab
Engineer and Economist; Founder and Executive
Chairman of the World Economic Forum
The rapid pace of technological developments played a key role in the previous industrial
revolutions. However, the fourth industrial revolution (Industry 4.0) and its embedded
technology diffusion progress is expected to grow exponentially in terms of technical
change and socioeconomic impact. Therefore, coping with such transformation require a
holistic approach that encompasses innovative and sustainable system solutions and not
just technological ones. In this article, we propose a framework that can facilitate the interaction between technological and social innovation to continuously come up with proactive, and hence timely, sustainable strategies. These strategies can leverage economic
rewards, enrich society at large, and protect the environment. The new forthcoming opportunities that will be generated through the next industrial wave are gigantic at all
levels. However, the readiness for such revolutionary conversion require coupling the
forces of technological innovation and social innovation under the sustainability umbrella.

Introduction
Every industrial revolution brought with it benefits and
challenges to the socioeconomic status of the countries that have engaged in such transformation. For instance, Great Britain led the first industrial revolution
with the invention of the commercial steam engine,
which revolutionized communication and transportation and led to many other industrial developments. In
the second industrial revolution, the United States was
primarily in the lead, with the telephone revolutionizing communication this time. In the third industrial revolution, the Internet was the key factor and
succeeded because it was conceived as a public infrastructure technology rather a proprietary technology
(Carr, 2003). The Internet has transformed the world
economic landscape, and this transformation is expected to continue with the Internet of things (IoT). Rifkin
(2014) confirms this trend in his concept of zero marginal cost, which emphasizes connectivity in his anticipation of a collaborative economy that will replace
the capital system in its current form – with the IoT as
timreview.ca

the main driver. The rapid progress of smart cities is
also paving the way to a more collaborative world
(Kanter & Litow, 2009).
All these industrial revolutions have resulted in economic growth, increased productivity, and advanced
welfare in the countries that managed to reap most of
its positive impact, including from high-quality goods
and services. However, the wealth distribution within
the developed countries who led the industrial revolution was not equitable, certainly not at the global level,
where inequality has become one of the key challenges
along with climate change and other sustainability issues. The rapid depletion of Earth’s resources at the expense of the future of the society and environment has
created an epic global challenge. Concepts such as sustainability and social innovation have surfaced and
have rapidly attracted global attention as potential resolutions. The United Nations global initiative towards
sustainable development goals (SDGs) has sent a strong
message committing to inclusive social and economic
development (UN, 2014). Innovative efforts in using, for
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instance, the sustainable livelihood approach to link socioeconomic and environmental issues are also endeavours (Brocklesby & Fisher, 2003).
Industry 4.0 is not an exception to the previous eras of
industries, but it is expected to bring immense benefits
and many challenges. However, the main challenge
that most stakeholders are concerned with is the cybersecurity risk given that the IoT is the backbone of Industry 4.0, which has the potential to enlarge the level
risk exponentially from where we are today. Moreover,
the rate of the technological development in Industry
4.0 is exponential and, therefore, anticipating the challenges and even the benefits is much more difficult
than what the world experienced in the previous industrial revolutions. This increased difficulty is due to the
high convergence of technologies that could complement or compete with different possible diffusion scenarios that may result in more frequent breakthroughs
that are difficult to forecast. Hence, the policy and regulation due to the speed of progress may lack a remedy
for any unexpected consequences or developments if
the policy resolutions remain non-global and reactive.
Social challenges are mainly the immense risk of cybercrime due to increased connectivity, and job losses due
to the automation of large segments of operations in
many industries as part of Industry 4.0. Although new
opportunities may appear for high-skill categories, as
argued by Drucker (2014), but will the volume of these
new jobs meet the supply of labour? In addition to automation, the rapid development and recent successes of
artificial intelligence in business domains have raised
the bar. IBM has already made leaf frog development of
system solutions in different obvious fields, and Watson of IBM is a striking example (Waters, 2016).
Therefore, technological and business-driven innovative solutions are not going to be enough. Innovation in
its broadest sense is the key solution, in particular social innovation. The same drive to innovate technologies to increase productivity can also be utilized to
improve welfare and societal needs of the world population.
In this article, we use an exploratory approach to discuss how we can tackle Industry 4.0 from a not only
economic view but also from social and environmental
perspectives. In other words, we discuss Industry 4.0 in
the context of social innovation. We seek to bridge
some of the theoretical gaps about how Industry 4.0
can be discussed from both technological and social intimreview.ca

novation perspectives. And, to facilitate this bridging of
gaps, we propose a simple framework to address the
above issues using a holistic perspective that aims to ignite an innovative and constructive conversation rather
than specific technical solutions.

Literature Review and Theoretical
Background
The world is changing very fast thanks to the technological revolution that greatly influences our way of living
and the behaviour of both individuals and organizations. Industry 4.0 (also known as Fourth Industrial Revolution) manifests itself in the way data changes,
technologies are automated and digitized, and what we
now call the Internet of things (IoT).
In this section, we review the relevant literature and discuss the theoretical background of Industry 4.0, social
innovation, and the interaction between Industry 4.0
and innovation in general. Our intention is to explore
the Industry 4.0 concept, including its economic, social,
and environmental interactions.

What is Industry 4.0?
Industry 4.0 is related to what is called the “smart factory” (Dutton, 2014). In a smart factory, a virtual copy of
the physical world and decentralized decision making
can be developed (Buhr, 2015). Also, physical systems
can cooperate and communicate with each other and
with humans in real time, all enabled by the IoT and related services.
The debate about Industry 4.0 and its global impact is
growing rapidly due to intense discussions about digitization, the Internet of things, and smart knowledge
and systems (Friess & Ibanez, 2014; Vermesan et al.,
2014). The debate is driven by uncertainty about the
best way to exploit the fast pace of technological innovation to improve various aspects of human life .
The concept of Industry 4.0 has its origins in Germany
and has been recognized by other leading industrial nations, although it is known as “Connected Enterprise”
in the United States and the “Fourth Industrial Revolution” in the United Kingdom. In any case, Industry 4.0
is built on three preceding technological transformations: steam power, which was the transformative force
of the nineteenth century; electricity, which transformed much of the twentieth, and the era of the computer beginning of 1970s (Cordes & Stacey, 2017). We
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expect that the impact of Industry 4.0 will be more profound, irreversible, and much more rapid than the previous three generations. The high growth in the
demand of technologies (mainly information and communication technologies) by industrial firms can fuel
the future of Industry 4.0 and may result in positive
spillover effects to different areas.
The term “Industry 4.0” was originated in 2011 at the
Hanover Fair in Germany as a strategy to mitigate the
increasing competition from overseas and to differentiate German and European Union industries from other
international markets (Pascall, 2017). Also, the German
government sought to use intelligent monitoring in production processes in order to aid decision making and
machine maintenance to reduce costs and increase the
competitiveness of German industries. In order to understand what is meant by Industry 4.0, PwC (2017) proposed a framework, which also was adopted by the
Flemish Government. The idea of the framework arose
by asking leading companies to determine their priorities among a group of concepts. Smart systems, humans
in Industry 4.0, smart production, and people skills
were identified as the highest priorities.
Schmitt (2015) confirmed five reasons why Industry 4.0
is important and is seen to be revolutionary in the era
of information technology and open market operations.
First, Industry 4.0 mitigates the burden of current challenges for manufactures in order to make the companies more flexible and responsive to business trends.
Among these challenges are the ones of increasing market volatility, shorter product lifecycles, higher product
complexity, and global supply chains. For example,
smart items will bring stronger integration of top floor
and shop floor and thus more intelligence and flexibility to production. Second, Industry 4.0 enables the
transformation of modern economies to become more
innovative and hence increase productivity. It is expected that the use of modern technologies such as digital
chains, smart systems, and the industrial Internet will
speed up innovations as new business models can be
implemented much faster. Third, it highlights the role
of consumer as a co-producer and puts them in the
centre of all activities. The customization of products is
the most important activity in the product value chain,
and digitization will facilitate crowdsourcing, which in
turn will lead to a faster design process. Industry 4.0
puts humans in the centre of production. Workers will
be assigned where help is needed, hence there will be
higher demands in the workforce for skills in managing
complex projects, yet more flexible work will also betimreview.ca

come available. Finally, we argue that it will enable sustainable prosperity through the use of modern technologies to find solutions to the challenges related to
energy, resources, environment, and social and economic impacts. Innovative solutions can reduce energy
consumption, help companies to sustain their business
with existing and new business models, and use new
technologies to produce all over the world (even at
high-cost locations) close to the markets utilizing the
domestic workforce skills.
Acatech (2014) described Industry 4.0 as the IoT: data
and services that will change future production, logistics, and work processes. This means that the evolution
of the IoT has gone beyond Internet-connected applications in recent years with the integration of different
technologies such as machine learning, embedded systems, and wireless connection. The European Research
Cluster on the Internet of Things (IERC) (Vermesan et
al., 2009) stated that the IoT is " an integrated part of
Future Internet and could be defined as a dynamic
global network infrastructure with self-configuring capabilities based on standard and interoperable communication protocols where physical and virtual ‘things’
have identities, physical attributes, and virtual personalities and use intelligent interfaces, and are seamlessly
integrated into the information network." IERC added
that “things” in the IoT “are expected to become active
participants in business, information and social processes where they are enabled to interact and communicate among themselves and with the environment by
exchanging data and information ‘sensed’ about the environment, while reacting autonomously to the
‘real/physical world’ events and influencing it by running processes that trigger actions and create services
with or without direct human intervention”. Vermesan
and colleagues (2014) confirmed that the main goal of
the IoT is to “enable things to be connected anytime,
anyplace, with anything and anyone ideally using any
path/network and any service”.
What is social innovation?
Social innovations are known as new practices used to
tackle social challenges; they have a positive influence
on individuals, society, and organizations (Hahn &
Andor, 2013). Social innovations have also been defined
as new models, services, and products that simultaneously meet social needs (Marolt et al., 2015). They can
be expressed by one or a combination of the following:
law, regulation, behaviour, service, business model, perception, organization, or technology (Abott, 2014).
Based on these broad definitions, many innovations
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can be classified as social innovations, including selfhelp health groups and self-build housing; Wikipedia
and the Open University; complementary microcredit
and consumer cooperatives; charity shops and the air
trade movement; zero carbon housing schemes; and
community wind farms (Mulgan et al., 2007).
The concept of social innovation denotes the processes
and factors that lead to a sustained positive transformation to the network society (Mulgan, 2006; Phills et al.,
2008). It is defined as an innovative solution to the increasing challenges that face society – one that is more
effective, more efficient, more sustainable, or more
equitable than existing practices (Phills et al., 2008).
Phills and co-authors (2008) confirm that social innovation should express both the newness and improved responses to societal needs. Society’s appreciation of the
resulting benefits of social innovation exceeds the traditional model, which usually benefits the innovators
themselves. Many known innovations can be classified
as social innovations, for example, sustainable solutions to environment problems, health insurance, new
learning models, and transportation facilities. Social innovation flourished recently as a promising mechanism
to tackle the inefficiency of the existing policies and
models targeting the most pressing global issues such
as chronic diseases, climate changes, and inequality
(Murray et al., 2010).
Industry 4.0 and innovation
Industry 4.0 is highly connected with innovation. In the
last decade, innovation added further ingredients to the
mix – mobile, cloud, social media, and big data – which
together might build a perfect symbiosis, create new
concept for the industrialization process, and shift the
market into new era of competition and differentiation
of products (Geiger & Sá, 2013). Industry 4.0 represents
a shift toward an innovation-based economy with
knowledge, data, and the IoT as central concepts. This
will affect the current structure, markets, and business
processes of the industrial age and pave the way to a
new age of digitization, “smarter” networking of production systems, and interlinked business processes.
In the new industrial revolution, traditional competitive factors such as market share, economies of scale,
and access to resources are now linked or joined with
other factors such as innovation, intellectual property
rights, smart technology, and access to knowledge (Geiger & Sá, 2013). Furthermore, the role of the consumer
is changing in the production process; the availability
of relevant information for both consumers and business units allows for more interactive relationships
timreview.ca

between them so that the consumer needs can be better fulfilled. The consumer’s role in the production process is vital: they are now a co-producer. Meanwhile,
radical process innovation is associated with the technological revolution; tailored production series will replace industrial or mass-manufacturing facilities (Buhr,
2017).
Also, customers have become more outcome oriented
(Geiger & Sá, 2013), and the “make-for-me” approach
represents a new business model. These trends have
contributed to the emerging concept of mass customization in manufacturing (Da Silveira et al., 2001), where
many firms started to introduce new marketing interfaces and manufacturing processes to meet the customized customers requirements who are willing to pay for
customized features of the goods and services. For example, consumers now choose their education approach and define exactly what they need from courses
and knowledge rather than passing through the traditional and formal teaching approach, which leads to incremental and radical innovation in the education
system that consider project-based and research-based
learning and interactive learning as the top priority.
Companies are expected to modify the business models
for their innovation and insert flexible value chains to
increase responsiveness to the changes in consumer behaviour. A smart factory with smart production systems
will cope with such demand while maintaining highquality products and services.

Discussion
Most of the recent literature about the Fourth Industrial Revolution focuses on the technological innovation
nature of Industry 4.0. There is concern about whether
the fast growth in technological development and digitization is leaving a positive influence on the individuals
and society (Luppicini, 2012). Thus, when considering
how technological progress can be exploited to solve society problems, we must also view technological innovations through a social perspective.
Industry 4.0 represented by the high growth in technology-enabled platforms has disrupted the existing industry structures and created new ways of consuming
goods through the combination of demand and supply.
It also organizes how people work and consume, it
changes the nature of assets, and it affects how data is
obtained and manipulated. Moreover, it lowers the barriers for people and businesses to invest and create
wealth, which in turn alters the surrounding personal
and professional environments (Schwab, 2015).
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Since the 2016 World Economic Forum, which set Industry 4.0 on its agenda as a global issue, this new
buzzword has been associated with rapid technological
breakthroughs that lead to the transformations in all aspects of our socioeconomic lives. In this view, one of
the key questions is how countries can create the conditions for the fourth industrial revolution and associated
emerging technologies to bring new opportunities and
benefits to the people and society, to help remedy the
damage to the society that the last three revolutions
caused, as well as enabling a sustainable fourth industrial revolution.
This new economic paradigm makes the Internet (and
data) a way to create value for people and societies and
not only serve as a communication channel. Industry
4.0 makes the world more digital, more connected,
more flexible, and more responsive. Well-known social
relationships are changing beyond recognition; we are
moving from business-to-consumer relationships to
peer-to-peer modes (Arroyo et al., 2017).
The engineer and economist Klaus Schwab, Founder
and Executive Chairman of the World Economic Forum
declared during the World Economic Forum in 2016
that to the world should have a comprehensive and
globally shared understanding about how the technology change dramatically our social, economic, ecological, and cultural lives. Schwab posed some questions
that highlight the ways technological innovation can interact with social innovation to shape the future of our
societies and benefits our societies: How will Industry
4.0 transform the healthcare sector, education, and
many other industries? How we can leverage technological innovation in ways to benefit both rich and poor?
How can technological innovation contribute solutions
to international public health problems? How should
the role of government be redefined in this technological revolution to promote transparency in economic, social, and environmental reform?
Schwab (2015) also confirms that, in the fourth industrial revolution, the social impact of technological
changes on the economic sectors, labour market, production, and innovation is better understood now than
during previous industrial revolutions. Meanwhile, governments and policy makers need to adapt and react
quickly to the rapid evolution of the Industry 4.0 landscape by providing the enabling environment, safeguards, and policies that can guide the future for
sustainable economic and social development and that
harness the promise that the technologies arising from
Industry 4.0 hold for people and societies.
timreview.ca

Brynjolfsson and McAfee (2014) emphasized that, in order to take advantage of the opportunity that the new
industrial revolution presents, it is important to recognize its impact on the whole society. Therefore, we have
to consider social innovation alongside the technological revolution. In other words, we have to focus on the
alignment between technical development (diffusion
and dissemination) in one hand and the new practices
required to deal with social challenges facing people
and organizations on the other hand. In this view, Buhr
(2017) confirms that the impact of social innovation is
prominent on a system-wide level, which means that
there is a mutual relationship between the technical
and social innovation Technical innovations and fast
technological development can positively affect the diffusion and dissemination of social innovation, and
technical innovation often develops its true potential in
combination with social innovation. The digitized
nature of Industry 4.0 innovative products is likely to
lead to both economic outcome as well as social benefits, if managed under the umbrella of sustainable development.
Industry 4.0 has huge potential to make positive impacts on our economies and societies. Uschi Schreiber,
Chair of Global Accounts Committee & Global Vice
Chair of Markets at EY (Schreiber, 2017) confirmed that
the multiplication of data volume available through
web-connected systems accompanied by increasingly
sophisticated artificial intelligence are expected to fundamentally change how society operates by providing
entirely novel solutions to existing problems, including
solutions and harmful systems that might not be expected. Schreiber added that Industry 4.0 introduces new
possibilities or prospects for breakthroughs in healthcare, the ability to empower more people worldwide to
become entrepreneurs, and increased access to education. These opportunities come about by adopting a
holistic approach or enabling mechanism for Industry
4.0 in order to meet the social and environmental challenges that face societies, to mitigate or minimize unintended consequences of the rapid technological
innovations, and to maximize the positive social benefits and protect public interests.
The discussion of social innovation in the context of Industry 4.0 is important to happen at early stages to address the growing concern of any possible negative
externalities on individuals and society at large. This is
important due to the increasing possibilities of the substitution of the human role by new technological innovations in the form of artificial intelligence, robotics,
drones, virtual reality, and the IoT. As a result, certain
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jobs may be made redundant or obsolete through automation and the digitization of production process, the
qualification requirements of new jobs will be more
strict, and new skills and knowledge will be required.
Industry 4.0 might lead to an unprecedented surge of
technical, industrial, and social innovations, which increasingly casting doubt on the adaptive capacity of individuals and institutions with regards to threats to
human identity, social stability, and economic security.
As Schreiber claims, it could disrupt every industry; reshape how we work, relate, communicate, and learn;
and reinvent institutions from education to transportation.
In a similar view, the growth of Industry 4.0 highlights
one of the common challenges posed by the rapid
growth in information and communication technology:
privacy. The sharing and tracking of our information,
the loss of control over our data, and the disclosure of
information about our private lives are consistent with
the new connectivity (Anderson & Mattsson, 2015). For
example, the revolution in biotechnology redefines
what it means to be human by changing the threshold
of life period, health, and cognition, which also forces
us to redefine our moral and ethical boundaries
(Schwab, 2015). Thus, one of the most important challenges for government, policy makers, and society is
how to shift the culture of the industry and society to
tackle the set of technology disruptions associated with
this new industrial era. In the following section, we propose a framework to facilitate policy debates and explore innovative solutions while ensuring a sustainable
future.

A Framework for a Sustainable Industry 4.0

A useful base to start with is using the sustainability
concept in its totality, which exceeds the emphasis of
meeting the requirements of present generations
without compromising the ability of future generations.
However, three key pillars – economic, social, and environmental –form the bases of our simple framework
(Adam, 2006). Technological and social innovation are
key drivers in providing sustainable solutions that meet
the three key criteria of sustainability and can act as an
assessment mechanism to any related developments of
Industry 4.0, as shown in Figure 1.
Including sustainability in the framework acts as a filter
and provides guidance to scrutinize technology developments coming out of Industry 4.0. It also emphasizes
the reciprocal roles of technological and social innovations.
The critical success factor in such an inclusive approach is designing a creative platform. This creative
platform would include experts from different disciplines including engineers, economists, social scientists,
environmentalists, futurists, artist, and other creative
people who can work together as part of this framework
and come up with novel solutions. A specific example
that could result from such an arrangement and set of
competencies would be in the development of advanced and integrated simulation systems to create, for
instance, a virtual environment where people and
emerging technologies can interact and behave naturally. As a result, several studies can be conducted to accurately anticipate the impact of various scenarios
before populating technological breakthroughs. In this
example, the timely development of augmented reality
and virtual reality could play a critical role if such initiatives are pursued.

The impact of technology has increasingly made an impact beyond industrial and economic perspectives, and
it could play a critical role in speeding up the realization of a paradigm shift, as Rifkin (2014) anticipates.
However, there is a need to address the various unexpected consequences of the rapid pace of technological
developments. The challenges that are caused by the
technological innovations need to be addressed by
complementary and innovative approaches to provide
innovative solutions that include radical methods that
can be deployed to anticipate the future emerging technologies and their impact – from a holistic perspective.
Figure 1. A framework to safeguard the potential of a
sustainable Industry 4.0
timreview.ca
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Conclusion
This exploratory work aimed to develop an understanding of the social aspects of the Fourth Industrial Revolution by demonstrating how the interaction between
technological innovation and social innovation can
solve current societal and socioeconomic problems
with an emphasis on sustainability. One of the most important criticisms for the previous three industrial revolutions and their associated policies is the failure to
solve the most pressing issues that continue to face
modern societies. These include climate change, chronic diseases, and inequality. With the transition to Industry 4.0, policy makers should think its global impact
on current and potential social problems through the
social dimensions of new technologies. Society at large
should benefit from such industrial transformation, because consumer and producer are largely connected
and both can participate in the production and consumption process.
This study confirms the importance of the duality
between social and technological innovation, which
can be achieved only if the Industry 4.0 is recognized
simply in the form of technical and social innovation.
The discussion of social innovation in the context of Industry 4.0 sheds light on the bright side of its potential
instead of focusing on the potential dark side of job
losses, human substitution by technological innovations, end of privacy, and potential loss of human control. The social perspective demonstrates that technical
innovations are likely to positively affect the diffusion
of social innovation, and vice versa. The technological
revolution that accompanies the Industry 4.0 achieve
its true potential in combination with social innovation. Hence, businesses that succeed in Industry 4.0 will
be those that offer both social progress and economic
benefits.
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Towards Third-Generation
Living Lab Networks in Cities
Seppo Leminen, Mervi Rajahonka, and Mika Westerlund
the evolution we know of proceeds from the ”
“ All
vague to the definite.
Charles Sanders Peirce (1839–1914)
Philosopher, logician, mathematician, and scientist

Many cities engage in diverse experimentation, innovation, and development activities
with a broad variety of environments and stakeholders to the benefit of citizens, companies, municipalities, and other organizations. Hence, this article discusses such engagement in terms of next-generation living lab networks in the city context. In so doing,
the study contributes to the discussion on living labs by introducing a framework of collaborative innovation networks in cities and suggesting a typology of third-generation
living labs. Our framework is characterized by diverse platforms and participation approaches, resulting in four distinctive modes of collaborative innovation networks where
the city is: i) a provider, ii) a neighbourhood participator, iii) a catalyst, or iv) a rapid experimenter. The typology is based on an analysis of 118 interviews with participants in
six Finnish cities and reveals various ways to organize innovation activities in the city
context. In particular, cities can benefit from innovation networks by simultaneously exploiting multiple platforms such as living labs for innovation. We conclude by discussing
implications to theory and practice, and suggesting directions for future research.

Introduction
Living labs are increasingly accepted as a prominent
form of open innovation (e.g., Bergvall-Kåreborn et al.,
2015; Brankaert et al., 2015; Guimont & Lapointe, 2016;
Hakkarainen & Hyysalo, 2016). The roots of the
concept may be traced back to Knight (1749), who referred to “living laboratory” as the elements and conditions of a body and an environment of an experiment.
More recent studies apply living labs in heterogeneous
fields and suggest that this phenomenon provides
ample research opportunities (cf. Leminen, 2015). Following the definition of Westerlund and Leminen
(2011), the present study views living labs as: “physical
regions or virtual realities, or interaction spaces, in
which stakeholders form public–private–people partnerships (4Ps) of companies, public agencies, universities,
users, and other stakeholders, all collaborating for creation, prototyping, validating, and testing of new technologies, services, products, and systems in real-life
contexts.”
timreview.ca

Although the literature on living lab is rich with various
concepts, methodologies, research streams, and tools
(Dutilleul et al., 2010; Følstad, 2008; Leminen & Westerlund, 2016, 2017), studies increasingly document the
plurality of living labs using different conceptualizations
(e.g., Leminen et al., 2012; Rits et al., 2015; Savelkoul &
Peutz, 2017; Schuurman et al., 2016; Ståhlbröst & Lassinantti, 2015). Among them, Leminen and colleagues
(2012) classify living labs as user-, enabler-, utilizer-, or
provider-driven. Moreover, the outcomes of innovation
activities are linked with the characteristics of the living
lab, its driving party, and the selected strategy – and the
living lab’s structure is that of an open innovation network (Leminen & Westerlund, 2013; Leminen et al.,
2016; Steen & van Bueren, 2017; Veeckman et al., 2013).
Similar to the notion of open innovation networks (Jarvenpaa & Wernick, 2012), living labs typically comprise
different stakeholders, such as suppliers, customers and
users, competitors, research units of universities, and
other institutions and organizations, all of whom brings
their interests to the collaboration and innovation.
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Living labs also may be classified by stakeholder roles
(Leminen et al., 2014; Leminen, Turunen, & Westerlund, 2015; Nyström et al., 2015). A city or an urban environment as well as involved stakeholders and their
roles are encompassed in many recent living lab studies
(e.g., Juujärvi & Lund, 2016; Steen & van Bueren, 2017).
Previous research is unified in that cities have a crucial
role to support plurality of innovation activities in the
urban context (e.g., Leminen & Westerlund., 2015;
Markkula & Kune, 2015; Tukiainen et al., 2015; Tukiainen & Sutinen, 2015). Given that various types and
modes of collaborative innovations are flourishing in
the city context (Sutinen et al., 2016), cities have drawn
increasing attention from both innovation scholars and
practitioners. Experimentation, innovation, and development activities in cities include a variety of modes of
collaborative innovation, including hackathons, innovation labs, innovative purchasing, open spaces, participatory budgeting, makerspaces, fablabs, co-working
places, and innovation spaces (e.g., Bogers et al., 2017;
Hyysalo et al., 2014, 2016; Kohtala & Hyysalo, 2015,
Schuurman & Tõnurist, 2016).
Acknowledging the categorization of living labs phenomenon by Leminen (2015) – in other words, viewing
living labs as a context, a method, and a conceptualization – the present study contributes to this perspective
and labels the variety of collaborative innovation as
“third-generation living lab networks”. The first of generation living labs focused on the landscape(s) of living
labs as real-life environments intertwined with users
and stakeholder activities. The second generation of living labs considered methods and methodologies as a
part of innovation activities in the real-life environment. The third-generation living labs portray different
modes of collaborative innovation, where different
stakeholders and particularly users have crucial roles in
innovation on platforms. Following Habib, Westerlund,
and Leminen (2015), the present study defines thirdgeneration living labs as: “platforms with shared resources, which organize their stakeholders into a collaboration network(s), that relies on representative
governance, participation, open-standards, and diverse
activities and methods to gather, create, communicate,
and deliver new knowledge, validated solutions, professional development, and social impact in real-life contexts.”
Numerous studies document innovation activities in
the smart city context (e.g., Khomsi, 2016; Ojasalo &
Kauppinen, 2016; Ojasalo & Tähtinen, 2016), where various types of collaborative innovations and platforms
timreview.ca

have emerged in practice and that have been discussed
in the scholarly literature (Bollier, 2016; Raunio et al.,
2016; Walravens & Ballon, 2013).
Among the many definitions of “platforms” provided in
the literature, Raunio and colleagues (2016) propose
that a platform refers to “any operating environment,
technology, system, product or service, whose development has been systematically opened up to outside developers, and whose key aims are the benefit produced by
the platform’s users to each other and the network effect
brought by participation.” The platform-based operating method is a key to digitalized participatory urban development, which significantly increases the innovation
impact and participatory nature of development
(Raunio et al., 2016). One of the key concepts used in
this connection is “innovation platform”, which requires that a city can shift its mindset from government
to governance so that its focus will shift to the development and realization of development goals instead of
regulation and enforcement of decisions. In other
words, the city should adopt the role of coordinator
rather than executor. Similarly, cities have begun to see
their citizens as co-designers, co-producers, and colearners (Bollier, 2016), suggesting that citizens move
away from being subjects to being active participants in
innovation (Leminen et al., 2014). Simultaneously, cities
increasingly rely on expertise and resources on different
communities (Anttiroiko, 2010). Moreover, platform orientation arises from profound social changes in cities
(Raunio et al., 2016). Taken together, prior research has
suggested the importance and role of the city as an enabler of innovation, yet studies on living labs are sparse
on various roles that cities can adopt. In particular,
there is a need for research on the implications of nextgeneration living lab networks in the city context.
Hence, through this study, we aim to understand collaborative innovation networks in cities, herein referred to
as “third-generation living lab networks”. Accordingly,
we pose the following research questions:
• What are collaborative innovation networks and their
roles in cities?
• How can cities exploit such collaborative innovation
networks?
The article is organized as follows. First, we review previous literature to create a framework of collaborative innovation in cities. Then, we describe our research
design and research process. Thereafter, we describe
the key findings regarding collaborative innovation in
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cities through six cases resulting in four types of novel
third-generation living lab networks. Finally, we discuss
the theoretical and managerial implications and
provide directions for future research on third-generation living labs.

Towards Third-Generation Living Labs
We propose a framework on collaborative innovation
based on two dimensions arising from previous literature on living labs and cities. The dimensions are i) “platform” (Anttitroiko, 2016; Bollier, 2016; Ojasalo &
Tähtinen, 2016; Raunio et al., 2016; Walravens & Ballon,
2013) and ii) “participation approach” (Hossain, 2016;
Leminen, 2013; Leminen & Westerlund, 2015, 2017;
Steen & van Bueren, 2017). The framework demonstrates the differences between collaborative innovation networks in the city context. The platform
dimension distinguishes between the city and the
neighbourhood, building on the notion that cities or
their parts are increasingly documented as platforms
(Anttiroiko, 2016). A neighbourhood or a suburb could
also refer to a smaller entity or unit within a city, such
as a school, a hospital, a community house, or a geographical area such as a park.
As to platform as the first dimension, living labs are generally viewed as platforms for innovation (Almirall &
Wareham, 2008; Anttiroiko, 2016; Dell´Era & Landoni,
2014; Habib et al., 2015). Ojasalo and Tähtinen (2016)
argue that, in the context of cities, the owner of the innovation platform is usually a city, and the platform
functions as an innovation vehicle between the city and
external actors. Walravens and Ballon (2013) study platform business models for smart cities (in particular,
business models of mobile service offerings of cities).
The authors put forward a “public business model
grid”, where they have a dimension of public value,
spanning from direct to indirect public value, and a dimension of governmental involvement, spanning from
limited to strong. Raunio and colleagues (2016) propose
that, through platforms, citizens become an active part
of public service development and the city’s role
changes from being a service provider to a facilitator of
innovative services. The authors conclude that platform
thinking has also been viewed as the next development
stage of conventional cluster policy, suggesting a re-organization of innovation collaboration in the city community. Furthermore, Raunio and colleagues (2016)
make a “simplistic but practical division” between platforms, by categorizing them into i) intermediary platforms that create value by conveying the products or
timreview.ca

services of others (e.g., Uber, Alibaba, eBay); ii) development platforms or platform ecosystems that produce
value by co-creating products and services with other
companies (e.g., Microsoft, Intel, SAP); and iii) integrated platforms that function as intermediaries but also
have a large external developer network (e.g., Google,
Facebook, Apple, Amazon) (Gawer, 2009; Evans & Gawer, 2016; Thomas et al., 2014).
The platform owner (usually a city, a higher education
institute, or a development company) facilitates, or organizes the facilitation of, the activities and defines the
goal(s) of the platform. Platforms can be rather permanent physical or digital environments or less permanent
environments, such as pop-up events, co-creation competitions, and hackathons. Anttiroiko (2016) documents
participatory innovation platforms of three case cities,
and states that, given that the city government facilitates
these platforms and that they are integrated with the official planning system and local development policy,
they resemble enabler-driven living labs. Furthermore,
Anttiroiko (2016) observes three points of business–citizen interaction, namely open data, public services, and
urban development. All of Anttiroiko’s (2016) case cities
support open data and knowledge sharing, focus on the
development of public services with platforms within
the smart city framework, and utilize innovation platforms in neighbourhood revitalization. He also highlights that citizens are, in most cases, customers or
users, but they sometimes play the role of empowered
residents or citizens whose needs push the design of local services. Thus, living labs can either span over the
whole city (i.e., the “city as a platform”) or focus on a
specific neighbourhood.
Leminen (2013) classifies living labs into four types
based on their coordination approach (i.e., bottom-up
versus top-down) and participation approach (exhalation-dominated versus inhalation-dominated). He argues that a top-down approach is led or coordinated in
accordance with centralized and official targets, whereas
a bottom-up approach focuses on local needs and operates at the grassroots level. Whereas the inhalation-dominated innovation approach aims at fulfilling the needs
of the driving party of the living lab, the exhalation-dominated innovation approach aims at fulfilling the requirements of other stakeholders. Leminen (2013) proposes
to encourage parties to share their knowledge, expertise,
and resources with the open innovation network. The exhalation-dominated approach engages stakeholders in
collective action in the open innovation network to fulfill the needs of the others (Leminen, 2013).
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The second dimension of our framework, “participation
approach”, depicts the innovation approach either as exhalation-dominated or inhalation-dominated. In this respect, Steen and van Bueren (2017) operationalized a
definition of urban living labs, which was used to assess
90 sustainable urban innovation projects in the city of
Amsterdam. They summarized the characteristics of living labs as four elements: aims, activities, participants,
and context. Living labs are aimed at innovation and
formal learning, and activities of living labs include development, co-creation, and iteration. Specifically, urban living labs aim at urban sustainability. Participants
are public and private actors, users and knowledge institutes, and all the involved stakeholders have decisionmaking power. The context of the living lab is that of a
real-life, and in many urban living labs, this means a territory or a space-bound place. Notably, Steen and van
Bueren (2017) argue that most of the projects that label
themselves as living labs do not include all the defining
elements of a living lab.
To summarize, our conceptual framework captures the
characteristics of collaborative innovation in the city
context. Using the bipolar dimensions of platform and
participation approach as principal axes in the framework, we can distinguish between four different modes
of collaborative innovation networks in cities. We anticipate that the two-dimensional framework, as shown in
Figure 1, can help us to identify existing collaborative innovations in cities, and a further analysis of the dimen-

sions enables us to capture differences and similarities
between the models.

Research Design
We chose collaborative innovation networks, particularly living labs in cities, by exploring their innovation
processes and contexts in order to contribute to the discussion on open innovation networks. The study applies a qualitative, multiple case study approach (Yin,
1989) by analyzing a unique data set encompassing 118
interviews in six cities in Finland. The selected case cities are at the forefront of development of collaborative
innovation networks, and they represent a broad variety
of collaborative innovation, such as living labs, hackathons, innovative purchasing, participatory budgeting,
open spaces, makerspaces, fablabs, co-working places,
innovation spaces, and so forth. These various modes or
types met the suggested criteria of collaborative innovation networks in cities, where one specific form, a living
lab, is associated with a real-life environment, multiple
stakeholders, and the pivotal role of users (Almirall &
Wareham, 2011; Bergvall-Kåreborn & Ståhlbröst, 2009;
Leminen, 2013, 2015; Leminen et al., 2014; Leminen,
Nyström, & Westerlund, 2015). As suggested by Jensen
and Rogers (2001), we organized the cases as snapshot
studies, meaning that the cases represented the diversity of innovation activities driven by different actors
in networks (Leminen et al., 2012). In addition, we utilized secondary data consisting of websites, bulletins,

Figure 1. A conceptual framework for collaborative innovation networks in cities
timreview.ca
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magazines, and reports to gain further understanding of
some of the collaborative innovation networks or to resolve arising issues or inconsistencies in the interviews.
Data collection
We collected all of the interview data in 2017. We audio
recorded and transcribed all face-to-face meetings and
meetings by phone, and followed an interview guide
when collecting information from various themes of collaboration innovations (Patton, 1990), and we had the
informants verify the findings. Understanding different
modes of collaborative innovations in cities and the
roles of platform(s) and the gained benefits for different
stakeholders in such collaborative innovation networks
exemplify the themes of the semi-structured and openended questions. Our informants comprised various
stakeholders representing different modes of collaborative innovation networks, especially living labs. The selected informants were interviewed because they have
in-depth knowledge and first-hand experience of collaborative innovation in cities. The informants included
CEOs, civil servants, directors, managers, professors, researchers, project coordinators, technical specialist, and
citizens (users as innovators). The names of organizations and the identities of informants are withheld to
maintain confidentiality.

Data analysis
An overview of the data analysis and the phases of the
study is presented in Table 1. We organized the empirical data according to the informant, the date of interview,
the type of informant, and the case. Then, we followed a
multi-staged data analysis process consisting of open
coding, focused coding, identification of innovation processes, and theorizing the codes. The main unit of analysis was the collaborative innovation: stakeholder
activities and the characteristics of collaboration innovation networks. The original transcribed interviews were
analyzed and coded by the researchers. We searched the
words associated with activities, innovation processes,
contexts, methods, methodologies, platforms, stakeholders, and tools using a content analysis technique.
For instance, we coded stakeholders as utilizers, enablers, providers, or users to identify the characteristics
of third-generation living labs. So doing, we followed
the examples of Roberts (1997) and Neuendorf (2002) to
understand the cases by coding and content analysis.
We first coded the original, word-by-word transcribed
empirical material independently and then compared,
discussed and agreed on the results.
In the second phase, the first round of coding resulted
in describing and identifying participation approaches

Table 1. Data analysis process

timreview.ca
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and platforms in cities. We then analyzed the four archetypes of collaborative innovation networks by categorizing participation approaches and platforms in six
cities (Figure 2). We anticipate that the four archetypes
of collaborative innovation networks in cities are our
key findings.

Findings and Discussion
In this study, we analyze and classify the variety of collaborative innovation activities in six Finnish cities. So
doing, we establish a framework based on platform and
participation approach, which puts forward four diverse archetypes, or modes, of collaborative innovation
in the city context, which are illustrated in Figure 2:
A. The city as a provider
B. The city as a neighbourhood participator
C. The city as a catalyst
D. The city as a rapid experimenter
A. The city as a provider
The mode of city as a provider (lower-left corner of Figure 2) represents an inhalation-dominated participation approach where improvements are done to the
city’s own service provisioning, and an entire city is
seen as a platform. In brief, this mode refers to exposing the service provisioning of a city to others in order
to improve its services and processes for citizens.

Improvements to services and processes are undertaken
with a broad variety of stakeholders such as companies
and research institutes by providing expertise for a city.
Activities are often initiated by the city’s strategic aims
to pursue predefined improvements for its services. The
city endeavours to create points where stakeholders can
anchor their activities to the city’s operations, facilities,
areas, and routes, and to gather information, test, co-create, and validate products, services, and systems. The
city has specific city-wide targets, and it spells out how
companies and other actors need to act with it, and
what kinds of benefits they can receive. When the city exposes its processes to others, a network or an ecosystem
forms around the city that organizes activities to streamline and develop the city’s service provisioning.
An innovation platform produces ideas, solutions, and
knowledge for making public services and their production more efficient, while the city acts as a utilizer of the
results. The city scales processes by providing guidebooks while companies and research institutes gather information, test, develop, and co-create products,
services, and systems. Companies may also be utilizers
benefiting from the results of innovation activities in
their product and service development processes.
Rather than being active actors, users are essentially
treated as “lab rats” for testing products, services, and
systems. Therefore, this mode does not make use of the
full expertise and potential of citizens. The innovation

Figure 2. Collaborative innovation modes in cities
timreview.ca

26

Technology Innovation Management Review

November 2017 (Volume 7, Issue 11)

Towards Third-Generation Living Lab Networks in Cities
Seppo Leminen, Mervi Rajahonka, and Mika Westerlund
mechanism of this mode assumes a city exposes its
activities to companies and research institutes that collect information from processes of the city and improve
the city´s service provisioning.

(Leminen et al., 2014, 2015). The innovation mechanism of this mode assumes that the city not only initiates, participates in, and supports activities, but also
collects the best ideas for further development.

B. The city as a neighbourhood participator
The mode of city as a neighbourhood participator
(lower-right corner of Figure 2) represents an inhalation-dominated participation approach where the
neighbourhood is seen as a platform. The mode refers
to improving the neighbourhoods of citizens and their
living conditions by local, grassroot activities initiated
by the citizens. Similarly to the previous mode, innovation activities are initiated by and aimed at improving
the conditions of the driving party. Specifically, citizens
lead and benefit from innovation activities in this
mode. In other words, a city engages itself in the collaborative innovation process, participates in activities,
and supports citizen activities rather than attempting
to steer the innovation activities.

C. The city as a catalyst
The mode of city as a catalyst (upper-left corner of Figure 2) represents an exhalation-dominated participation approach where the entire city is a platform. The
city boosts the development of companies and increases value of their operations by combining other
aims and connecting other actors to the service provisioning in a city region. The main objective of the city is
not to develop more efficient services for itself but to
enhance and nourish business ecosystem(s) through
living labs, when no companies take a role in order to
boost and cultivate new networks and ecosystems in
the city.

A network or an ecosystem forms around a neighbourhood/community that organizes action to solve citizens’ needs and aims to bring benefits for its citizens.
Success is based on the activity and enthusiasm of citizens, and activities in this mode require patience from
the city, not vast resources. The implemented operations are often small and quick, and easy to accomplish
by the city. Examples of social innovations in our data
included gardening activities initiated by the citizens in
a neighbourhood, a village fête in the neighbourhood,
and a digital bulletin board installed in stairwells – all of
them jointly developed with the citizens. Another example: a residential area was isolated and there were
hardly any services, but citizens, a local grocery store,
and the developer of the residential area jointly ideated
a drop-off location where the grocery store delivers online food purchases for pick-up by customers. Later,
this resulted in the establishment of a specific e-grocery.
In this mode, the city is an enabler by participating in
and supporting innovation activities in neighbourhoods. Scalability into citywide solutions is not as important as in the previous mode. However, the platform
is the source of ideas and needs, which are the cultivated and developed into commercialized products,
start-up companies, or social innovations. In contrast
to the previous mode, where citizens act as lab rats, citizens here lead innovation activities or are participants
in innovation activities with other stakeholders and can
be perceived as co-creators or creative consumers
timreview.ca

A network or an ecosystem forms around the city`s own
service provisioning, where living labs have a built-in
role in the city’s operations and service production. The
city is a catalyst that opens up its service production
and processes. The platform can be physical, virtual, or
hybrid, and it consists of processes and procedures of
the city, such as city planning and land use, wellbeing
and healthcare, and the educational system. Although
the city opens up the service production and data resources, it becomes a development platform for companies to develop, experiment, test, and validate
products, services, and systems.
Because living labs and their activities are intertwined
with the catalyst’s service production and processes,
they generate diverse value for the stakeholders. Put differently, by combining the conventional service provisioning of the city, as well as its processes, the city
pursues benefits that are difficult to obtain otherwise.
For example, residential area planning can be arranged
with an innovative conveyancing competition, where
construction companies and others compete on ideas
that they implement, and they seek to identify potential
companies interested in jointly building and experimenting with new types of houses and housing solutions such as zero-energy homes. Such operations
catalyze development and stimulate adoption and creation of new solutions and services in the building industry.
In addition, co-operation between various sectors increases, and cross-pollination and learning take place
between different sectors. The long-term benefits for
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the city are realized through activated business life in
the city and through the success of companies developing their products and services, as the mode assumes
prolonged development in the city region. Further, the
scaling mechanism of the mode postulates learning
and understanding of the principles of living labs by
sharing and transferring knowledge regarding experiences of innovation activities between humans rather
than formulating knowledge in manuals as the activities of living labs are at different maturity levels.
A city acts as an enabler by enhancing and nourishing a
business ecosystem. That is, the innovation mechanism
of this mode assumes opening the city’s service provisioning and boosting business ecosystem(s) in the city.
Companies and research institutes test, develop, and
co-create their products, services, and systems. Although the roles of platforms are twofold, they enhance
development, experimentation, testing, validation of
companies’ services, products, and systems, and act as
showrooms for companies’ activities and their outputs.
Similar to the first mode, users act as mere “lab rats” for
testing products, services, and systems; thus, the mode
does not benefit from the full potential of citizens.
D. The city as a rapid experimenter
The mode of city as a rapid experimenter (upper-right
corner of Figure 2) represents an exhalation-dominated
participation approach, where the platform is a neighbourhood, unit, or a specific theme or activity rather
than the entire city. This mode refers to accomplishing
trials of new products, services, and systems by companies to gather experience and knowledge, to learn
fast from such experiments, and to accelerate their
product and service development processes and
growth. The mode assumes development in predetermined thematic areas or neighbourhoods through rapid experiments that the city supports with a modest
financial or non-financial stake in publicly funded projects. The city arranges competitions of rapid experimentation dedicated to certain predefined thematic
fields, activities, or areas such as energy efficient solutions, smart mobility, health, and other solutions for
smart cities. In other words, the city supports the
growth of small companies and the business ecosystem
by enabling rapid experiments.
The city has no specific short-term targets but can realize long-term benefits as it initiates a business network
or an ecosystem around the needs that will be solved
through rapid development. The development process
will provide benefits to other stakeholders, bring new
timreview.ca

solutions for the city or citizens, and develop the platform or its processes. The benefits of rapid experimentation increase, at least indirectly, and include flexibility,
learning, and knowledge transfer. The developed solutions can be scalable to other contexts, but the scaling
is conducted by the involved companies.
The benefits of the participating companies are twofold. First, the companies can gather information, test,
develop, and co-create their products, services, and systems. Second, they may look for references for their
products and services in cities. Users’ or citizens’ specific roles may vary, and they may act as “lab rats” for testing products, services, and systems; yet, their full
potential and expertise as a part of innovation activities
may be involved. This mode assumes learning from trial and error; such flexibility can be achieved by bringing in new actors and developing limited and rapidly
implementable solutions for topical problems in real
environments. Table 2 presents characteristics of collaborative innovation in different types of third-generation living labs.
To summarize, our findings indicate that cities may
simultaneously use several collaborative innovation
modes and that innovation can adopt different modes
at the same time. Furthermore, because the needs of
cities are often versatile, various modes of platforms
(virtual, physical, or hybrid) and operational models
(ranging from everyday basics to complex collaborative
innovation networks) are increasingly used. Consequently, a city must possess capabilities to simultaneously handle the variety of forms. A city has to be able
to develop its basic services that it has legal obligations
to provide to its citizens, and to activate companies, act
efficiently and innovatively, and at the same time conduct small experiments benefiting its citizens and companies. In contrast to prior studies on living lab
networks (e.g., Leminen et al., 2012; Leminen et al.,
2014, 2015, 2016; Nyström et al., 2014; Steen & van Bueren, 2017), which documented innovation activities
through the importance of users in various innovation
networks characterized by openness in cities, we argue
that cities play a pivotal role by enabling innovation
activities using different mechanisms to boost innovation with different parties.

Conclusion
This study classified the variety of collaborative innovation activities in six cities in Finland. The study identified two essential dimensions in previous literatures on
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living labs and cities, namely platforms and participation approaches, in order to propose a framework that
demonstrates differences of current and potential collaborative innovation networks in cities. The study
aimed to understand the plurality and variety of collaborative innovation networks in cities, referred to as
third-generation living lab networks. Particularly, the

study attempted to take a step towards research that
would review implications of the third-generation of living labs in cities. Therefore, this study not only illuminates four collaborative innovation modes but also
contributes to the growing literatures of open innovation networks and living labs by describing the ways living lab networks are exploited in the city context.

Table 2. Characteristics of collaborative innovation in different types of third-generation living labs

timreview.ca
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Table 2. (continued) Characteristics of collaborative innovation in different types of third-generation living labs
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Theoretical implications
There are three theoretical contributions that the study
highlights in regard to the discussions on collaborative
innovation and open innovation networks particularly
in the area of living labs. First, the paper suggested a
new conceptual framework for revealing collaborative
innovation networks in the city context: the third-generation of living lab networks (Figure 1). Second, the
framework distinguished four archetypes of collaborative innovation through third-generation living lab networks based on their participation approach and the
platform: A. the city as a provider, B. the city as a neighbourhood participator, C. the city as a catalyst, and D.
the city as a rapid experimenter. Third, the study proposed that cities reinforce long-term participation and
engagement of stakeholders, suggesting various benefits
to all stakeholders. Each of these contributions is described as follows:

city region. Finally, the city as a rapid experimenter
considers a part of city (e.g., a neighbourhood) as a
platform, where it attempts to learn fast from the rapid experiments and to accelerate companies’ service
and product development processes.

1. Conceptual framework: Mulder (2012) argues that the
existing living labs fail to benefit from their full potential, because they rely too much on traditional usercentric lab methodologies, forgetting the “living
part” that makes a living lab an exceptional methodology. The framework suggested in the present study
illuminates various types of collaborative innovation.
The dimensions of the framework include the platform (in terms of “city” versus “neighbourhood”) and
the participation approach (in terms of “inhalationdominated” versus “exhalation-dominated”). Whereas the former dimension is grounded on exploiting
different platforms in cities, the latter is grounded on
the assumption on the participation approach.

3. Cities reinforce long-term participation and engagement of stakeholders: The extant literature proposes
many benefits from engaging multiple stakeholders
and particularly users in organization’s innovation
activities (e.g., Leminen & Westerlund, 2012; Leminen, 2015). Although the benefits are widely acknowledged, Hannukainen and colleagues (2017) note that
user-oriented innovation activities may not be
rooted in part of an organization’s innovation and development activities even though the organizations
are excited by such modes and find them useful. One
explanation for this might be that many companydriven living lab targets are, by nature, short term; for
instance, the goal may be to solve a company’s instant needs in their innovation activities (Leminen et
al., 2012). Our study proposes that cities increasingly
reinforce the long-term participation and engagement of users, citizens, and other stakeholders particularly in the city as provider and city as catalyst
modes because cities’ innovation and development
activities are increasingly coupled into their serviceprovisioning. Therefore, if a city succeeds in aligning
its modes in collaborative innovation networks with
its long-term mission and goal, and in building appropriate anchorage points for other stakeholders,
the structure can become a long-lasting part of the
city’s innovation system.

2. Four archetypes of third-generation living labs: The
conceptual framework distinguishes four archetypes
of third-generation living labs based on the participation approach and the platform. The city as a provider assumes that an entire city is viewed as a
platform, and its service provisioning is exposed to
other stakeholders in order to improve and make services and their processes more efficient, as well as to
provide expertise for the city. The mode of the city as
a neighbourhood participator refers to improving
neighbourhood of citizens or their living conditions
by local, grassroot innovations by citizens, where the
platform is a neighbourhood or a suburb of city, and
such innovation activities are conducted for the benefits of citizens themselves. The city as a catalyst
refers to a mode where the city boosts the development of companies and increases value of its own operations by combining other aims and connecting
other actors to its service provisioning in the entire

Managerial implications
From the managerial perspective, the study contributes
a framework, or tool, to identify and categorize collaborative innovation networks in cities. The framework
and the identified characteristics of the modes with regards to collaborative innovation networks portray different stakeholders and their activities and benefits. We
described four different types of third-generation living
lab networks based on their participation approach and
platform whose interests dominate the network’s operation. By identifying each mode in collaborative innovation networks in cities, managers may link their own
innovation and development processes as a part of the
city’s activities. In other words, cities may provide
many benefits for managers when cities are seen as
platforms, source(s) of data, and sources of needs by
the citizens and the city. More specifically, managers
may learn that cities have a key role in boosting companies’ own innovation and development activities,
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ranging from testing and validating their products to cocreating and developing new ones. Particularly companies should prepare for a revision of their roles and
activities corresponding to identified collaborative innovation networks in cities.
Limitations and future research
All studies have their limitations. First, the present
study put forward a matrix where we selected participation approach as one dimension while excluding the dimension of coordination approach presented by
Leminen (2013). The coordination approach could be
included in the matrix in future research. We were not
able to include all the different stakeholders in the studied collaborative innovation networks, the third-generation networks, because of the limited resources.
However, we believe that our data set is sufficiently rich
and covers multiple types of informants and diverse collaborative innovation networks in six cities. Yet, the limitation may affect the results on modes in collaborative
innovative networks in the city context. We share the
view that living labs are coupled into the contexts
(Leminen, 2015), and further research is needed for different modes of collaborative innovation networks. For
example, new platforms enable citizens to participate
and engage in development and innovation activities in
cities, and it is crucial to understand the mutual interests and mechanisms of open and collaborative innovation activities. Therefore, we propose more
research on how different stakeholders should be motivated in order to be engaged in the development and
innovation processes in collaborative innovation networks, and on what actions are necessary to keep stakeholders engaged. Further, we propose the importance
of studying the relations of different collaborative and
open innovation networks. Also, we suggest a need for
additional research on the characteristics in open and
collaborative innovation networks. Therefore, we call
for further analyses of specific cases, eventually including how different stakeholders employ collaborative
and open innovation networks in cities. Are there relations (or correlations) between different types of cities,
collaborative innovation networks, and the position of
the informants? To conclude, we call for more research
on collaborative innovation networks, the third-generation networks.

timreview.ca
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community sustainability transitions ”
“ Small-scale
are recognized as an important strategy toward a
sustainable society in general. It is now suggested,
that with environment monitoring and open data
plus information as a service, sustainable transitions
can be achieved with more actual details and the
effects of change process would be then evident.
Nigel Forrest and Arnim Wiek (2014)
The free availability of open data provides opportunities to start new businesses and
gain business intelligence. However, although data is often used to support decisions
and actions, the possibilities offered by modern sensor technologies with connections
to cloud-based data collection services are not being effectively capitalized. Data collection systems are also not generally open source solutions, even though open and flexibly adjustable systems would broaden the opportunities for solutions and larger
revenue streams. In this article, we used action research methods to discover new business opportunities in a semi-open information system that utilizes environmental monitoring data. We applied a four-stage innovation process for industry, which included
context definition, idea generation, and selection, and produced multi-criteria decision
support (MCDS) data to help the design of business model. This was done to reveal business opportunities for an environmental monitoring service. Among these opportunities, one service-style business model canvas was identified as feasible and selected for
further development. We identified items that are needed in the commercialization process of environmental monitoring services. Our process combines open environmental
monitoring data, participative innovation process, and MCDS support, and it supports
and accelerates a co-creative business model creation process that is cost-beneficial in
terms of saving time. The results are applicable to the creation of an open data information system that supports data-driven innovation.

Introduction
Open data is a major driver for innovation. It can be
used by anyone as a free public resource to start new
businesses, improving existing ones, or gain business
intelligence. Although the potential for innovation is
large, we do not know exactly which kinds of applications will turn out to be the most promising, the most
robust, and the most replicable. Therefore, we need to
learn about the mechanisms of value creation and the
ways in which open data fits into different companies’
timreview.ca

strategic and operating models (Gurin, 2014). The business of open data is a young field, but it holds promise
for service innovation in a variety of domains (Lindman
& Nyman, 2014).
Consider the domain of environmental monitoring. Understanding the quality of available water is critical because, for example, climate change projections indicate
that cities all around the world will face threats to water
supply security, heightened flood risks, and severe heatwaves (Bates, 2008). Some of these impacts are already
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being felt, and as such are no longer just a collection of
projections (de Haan, 2015). To start to tackle to these
challenges and to answer the questions arising with
them, environmental data produced by environmental
monitoring should form a basis for added knowledge,
and it should give a starting point to address actual
problems, not just causes (Niemi, 2009). Thus, the domain of environmental monitoring represents a rich domain for the study of open data and for the
development of novel business models.
From 2016 through to 2020, the cumulative market size
for open data is estimated at 325 billion (Wüstenhagen, 2006), and the availability of publicly available
open environmental data is increasing rapidly. In Finland, the market for businesses related to environmental monitoring data is estimated to reach 6 billion by
2020 (Hietaniemi, 2009). Already now, legal documents,
statistics, geographical data, traffic data, and environmental data are freely available for public use in Finland (Kinnari, 2013). In this context and in this study,
we describe a participative business model creation
process that is built on an actual Finnish case of available open data from environmental monitoring.
Environmental monitoring means measuring physical,
chemical, and biological variables over time (usually
over long time periods) to provide data about any possible changes and the speed of such changes on the
monitored environment and its ecosystem with an aim
to understand the present state of the environment and
any subtle changes (Artiola, 2004). With historical data,
even small indications of possible future environmental
dangers can be identified with event monitoring of any
current abnormal situations. Good open data about the
environment also enhances decision making and supports open politics models.
From a business perspective, the demands for more
green solutions and more nature-friendly ways of working have been increasing in many different industries,
for example, in the area of basic infrastructures such as
power generation (Niemi, 2009). Environmentally
friendly companies can differentiate themselves from
their competition and enhance their market share.
However, companies need to understand what aspects
of eco-friendliness will appear to their customers: earlier studies have shown that, for example, eco-friendly
products that save energy are of interest and concern to
many groups (de Haan, 2015) but products that reduce
carbon dioxide emissions are less so. For example,
Hornibrooks and colleagues (2015) found that putting
“…carbon labels on supermarket own brand products
timreview.ca

has had no discernible impact on shifting demand to
lower carbon products”.
In this study, our goal was to find connections between
the environmental monitoring open data and business
models. Open data was seen as business value accelerator that creates new business innovation possibilities.
Unlike private big data, open data is for everyone as a
free public resource and can be seen as a resource to
start new businesses, gain business intelligence, and
improve business processes (USCCF, 2014). To enhance the usability of open data, the solutions considered in this study were limited to the application of
open software solutions. Morgan and Finnegan (2014)
studied the benefits of open source software, stating
that the most important benefits are: high reliability
and stability, lower costs, user support from the experts
in the online community, flexibility in terms of customization, and avoidance of vendor lock-in.
Through customization, the use of open source software facilitates value creation and accelerates innovation and exchange of ideas, gives access to superior
knowledge outside the firm, and adds flexibility of use.
Innovation and idea exchange happen by opening the
source code to everyone, which in turn opens the door
for follow-up innovations and improvements. Superior
knowledge can be obtained when the engineers of a
firm work as part of a development team of a community that gives the firm access to knowledge outside
their own areas of expertise. This access also provides
the flexibility of using new technologies and selecting
the most suitable open software components to fulfill
any development needs (Morgan & Finnegan, 2014).
Without measurements and data, it would be impossible to identify the gains of any change process. For
example, in the mining sector, measurements are
needed to identify environmental impacts. Also, municipal water distribution systems needs hydrological
measurements to improve water safety. More data also
typically generates new findings and inspires innovation, which builds possibilities for new business opportunities. New business opportunities will emerge and
some old models will be revised; as van den Bergh,
Truffer, and Kallis (2011) argue, “transitions research assumes that transitions are rather smooth, well-governed processes. But like all social and technological
changes, transitions involve creative destruction with
winners and losers.”
Environmental monitoring typically combines many
data sampling sources (e.g., from water, air, or soil)
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with multiple methods of measurement and analysis,
including traditional laboratory analyses, to understand the extent of chemical contamination in a certain
area. Unfortunately, traditional field measurements
and sampling only provide information about one given area, space, and time, and do not provide any information between samples. Furthermore, time delays
with manual sampling can be days, weeks, months, or
even years. The development of continuous monitoring
technology has made it possible to collect data almost
constantly in real time, with multiple variables being
measured simultaneously. Together with sampling,
laboratory analyses, and continuous field measurements, it now is possible to generate more comprehensive ways to better understand the state of environment,
thereby improving overall situational awareness (Laniak et al., 2013). With publicly available data, people can
understand better the state of local environment and
contribute to political efforts or environmental and infrastructure construction projects. The core of the information services based on open data are data
availability and usability.

model formation process. In this context, supportive
tools, such as multi-criteria decision support (MCDS)
methods, provide help with the design challenges, including the prioritization of business model items. Especially in complex interconnected cases, experimental
small change based on rapid development models are
needed to obtain new knowledge (Parker, 2016). For example, with environmental monitoring, where private,
public, and third sector entities collaborate, a shared
fairness in the solution increases the likelihood of success (Hague, 2011; Parker, 2016; Tikka & Gävert, 2014).
Business model creation in the open data business context requires applied science models on how to build
new business models, which also includes the prioritization, selection, and analysis of the building blocks of
the business model. To address this gap, we have identified the following research questions for this study:

By creating a new business model, a business can create new markets (Nenonen & Storbacka, 2010). But a
business model is also integral to the functioning of the
business. Indeed, Magretta (2012) describes a business
model as, “the story that explains how an enterprise
works”. It is important to ask how a business model creates value for customers through its “architecture of
value creation” (Teece, 2010). Many companies fail to
do this because they do not focus on market re-shaping. The challenge is to produce radical new innovations to products, services, or business models and to
challenge the de-facto ideas in current markets (Nenonen & Storbacka, 2011). Without a market re-shaping focus, the business cannot achieve high-level
understanding of the actual needs of the customer and
efforts for customer collaborative value creation will fail
(Furr & Dyer, 2014).

2. Can we accelerate business model creation in an open
data ecosystem with a participative business model
process and multi-criteria decision support?

A typical business model formulation process is also an
iterative learning process – it proceeds by trial and error
– and studies show that this process is more effective in
teams (Sosna, 2010). According to Aljena (2014), business model research is far from practical usability and
the actual practices of building a business model vary
greatly from detailed planning to un-planning. The big
challenge is balancing the needs of different stakeholders and customer demands, and deciding how to select
items correctly when creating a business model to suit
these various and sometimes contradictory cases. Indeed, more research is needed to simplify the business
timreview.ca

1. How can a participative business model technique be
used in the identification and prioritizing of business
model items relating to open data from environmental monitoring?

The remainder of this article presents environmental information services and models, and a four-phase business model creation process with multi-criteria
decision support, which was done in order to build a
core of a business model on environmental monitoring
service.

Environmental Information Services and
Models
Indeed, the availability of the data itself is only part of
the story. Implementation requires the information service provider to consider technical properties and functions such as measuring devices (sensors), data
transfer, data collection, data processing, methods of
analysis, and modelling procedures. The information
service provided has to consider means to share only
the information needed by the end users. One possible
model for this sort of integrated environmental modelling, monitoring, and decision process was presented
by Laniak and colleagues (2013). Their model not only
focuses on getting the data, it also considers a wide
view of the subject by beginning from the clarification
of environmental issues through to the analysis and results up until to the end, where decisions are made. At
the core of the model is the integrated environmental
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modelling stage, which includes the data collection and
measurement observations, which are also the core
parts of this study. In Figure 1, the main components of
the integrated environmental modelling and decision
process (Laniak et al., 2013) are presented, including a
boundary that delineates the elements included in our
proposed business model development process, as will
be described in this article.

vices (Testa, 2015). So, services should focus on providing ease of use for information required by the end user
while ensuring that other functionalities of the system
and the technologies behind the delivery process of the
information fade to background. An example of an environmental information service is shown in Figure 2,
including its various components (Räsänen, 2011).

In information services, the most scalable solution is to
use a cloud service for data sharing. Cloud services
have rapidly developed into an important ICT technology tool that responds to the fast-growing needs of
data storage and other IT resource needs. For example,
cloud services are well suited to a complex platform
business field, where one change affects multiple players and experimental development is needed. These
rapid changes build the knowledge about the usability
of the solutions (Parker, 2016). As platform business
models make it possible for private, public, and third
sector entities to collaborate towards a shared business
goal, fairness is one of the core elements supporting the
possibility for great success (Hague, 2011; Parker, 2016;
Tikka & Gävert, 2014).

Furthermore, given that the data is the base ingredient
of the information services, a large effort should be directed towards availability and overall accessibility of
observation data and the information that is constructed from this data. Also, different data (and information) providers should enter into deep cooperation and
collaboration in order to reveal new (business) possibilities lurking inside in their costly collected data. Finally,
to be truly able to provide the information as a service,
open and standardized software approaches are
needed for the technological solutions used as service
platforms. For example, open application programming interfaces (APIs) and wide-timeframe data access
are needed. These steps can improve the transparency
of computational and data-processing methods (Räsänen, 2011).

Cloud-based information technology has significantly
lowered entry costs of IT deployment, it connects users
to a shared pool of IT resources, and it allows a higher
level of elasticity, which makes IT deployment more
scalable. Moreover, cloud computing lowers the innovation barriers and opens up opportunities because it is
easier to involve many people to use and develop ser-

In Finland, the Centre for Economic Development,
Transport and the Environment (ELY Centre;
ely-keskus.fi/web/ely-en) monitors environmental conditions and changes together with Finnish Environment
Institute (SYKE; syke.fi). Priority is given to water systems monitoring, to the regular controlling of climate
(in most areas), and to the observation of endangered

Figure 1. The main components of the integrated environment modelling and decision process (adapted from
Laniak, 2013), including the proposed business model development process
timreview.ca
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Figure 2. An example of an environmental information service and its components (Räsänen, 2011)
animals. Companies and institutions follow and report
pollutants and effects caused by their actions. The data
is saved in national databases, which are open for all
users, but for some of them user identification is
needed. The ELY Centre uses this data for decision making, forming statements, and as a basis for planning. It
also analyzes and publishes information about environmental conditions in different areas of Finland.

Business Model Creation and Multi-Criteria
Decision Support
Considering the possible challenges of developing new
business models, practitioners would welcome a set of
tools to help make the process easier. For this need,
multi-criteria decision support (MCDS) methods
provide transparent and coherent decision support and
facilitate communication in complex situations. These
methods are especially well suited to cases with conflicting objectives, multiple alternatives, and actors
with uncertain or incomplete information. As they are
used in the current study, MCDS methods are sometimes used with other planning tools. As an example,
connecting MCDS methods with SWOT (Strengths,
Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) analysis can
yield analytical priorities for the SWOT factors and
makes them commensurable (Kajanus, 2012).
timreview.ca

The idea of using MCDS methods within a business
model canvas (Osterwalder, 2004) as a design framework is to systematically evaluate the components of a
business model. This is done to identify the components with the greatest potential or importance. First,
through a creative process, a set of potential items for a
business model is identified and documented. After
this, identified components are analyzed and prioritized. The business model canvas provides the basic
framework within which an analysis of the decision
situation can be performed. The MCDS method enables the creation of business models that are based on
an analytical selection process. Any MCDS method, and
its prioritization principles, can be applied; the existence of different techniques allows the adaptation of
use of the MCDS method according to the needs of the
decision maker and the specific planning situation.
The business model design process, with prioritization,
starts with the identification of needs. From there, a
starting point for a new business model is a description
based on the business model canvas. First, the process
starts with a few items and then more are added to cover all canvas blocks needed in a given context. The connections and interrelations among the items are
important in this part because they help to compose a
well-balanced business model. Good connections gen-
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erate a believable business structure with an appealing
value proposition. The business model itself is built
upon a collection of ideas; it can be said that a business
model, as expressed in a business model canvas, is a
portfolio of relevant items belonging to their relevant
building blocks. So, the business model design closely
parallels project portfolio selection (Archer & Ghasemzadeh, 1999; Stummer & Heidenberger, 2003; Thore,
2002), where the organization seeks to choose projects
to meet the given goals and constraints. Thanks to extensive methodological research, a broad variety of approaches exists for project portfolio selection. For more
information about project portfolio selection methods,
see Gustafsson and Salo (2015) and Martino (1995).
To create a core business model, robust portfolio modelling can be used to find “the best” from all the rest.
Robust portfolio modelling (Liesiö, 2007; Salo, 2006) is
an MCDS method designed to select ideal sets of projects (or items) to constitute a portfolio, which is a collection of items (or projects) selected from a large
group of different possibilities. In its basic variant, robust portfolio modelling is a scoring model (CasadesusMasanell, 2007), which is widely employed in the evaluation and generation of a portfolio of projects, in settings where multiple objectives are required to be
considered (Sosna et al., 2010). A central concept and
key outcome of robust portfolio modelling is the socalled “core index”, which is used to map and build an
ideal portfolio from the evaluated items. The core index
values indicate the most important and best-fitting
items for a possibly successful business model, and is
especially important when the evaluation has contrasting needs. With the help of robust portfolio modelling
and core index calculations, key ideas for the different
canvas blocks will be defined.
As a pragmatic solution, a four-phase approach is
presented by Kajanus and co-authors (2014). In Phase
1, the context for the business model is described and
an effective process is designed. It includes decisions
on the objectives, selection of participants (e.g., customers and experts), the evaluation criteria, and needs
for innovation workshops or information collection
(e.g., interviews). In Phase 2, a number of business
model ideas are collected with multiple methods (e.g.,
interviews, workshops, questionnaires). In this phase,
the quantity is of ideas is important. With a larger idea
base, there are more seeds to help others to generate
more (and better) ideas. Typical ideation is implemented as group work session with relevant stakeholders
(e.g., firm CEO, decision makers, key customers, service
timreview.ca

providers). Then follows Phase 4, the analysis phase,
during which a final list of the most promising items for
the business model will be defined.

Methods for Business Model Development
Business model development process of environmental
monitoring systems
In this section, we describe the business model generation process in the context of an environmental monitoring system, which consisted of four primary phases:
1. Defining the decision context (environmental monitoring) and preparing for a planning process involving
selecting and briefing the participants and defining
evaluation criteria.
2. Identifying and innovating the relevant items and
new ideas for the business model to be generated,
and including them in the business model analysis.
3. Determining the relative importance of the business
model items (core indexing).
4. Defining the business model and then re-designing it
(new items were added in four steps) with the aid of
the evaluation information.
In Phase 1, the context of a business model for industrial environmental monitoring services was decided.
Evaluation criteria were discussed and determined.
Also, it was decided to hold a workshop for idea generation and evaluation. Because this research was done by
applying action research methods, with real specialists,
a workshop was organized for the experts with the researchers also participating in the event. Action research was used because the method is well suited to
finding solutions to practical problems where researchers are active participants (Eriksson & Kovalainen,
2008).
The workshop covered phase 2 and 3 of the innovation
process. The purpose of the workshop was to clarify the
most important business factors in (industrial) environmental monitoring services. The business model generation process in a workshop was started with an idea of
open environmental monitoring platform with possible
use cases. Attendees of the workshop primarily came
from the mining industry and the water management
sector; environmental authorities were also represented. As a starting point, it was proposed that a continuous environmental monitoring system would gather
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the sensory data, that it would also process the data and
share refined information with end users. Some of the
discussed examples of possible use cases for such system were:
• observation of the infrastructure of the water distribution network and any potential leaks
• detection of changes in quality of the water in the distribution supply network
• instant messaging services to customers and citizens
when problems arise
• monitoring the functioning of the water storage structures
• management of water balance in a mine production
area
• detection of contamination in the water
• automated collection of information to be reported to
the environmental authorities
The goal of the workshop was to develop business models for an environmental monitoring service that is
based on an open information system. Ideas for the
model were collected by using an extended business
model canvas (described above). The ideas were fed to
an online evaluation environment, and the results were
analyzed with a portfolio analysis tool. The portfolio analysis gave the core indices for inputs, which were used to
select the best input ideas for the business model. For
this business model generation process, the Phase 1
activities and the preparation of the workshop were started about six months before in a preparation group managed by the project leader. The 19 workshop participants
were from private companies and associations (4), public environmental administration organizations (3), universities (11), and regional development companies (1).
In Phase 2, as a kick-start for idea generation, a possible
scenario of a monitoring service based on open data
sources was presented to the participants. This was followed by an idea generation session. To support the idea
generation and to give a clear framework for where to
position new ideas, items for the business model were allocated into an expanded business model canvas (Kajanus et al., 2014), where the structure of the business
model is divided into 12 business model blocks. To support Phase 3, the ideas were imported into an online
timreview.ca

evaluation environment: the InTo tool (Kajanus et al.,
2014) where the participants evaluated the ideas with a
visual evaluation tool. In this particular evaluation, two
evaluation criteria were used, which were earlier agreed
in Phase 1: i) business potential and ii) customer
need/benefit. The evaluator gave each idea values from
1 (low perceived value) to 7 (high perceived value)
against the evaluation criteria using the online evaluation tool. After Phase 3 was completed, calculated results values from the evaluation were used in the
decision-making analysis. Finally, in Phase 4, the best
ideas were chosen to form the core business model.

Results
The workshop participants generated new ideas and
subsequent idea evaluation by the participants resulted
in 11 to 15 evaluations of each idea. The best ideas were
selected to be applied to the canvas in four steps according to core index, which resulted in a prioritized
list of ideas starting from best core index. First, the best
4 ideas were applied to the canvas, which were: a full
solution for industrial use (company solution), a startto-end full monitoring chain solution with sensor (key
function), an information-based data and end-user service (customer relations item), and process industry
companies (customer segment).
Second, the following items were added to the canvas:
ease of use and time saving (value proposition), collaboration model (customer relationships), and service
providers, for example, in areas of ICT and data analysis (key resources).
Third, the following items/ideas were added to the
model: easily modified turnkey solution (customer
need), experts (resources), continuity and support (key
activity), and Internet and direct contacts (channels).
Adding these items resulted in the core business model
canvas, which is presented in Figure 3.

Discussion
In this business model, the customer segment should
be in an industrial context (e.g., water production facilities or industrial operators). In evaluator comments, it
was suggested that industry would want to buy comprehensive services, not just measurement devices. Even
when the companies would have different needs, from
a system and service point of view, many base components of the service could be the same for all. In this context, only the outcome of the service should be tailored
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Figure 3. Extended business model canvas (adapted from Kajanus et al., 2014) for the core environmental monitoring
solution
to fulfill customer needs, meaning the ways the data is
analyzed and presented. Moreover, related to service
usability, the information service offered has to be able
to guarantee continuity. It might possibly be an open
architecture system, which can be maintained and developed by several actors without sharing data, and that
approach would also make the system itself more adjustable and continuous. Monitoring on its own is not
that interesting to customers; they are interested in
easy ways of reading and interpreting the results. Big
actors, such as those from the mining industry, seek reporting that would be directly available for the authorities: a system generating environmental reports would
support faster and easier operations. One identified
problem in the Finnish system was that both the
private and public organizations and environmental authorities have several information systems, which together generate huge amounts of data and
measurement services. To increase cost-efficiency, human labour should be focused in the last steps of the
monitoring chain (e.g., conclusions based on data analysis and automated reports).
timreview.ca

The workshop created wide discussion and resulted in
insights on essential business items. The feedback was
that the working method is efficient and that the InTo
tool accelerated idea evaluation and prioritization in a
systematic way. The presentation of business model in
a canvas made the model visible in a compact and easily understandable way.
After the workshop, the Savonia University of Applied
Sciences (portal.savonia.fi/amk/en) launched a European
Union funded project (Water-M project in ITEA-3 program; itea3.org/project/water-m.html), which has built an information service in accordance with the proposed
business model. In this project, a demonstration of an
online water distribution network monitoring service
was built in close co-operation with Kuopio Vesi water
works (kuopionvesi.fi). The monitoring service was created using an open source software platform which has
been published already in the GitHub software development platform. This information service is now under
the evaluation of end-users and business actions are
currently in progress.

43

Technology Innovation Management Review

November 2017 (Volume 7, Issue 11)

Designing a Business Model for Environmental Monitoring Services Using Fast MCDS
Tuomo Eskelinen, Teemu Räsänen, Ulla Santti, Ari Happonen, and Miika Kajanus

Conclusions
We were able to integrate open data from environmental monitoring and a participative business model creation process. This is an empirical approach to help
find new ideas and produce business models in an
open data context by relying on open source application ideologies. The novel contribution is the process
and how it starts from typical idea generation, but then
enhances the business model quality by workshopping
with area experts that both evaluate and prioritize the
ideas. The MCDS decision support tools are then applied to the evaluations for sensitivity analysis, which
results in a core indexed business model framework including only the most promising idea seeds.
The innovation process proved to be a useful method
and tool that supports open innovation in idea generation, fast evaluation and development of ideas, and finally, identification of the core business model. Core
items of a business model were identified and prioritized in one-day in a workshop, which is a relatively
short time, and added value. Decision supportive data
was available at the end of the workshop day, which
helped to prioritize business model items, and also facilitated discussion on the core business model. Core
items of a service-for-industry business model on environmental monitoring were identified, and this structure will be used when further developing the business
model.
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well established publishers are struggling to ”
“ Many
come up with new, sustainable business models
that work in the digital environment.

Abby Clobridge (2013)
Managing Director, Clobridge Consulting
After 350 years of operation, the academic journal publishing industry is imbalanced
and in flux as a result of the impacts of Internet technology, which has led, over the past
20 years, to the rise of open access publishing. The introduction of open access journals, in the opinion of many researchers, is considered to be a case of disruptive innovation that is revolutionizing the industry. This article analyzes the traditional journal
publishing system, the recent open access models of journal publishing as an evolving
phenomenon, the nature and extent of open access as a disruptive innovation, and the
implications for key stakeholders. The major finding is that open access publishing has
gained traction because technology has contributed to lower publication costs, easier
access to research articles, and speedier publishing processes. However, the threat
posed by open access has not significantly impacted traditional publishers because of
strategies employed by the major publishers and slow adoption of open access by some
researchers.

Introduction
Academic journals date back more than 350 years, and
the dominant publishing model over much of this period
has focused on subscription journals circulated among
academics in print form with the content mainly focused
on the sciences, technology, and medical disciplines
(Larivière et al., 2015). These academics were largely
members of “learned” societies that sponsored the costs
of publication (Correia & Teixeira, 2005; Solomon, 2012).
The early history of scholarly journal publishing was
traced to an initiative of the Royal Society of London,
whose objective was to promote knowledge dissemination among research colleagues (Larivière et al., 2015;
Peters et al., 2016). An industry developed based on literature published by these “learned societies” or that was
supplied to commercial publishers, who thrived for
many years through the production and dissemination
of subscription journals (Correia & Teixeira, 2005; Solomon, 2012). The growth of subscription journals was
fueled by the expansion of commercial publishers who
acquired society journals and eventually became an oligopoly of five big companies that command more than
timreview.ca

50% of journal output, mainly in the science-related disciplines (Larivière et al., 2015; Peters et al., 2017; Solomon, 2012, 2013). The dominance of the subscription
model continues to the present in terms of market
share and profitability (Forgues & Liarte, 2013). The
subscription model was sustained by payments from
universities and libraries, but more recently, this model
has come to be viewed as a restraint on access to research, of questionable viability, and even deemed to
be unsustainable because of increasing costs (Chang,
2006; Wellen, 2013).
The subscription publishing model still dominates the
journal publishing industry, but the development and
increased application of Internet technology made the
distribution of research much easier and also opened
up new opportunities. In the 1990s, with the spread of
the Internet, a new competitor entered the publishing
business based on a philosophy that knowledge should
be open to all, leading to the publishing of open access
journals (Solomon, 2013). An open access journal is
considered one “in which all content is available freely
on the web from day one, either exclusively online or
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parallel with a subscription print version, and which
can be accessed by anyone with Internet access”
(Laasko et al., 2011).
The rise of open access journals benefitted from the
“serials crisis”, which described the dilemma faced by
libraries of declining budgets alongside rising subscription costs charged by publishers (Miguel et al., 2016).
The entry and rapid production of open access journals
is considered by several reputable researchers as constituting a disruptive innovation that challenges the dominance of large commercial publishers and their
subscription journals, thereby radically changing the industry (Clobridge, 2014b; Lafferty & Edwards, 2004;
Peters et al., 2016; Wellen, 2013). The question of whether open access publishing amounts to a disruptive innovation in the journal publishing industry will be
explored later in the article.
Nonetheless, the growing acceptance of open access
publishing of science-related research was also spurred
by supporting actions taken by governments, universities, and societies, which were formalized in declarations endorsing open access publishing as recorded in
the Budapest Open Access Initiative (2002), the Bethesda Statement (2003), and the Berlin Declaration
(2003), to which many countries were signatories. Subsequently, open access policies were adopted by many
governments, research and educational institutions,
and universities across the globe. Significant cases and
the relevant years were Copenhagen Business School
(2009) in Denmark; Harvard (2008) and California
(2013) in the United States; Cambridge (2013), Oxford
(2016), and Nottingham (2016) in the United Kingdom.
Canada was also a relatively early adopter of open access policies with the examples of the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council in 2006, the Canadian Institutes of Health Research in 2008, and the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council in
2013 (Hewitt, 2014). Similar policies were adopted in
the Latin American and the Caribbean region led by the
Scientific Electronic Library Online (SciELO; scielo.org),
which started in 1978, and the Network of Scientific
Journals from the Latin American and Caribbean region, Spain, and Portugal (Redalyc; www.redalyc.org),
which started in 2002. Both of these organizations serve
most Latin American and Caribbean countries and host
a range of publications in the sciences, humanities, and
social sciences with free access to over 1,000 journals as
at 2017. However, a gap remains in the publishing of social science and business journals, which disadvantages
small developing countries such as those in the Caribbean, where science research is at a low level.
timreview.ca

As open access publishing developed, the year 2012 was
described as a watershed because it witnessed: a researcher-led boycott of the largest traditional publisher, Elsevier; the introduction of new enabling policies
by major research funders; increased interest generated
in the media and by the public as a result of growing
awareness of open access; the publication of the Finch
report in the United Kingdom; the launch of an open
knowledge repository by the World Bank; and the
launch of open data platforms and portals by United
Nations agencies that linked open data and open access (Clobridge, 2013). This embrace of open access
publishing by governments and key stakeholders, such
as libraries, academic researchers, and journal authors,
was described as “a solution to a dysfunctional journals
market and as a way of realizing the potential of the Internet to enhance impact and productivity of research”
(Wellen, 2013). However, open access has not received
universal acceptance, especially from researchers in the
social sciences and business fields, who have not followed the path of science researchers. Indeed, there is
still resistance to open access publishing by some academics who consider that the newer open access journals lack legitimacy and credibility. Nonetheless, this
position is changing, as evidenced by the indexing of
open access journals in the Web of Science and Scopus
(Björk, 2017)
This article aims to create awareness of the emergence
of open access publishing and stimulate an increase in
publication of research articles, particularly in the
Caribbean where a deficiency exists (Iton & Iton, 2015).
The rest of this article discusses the methodology employed, an overview of the publishing landscape, the
emergence of open access models of publishing, the argument that open access constitutes disruptive innovation, the impacts, and trends in open access publishing,
and context-related conclusions.

Methodology and Theoretical Background
A qualitative research approach was adopted involving
a bibliographic, descriptive, and analytical approach to
the collection and distillation of relevant literature on
the study area sourced from: the leading digital full-text
aggregator databases ABI/Inform (search.proquest.com/
abicomplete) and EBSCOhost (search.ebscohost.com); Google
Scholar (scholar.google.ca), recognized as the most comprehensive source for retrieving open access articles;
the Directory of Open Access Journals (doaj.org), considered the best source for accessing open access business journals; and Internet searches of websites of the
main publishers of relevant content such as the Online
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Information Review (emeraldinsight.com/loi/oir), Publications (www.mdpi.com/journal/publications), Online Searcher
(infotoday.com/OnlineSearcher/), and The Scholarly Kitchen
(scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org), which is the official blog of the
Society for Scholarly Publishing. These data sources
were searched using the keywords “academic publishing”, “Internet technology and publishing”, “open access publishing models”, “disruptive innovation”, and
“journal publishing”. Consistent with acknowledged
qualitative procedures, the process involved: the researcher as the key instrument for conducting the research; multiple sources of data obtained from
peer-reviewed journals and specialist reports; and a theoretical lens that seeks to identify the social and political context of the issues studied and that represents a
holistic account to better reflect the complex picture of
the study elements (Cresswell, 2009). A thematic analysis of the literature was undertaken to identify patterns
across the research data and identify the critical issues
through a process of data familiarization, coding, and
theme development (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Rodrigues
et al., 2016). The results provided a deeper understanding of the dynamics of the publishing industry, its challenges, and the impacts, implications, and trends likely
to be experienced by multiple stakeholders such as authors and academic researchers – including those
based in developing countries, readers, university librarians, traditional publishers, scholarly societies, open
access journals, academic social networks, and mobile
technology users.
The theoretical underpinning of this article is the theory of disruptive innovation the origins of which can be
traced to Schumpeter (1950), who introduced the
concept of “creative destruction” in the context of the
opening of new markets that radically change the economic structure from within, while destroying the old
and creating a new structure. The modern development of the concept of disruptive innovation was attributed to Christensen (1997), who studied the impact of
destructive technologies on earlier business innovations. Christensen distinguished between sustaining
technologies that improve existing products and destructive technologies that result in poor performance
in the short term. Such technologies were viewed by
Christensen (1997) as “typically cheaper, simpler, smaller, and, frequently more convenient to use” and were
thus appealing to new customers. Lewis (2012) emphasized that disruptive innovation usually starts off as an
inferior product but provides value through the application of new technologies and business models that enhance access to a new service or product while
timreview.ca

disrupting the market. These characteristics of cheaper,
simpler, and enhanced access to a new product (as a result of new technology) are directly applicable to the case
of open access journals.

Overview of the Publishing Landscape
The subscription journal model evolved slowly until expansion of research resulted in an increase in the creation of journals by commercial publishers who grew
through acquisition of society journals (Solomon, 2012).
Currently, the commercial production of subscription
journals is controlled by five major, for-profit publishers
labelled as “The Big Five”: Elsevier (elsevier.com), SpringerVerlag (springer.com), Taylor & Francis (taylorandfrancis.com),
John Wiley & Sons (www.wiley.com), and Sage (sagepublications.com). Four are headquartered in Europe, and the
fifth (Sage) is based in the United States. Described as an
oligopoly in the digital era (Larivière et al., 2015), “The
Big Five” were responsible for over half of all papers published in peer-reviewed journals in 2013, but they concentrated on the science-related disciplines (Krisch,
2015; Solomon, 2012, 2013). Together, they published
more than 8,000 journals in 2014: 2,571 by Elsevier,
2,209 by Springer-Verlag, 1,803 by Taylor & Francis,
1,604 by John Wiley, and 742 by Sage (International Scientific Institute, 2014).
The dominance of the major publishers of subscription
journals was sustained through a strategy of “bundling”,
which involves selling a mixture of high- and low-impact
journals through “Big Deals”, mainly to university libraries, at high subscription rates (Wellen, 2013). Through
this strategy, libraries, which contributed between 68%
and 75% of journal revenue, had no option but to buy an
entire bundle in order to access particular journals of interest (i.e., there was no cost-effective way to subscribe
to only a subset of journals), and they faced complex negotiations if they decided to cancel subscriptions (Solomon, 2013).
On this basis, journal publishing continues to be a very
profitable business when judged on the financial results
of the leading European publishers, Elsevier and Springer, who recorded revenue growth in excess of 30% per
annum from 2008 to 2012 (Forgues & Liarte, 2013). The
profitability of journal publishing as a business enterprise was also demonstrated by the 2015 industry earnings of $9 billion USD, which produced a return of 20%
to 30% (Fecher & Wagner, 2016). However, a trend was
observed toward the cancellation of “Big Deals”, which
was attributed to declining library budgets and the
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demonstration effect of libraries that had cancelled subscriptions without adverse reactions from users (Anderson, R., 2017).
Academics have pointed to two significant concerns
with subscription journals: the business model utilized
and the dissemination of research output. The business
model does not provide for any form of revenue to authors, whether royalties or payment for peer-review or
editorial services (Lambert, 2015). Further, researchers
prefer to have their work disseminated in the most prestigious journals, as well as reach a wide audience,
which are conflicting objectives because greater resources may be required to publish the prestigious
journals. Also, there is little incentive to publish in lowcost, open access journals because of the prestige factor
(Lambert, 2015), which is associated with a journal being ranked by reputable organizations such as the Financial Times (www.ft.com) and the Australian Business
Deans Council (www.abdc.edu.au/master-journal-list.php).
This situation led to the view of the leading academic
journals and universities as “dispensers of status”
rather than “purveyors of information and knowledge”
(Fox, 2016).
While the development of the Internet ushered in the
digital era of publishing, the movement for greater access to published research was driven by librarians (especially through the Scholarly Publishing and
Academic Resources Coalition, or SPARC; sparcopen.org),
researchers, socioeconomic forces, and the evolution of
academic publishing (Fogues & Liarte, 2013). Thus,
these forces led to the emergence of open access publishing in the 1990s as an alternative model to subscription journals (Correia & Teixeira, 2005; Solomon, 2012).
According to Kember (2016), open access “challenges
the spiralling costs and price barriers put up by commercial journal publishers [that are] draining library
budgets while profiting from academic free labour”.

Emergence of Open Access Models
The recent development of open access within the
journal publishing industry witnessed the adoption of
different models that vary according to the type of access to articles permitted by publishers. The system of
open access publishing is somewhat confusing because
open access, in its pure sense, implies that journal articles are freely available on the Internet. However, the
introduction of article processing charges led to the creation of several variations of open access journals
defined by their degree of openness and classification.
Open access options offered by different publishers
timreview.ca

have been elaborated and debated in the literature
(e.g., Burchardt, 2014; Clobridge, 2014a; Eger et al.,
2015; Fecher & Wagner, 2016; Harington, 2017; Jubb et
al., 2015; Rodrigues et al., 2016; Solomon, 2013; Wellen,
2013) and can be classified as follows:
• Gold open access: the full content of the article is immediately available to any reader with Internet access
regardless of the journal’s business model. However,
many of the journals published by the top-ranked
publishers provide an abstract but charge a fee to read
or download an article.
• Diamond open access: open access journals that are
totally free of charges because costs are met by societies, sponsors, and universities.
• Green or delayed open access: publishing an article in a
subscription journal that is subsequently deposited in
a repository becoming accessible after a publisher-imposed embargo period of usually six to twelve months.
Authors also can deposit in a library repository or upload to a personal website or a social academic network such as Academia.edu (academia.edu) or
ResearchGate (researchgate.net).
• Hybrid open access: a journal operates as a subscription journal but offers the authors an open access option for a processing fee of hundreds or thousands of
dollars. This model has been criticized as “double-dipping” because the publishers collect payment from
both university libraries and authors, and it has been
described as a failed model because this option has
not gained the expected popularity, being used by a
mere 1 to 2 percent of authors (Bjork, 2012).
The evolution of open access publishing from the mid1990s was traced as passing through three waves: the
first wave was the non-acceptance of open access by
academics due to doubts about sustainability, quality
of peer review, lack of indexing in the Web of Science,
and lack of prestige; in the second wave, the subscription journals adopted a strategy of making an electronic
version of articles freely available through online
portals; and the third wave was the introduction of article processing charges by new publishers BioMed
Central and PLOS ONE, both of whom have become
major open access publishers (Björk & Solomon, 2012).
Despite slow but steady growth, concerns remain about
publishing in open access journals, including: perceptions questioning the academic calibre of open access
journals and possible impacts on career progression
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and tenure if authors publish in such journals; publisher-imposed embargo periods; high costs of article processing charges; sustainability of journal business
models; unfamiliarity with the self-archiving option;
and visibility and discoverability of materials archived
in repositories (Hewitt, 2014). These issues are discussed in the next section, however, a key point is that
the “subscription versus open access” journals debate
is ongoing in the literature. But, according to Osborne
(2015), this debate amounted to a distraction because
the issue should not be the cost of access to publications, but ensuring good writing and increased accessibility. Any argument against publishing in an open
access journal should not influence an author’s decision of where to publish, provided that the quality of
the journal’s standards is assessed (Björk & Solomon,
2012). In the view of Ren (2015), openness is about
more than accessibility; it facilitates “universal participation in the co-development and co-creation of knowledge”.
But, how successful has the open access model been so
far, in terms of uptake? At least in the United Kingdom,
some evidence suggests that the subscription model is
retaining its dominance despite growth in the open access model. Gold open access was adopted by several
subscriptions journals, which was reflected in growth of
15% between 2012 and 2014, however, the hybrid model was the most utilized at 62% (Jubb et al., 2015). The
subscriptions model, although still dominant at 87%,
declined by only 1% over the two-year period. Data
from Outsell (2015) showed that open access journals
published in 2014 totalled 11,740, which included
journals from the Big Five publishers and the second
largest open access publisher, Hindawi (hindawi.com).
The total number of open access journals that did not
charge an author fee amounted to 1,505 (13%) with
growth of 35% over 2013; 8,044 were hybrid (69%) with
growth of 9% and 2,191 (6.2%) were subscription, which
declined by 14% and was the only model that experienced a decline.

Open Access Publishing and Disruptive
Innovation
The concept of disruptive innovation was applied in its
early formulation by Christensen (1997), mainly to
firms in the hard-disk drive business during the 1970s
and 1980s. However, Christensen also pointed to ongoing disruptive innovation in telecommunications,
personal computing, utilities, construction, medicalrelated industries, and offset printing. The concept has
timreview.ca

now been widely applied to many of the modern industries such as airlines, transportation, consumer buying,
and more recently, 3D printing (Hahn et al., 2014). As
summarized by King and Baatarogtokh (2015), the key
arguments of the theory of disruptive innovation are
that: firms in a market who are on an improvement trajectory follow a path of sustaining innovation; customers’ needs are overshot; capability to address disruptive
threats exists; firms fail because of the disruption; and it
was argued that managers tended to disregard lowlevel disruptive actions such as digital printing. King
and Baatarogtokh (2015) go on to challenge these assumptions while accepting that the theory is valuable
provided it serves as a warning, not a prediction nor a
substitute for critical thinking. Here, the insights from
the theory of disruptive innovation will be used to illustrate the case of publishing of open access journals,
which some researchers view as disrupting the traditional publishing industry (Lafferty & Edwards, 2004;
Peters et al., 2016; Russell et al., 2015; Weeks, 2015; Wellen, 2013).
Lafferty and Edwards (2004) argued that disruptive
technologies “disrupt the market, change the industry
paradigm and create a whole new market for a new
product often driving out the incumbent organisations”. The authors applied the theory to universities
and the publishing industry, concluding that universities were disrupted by simulation and games technology, telepresence, and online teaching. In turn, the
publishing industry was disrupted by electronic versions of scholarly journals supported by online submission of articles, electronic indexing, abstracting and
searching, translation services, and the incorporation
of multimedia components. This position was challenged by Peters and colleagues (2016), who argued
that technological disruption has little connection to innovation if it concentrates on competition among publishing companies while downplaying the role of
researchers in publishers’ innovations. The authors argued that the theory has too narrow a focus to be valuable to the objectives of publishing because “a
scholarship of publishing should provide a critique of
the theory…. through alternative theorisations of technology and innovation in publishing” (Peters et al.,
2016).
Weeks (2015) criticized the notion of disruptive innovation by highlighting specific anomalies including: the
definition of disruptive innovation is too broad and
loose and does not clearly distinguish between the
meanings of disruption and sustaining behaviour; the
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unit of analysis is not specific whether the reference
point is the industry, the technology, the firm, or the
firm leaders; and managerial behaviour in dealing with
disruption assumes rational action in avoiding the
threat of disruption. Weeks (2015) concluded that the
theory of disruptive innovation does not fit all situations, so its application should be limited to “instances where the innovation is lower cost, lower
performing (on at least one performance dimension),
and appeals to a subset of the existing market or a new
market”. However, the disruptive innovation framework was considered by Weeks as relevant to an understanding of the dynamics of innovation and the actions
by firms in introducing lower-performing, lower-cost
products that can gain market share. From this perspective, the framework may be applied to the open access journal publishing model.
Wellen (2013) viewed the theory of disruptive innovation as relevant to open access publishing, as evidenced by the creation of megajournals by commercial
publishers and massive online open courses, where
the discovery, management, utilization, and aggregation of academic and educational material were
already disrupting the market. It was further argued
that gold open access has all the features of disruptive
innovation because it combines new technology (digital distribution of content using the Internet) with a
new business model (free distribution to the reader
with costs met by the author or an institution) (Lewis,
2012). Gold open access started off at a low tier and in
niche fields such as the underserved humanities and
social sciences and the business and management disciplines, which explains why open access has been embraced in developing countries, as suggested by the
global ranking on adoption with: Brazil (3rd), Chile
(7th), India (9th), Venezuela (11th), Turkey (13th), and
Mexico (15th) (Lewis, 2012). Further, significant
growth in open access publishing was observed in India, Brazil, Nigeria, and Iran, with many new journals
being established in these countries (Miguel et al.,
2016).

Impacts of Gold Open Access Publishing
The literature on open access publishing pointed to
the critical impacts and implications of the gold open
access model of publishing and the trends in the business, the key aspects of which were explored by authors who have published several articles on the
subject (Laasko et al., 2017; Lewis, 2012; Ren, 2015;
Ware & Mabe, 2015). Indeed, there are impacts on all
major stakeholders, as discussed below.
timreview.ca

Impact on authors and individual academics
Gold open access suits most authors because of wide
distribution and use of post-publication review. The
concerns of academics about prestige and quality will
be diminished with the growing acceptance of open access journals. It was suggested that academics should
develop publishing strategies balanced among “metrics, visibility and impact”, which facilitate “collaborative mechanisms within institutional academic systems”
to achieve sustainable openness (Ren, 2015). Authors
based in developing countries, with limited funds and
access to foreign exchange, should select diamond
open access journals as a first option for publishing because publishing costs are (typically) met by host universities and sponsors (i.e., authors are not charged fees
to publish in such journals).
Impact on readers
Researchers worldwide, and particularly in developing
countries, benefit from increased access to the literature and learning, particularly those based in Latin
America and the Caribbean who have free access to SciELO, which is indexed in the Web of Science (Packer,
2014), and Redalyc – both of which house over 1,000
journals each covering a range of natural science and
social science disciplines – and Sci-Hub (described below) for science topics.
Impact on university libraries
Libraries are confronting the “serials crisis” caused by
increasing subscription costs from journal publishers
by themselves working as publishers in an arrangement
with university presses and also expanding institutional
and subject repositories, thereby disrupting the established publishing ecosystem.
Impact on traditional publishers
Faculty and students are increasingly gaining access to
literature freely through online sources such as Sci-Hub
(en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sci-Hub), which provides free access
to millions of journal articles by bypassing paywalls and
other restrictions, which has attracted legal challenges
by publishers. Traditional journals are also formulating
strategies to counter the issue of cancellations of subscriptions by libraries. However, it is expected that traditional journals will continue to survive as long as the
prestige label persists. Journal prestige has been maintained through the peer-review system and the indexing of journals, but the development of innovative
approaches to peer review such as post-publication review and the creation of alternative metrics have the potential to disrupt the established processes with greater
application by open access publishers
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Impact on scholarly societies
Scholarly and professional societies are traditionally responsible for providing journal content and covering
the publishing costs of many journals in science disciplines, with funds typically derived from membership
fees, grants, and endowments. With articles increasingly becoming available from open access journals, society members must weigh the cost of membership
against the value of journal access, and societies must
decide whether to form alliances with major publishers
to retain a role in journal production.
Impact on open access journal models
Gold open access is considered the major disruptive innovation in the publishing industry, and its impact will
be felt by the hybrid and delayed open access variations, which do not modify the cost structure nor substantially change the view of libraries with regards to
paying subscriptions. Green open access, which is a
supplement to gold open access, is expected to continue in existence through registering with repositories,
but it is still not what “a stable financially sustainable
arrangement will look like in detail” (Ware & Mabe,
2015).

Current Trends in Open Access
Academic social networks
Platforms such as Academia.edu and ResearchGate can
be viewed as disrupting academic publishing by providing new ways for disseminating, searching, and retrieving research content, and are becoming a major way of
providing access to individual author’s articles (Laasko
et al., 2017), particularly for authors in small developing
countries. However, Laasko and colleagues (2017) foresee that publishers will exert influence to restrict distribution if the impact reduces income as happened in
the case of Elsevier, which was awarded damages from
Sci-Hub for copyright infringement (Schiermeier, 2017).
Mobile technology
Mobile devices are now in common use: the sales of
smartphones and tablets now exceed the sales of PCs,
and time spent on digital media takes up an increasing
proportion of our daily life – now up to 5.6 hours per
day – largely because of mobile devices (Anderson, K.,
2017). These devices can be used to research and read
open access literature directly from journal websites
and the Internet, further disrupting journals that
provide immediate access but require online payment
to read.
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Conclusions
This article identified the impacts on the key participants in the field of academic publishing and highlighted four significant features of the publishing
industry that are immediately relevant to the participants: the creation of subscription journals by large
publishing companies as the dominant players in the
industry; the emergence of open access journals as an
alternative business model; the configuration of the
open access model into variations on the theme; and
the notion of open access as a form of disruptive innovation. The critical impacts of these features on the publishing industry were presented as an update on recent
developments within the industry. The conclusions derived from the discussion are as follows.
First, the position of subscription journals remains intact as a publishing vehicle, and the conclusion is that
this status will continue for the medium term because
of the policy of acquiring small and medium-size journals, efforts to embrace variations of the open access
model and even adopt the payment of article processing charges, and the entrenchment of the image of
prestige journal brands that appeal to universities and
academics seeking tenure.
Second, open access publishing is gaining in prominence, accounting for a 15% share in the Web of Science
index (Björk, 2017), which provides some legitimacy to
open access journals. This trend is beneficial to authors
in developing countries, where access to subscription
journals for research is typically limited by financial resources, especially outside of academia.
The conclusion is that the process is slow, but this is expected to change in the future as some researchers view
open access as the future of journal publishing and the
growth experienced in developing countries, such as India, Brazil, Nigeria, and Iran (Miguel et al., 2016). Open
access journals are building credibility in the eyes of researchers as with the case of the large open access
journals, PLOS ONE and PubMed Central. A gap remains, however, in the publishing of social science and
business-related journals, which are areas of particular
interest to developing countries such as those of Latin
America and the Caribbean, where science research is
not well developed (Iton & Iton, 2015; Troncoso, 2012).
Third, the emergence of alternative models of open access has created confusion in the minds of many re-
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searchers by providing options such as the hybrid open
access, which is essentially a subscription journal that
includes an option to authors to publish as open access
for a fee (Bjork, 2012). The state of confusion is compounded by the continuing change in “processes and
policies, practices, and opportunities” (Broome, 2014).
The conclusion is that open access publishing was utilized more by the science-related disciplines than the social science and business disciplines, with the latter
requiring time to establish its validity in the industry
and enter the mainstream (Ponte et al., 2017).
Fourth, the debate about the disruptive impact of open
access journals on established journals continues in the
literature, however, a clear conclusion can be drawn
that the impacts of open access as disruptive innovation are beginning to be experienced. These are manifested in the impacts on university libraries, publishers
of subscription journals, scholarly societies, and particularly the publishing processes such as peer review, indexing, and impact measurement as the established
quality indicators. But, such impacts do not happen
overnight. As Peters and colleagues (2016) put it: “If
open access is to be viewed as a publishing innovation
it will need more time to develop its scope in consideration of the complex systems, practices, and ideologies
in which it prospers”.
The publishing business is complex and the emergence
of a menu of open access options presents challenges to
new researchers seeking to publish research articles and
who must come to terms with the requirements. This
article contributes to the quest of new researchers to
arrive at a greater understanding of the publishing industry, and it aims to increase awareness of the dynamics of open access with the aim of increasing publication
of research.
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