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Research question:  How are value potentials captured and used in a business model for a 

service-dominant field? 

How can systems thinking be used as a tool when evaluating business 

models? 

How can a systems thinking approach be used to understand the 

difficulties and opportunities brought by digitalization? 

Purpose: This study aims to identify business opportunities created by digitalization. 

The purpose is to evaluate how these opportunities could be utilized, by 

identifying areas of improvements in the service portfolio. 

Method:  This study is a qualitative case study with an abductive approach, mainly 

using semi-structured interviews to collect data. The case study was 

conducted at ABB Industrial Automation Services, where the new 

Collaborative Operations Center was studied. The data was analyzed from 

a systems thinking perspective, using a Rich Business Framing sessions as 

an evaluation platform. 

Conclusion:  The results illustrate how difficult the transition towards a more 

digitalized industry is. This stems from how different customers have 

reached different levels of automation in their plants. Therefore, the 

service portfolio must be flexible and agile, in order to cater to the 

different customer segments. This case study identified three customer 

segments, one focusing on internal activities, while the other two consist 

of customers that have reached different levels of maturity within 

digitalization. Different value potentials were identified, leading to a 

proposal of a service portfolio. The systems thinking approach was then 

evaluated, leading to the conclusion that it is a useful tool, but a time-

consuming process. 
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Frågeställning:  Hur utnyttjas värdepotentialer i affärsmodellering i service-dominanta 

affärsområden? 

 Hur kan systemtänk användas som utvärderingsverktyg av 

affärsmodeller? 

  Hur kan systemtänk användas för att förstå utmaningarna och 

möjligheterna med digitalisering? 

Syfte:  Denna studie går ut på att identifiera affärsmöjligheter skapade av 

digitalisering. Syftet är att utvärdera hur dessa möjligheter kan utnyttjas, 

genom att identifiera förbättringsområden i serviceportföljen. 

Metod:  Denna studie är en kvalitativ fallstudie med en abduktiv karaktär, där 

huvudsakligen semistrukturerade intervjuer användes för att samla data. 

Fallstudien genomfördes på ABB Industrial Automation Services, där det 

nya Collaborative Operations Center studerades. Den samlade 

informationen analyserades från ett systemtänk perspektiv, där en Rich 

Business Framing session användes som utvärderingsverktyg.  

Slutsats:  Resultatet illustrerar hur svår övergången mot en mer digitaliserad 

industri är. Denna svårighet har sin grund i hur olika kunder har nått olika 

nivåer av automationsgrad i deras anläggningar. Detta leder till att 

serviceportföljen måste uppfylla vissa krav, som att vara flexibel och 

anpassningsbar, för att nå de olika kundsegmenten. Denna fallstudie 

identifierade tre kundsegment, där en fokuserar på interna aktiviteter och 

de andra två består av kunder som kommit olika långt inom digitalisering. 

Olika värdepotentialer har identifierats, vilket ledde till ett förslag av en 

serviceportfölj. Systemtänk synsättet har sedan utvärderats, vilket 

resulterade i slutsatsen att det är ett användbart verktyg, även om 

processen är tidskrävande. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Industries have over the last decades undergone major technological advances and been subject to the 

development of three industrial revolutions (Nikolic, Ignjatic, Suzic, Stevanov & Rikalovic, 2017). The first 

industrial revolution was characterized by the breakthrough of hydraulic and steam machines. The second 

industrial revolution featured separation of components and assembly of products in combination with 

the use of electricity which led to mass production and affordable products. The third industrial revolution 

was driven by the launch of electronic technology and automation of manufacturing processes (Li, Hou & 

Wu, 2017). 

In 2011 the German federal government presented a new industrial revolution as a future strategy in high-

tech industrial development (Huang, Yu, Peng & Feng, 2017). The spread of intelligent systems and the 

Internet of Things (IoT), which has resulted in a higher level of digitalization, has been the force driving 

the new industrial revolution, Industry 4.0 (B. Nikolic at al., 2017). This new industrial revolution is based 

on Cyber-Physical Systems (CPS) which are technologies that enable integration of reality and virtual 

platforms (Li et al., 2017). 

For the first time, an industrial revolution is predicted in advance, giving companies the opportunity to 

shape their processes and their future. In short, Huang et al. (2017) describe four key elements in the 

development of Industry 4.0. Firstly, integration of the entire process, creating CPS, which allows more 

information to spread throughout the system. Secondly, spreading out factories, allowing production to 

be optimized based on global need. Thirdly, to succeed with optimization, all parts of the system need to 

be integrated. These include the business process, consumption systems and enterprise management, 

which leads to the possibility to analyze the entire life cycle of products. Lastly, machines become 

digitalized, allowing them to communicate and exchange information independently. 

The goal of Industry 4.0 is to integrate all core functions of the production chain to improve efficiency. 

The use of CPS and IoT enables the use of predictive intelligent systems which can predict and suggest 

suitable solutions to problems that may occur in the future. This way companies can create faster supply 

chains with improved management and manufacturing environments (Nikolic et al., 2017). 

However, the development of highly digitalized processes creates challenges for industries due to the lack 

of smart analytic tools and services. As a consequence of Industry 4.0 and the implementation of CPS, 

companies have developed an increased demand for service technologies, along with new tools that 

enable data to be systematically processed into information that can easily be used to make informed 

decisions. Innovation in CPS-based services is vital in order to keep up with the current development. (Lee, 

Kao & Yang, 2014) Using services that help integrate different systems and components, uncertainties can 

be identified and eliminated, which enables fair estimations of the manufacturing capability and leads to 

a more transparent business process (Nikolic et al., 2017). 
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1.1 PROBLEM STATEMENT 

With the rapid development of digitalization and Industry 4.0, more complex and integrated systems enter 

the market every day. These complex systems are partly created by the rise of the IoT and CPS, as well as 

more intertwined relations between both industries and governments (Liao, Deschamps, Loures & Ramos, 

2017). As this happens, the standard method of identifying solutions with cause and effect becomes more 

difficult, something that a system thinking approach could provide a solution to (Arnold & Wade, 2015).  

System thinking has been defined in many ways since its introduction, however, according to Senge (1990), 

“Systems thinking is a discipline for seeing wholes. It is a framework for seeing interrelationships rather 

than things, for seeing patterns of change rather than static ‘snapshots’. It is a set of general principles, 

specific tools and techniques that have been developed in recent years” (p. 68). One can summarize this 

by saying that system thinking is an approach used when evaluating complex problems, trying to identify 

a solution providing maximum improvements with minimal efforts (Frank & Waks, 2001). 

The era of digitalization brings a new structure to many organizations. Previously, businesses tried to keep 

their entire organization under one roof, ensuring that the knowledge and experience required for the 

daily operations were easily accessible. However, as Paschek, Trusculescu, Mateescu and Draghici (2017) 

state, organizations are now stripping down non-critical business processes and instead focusing on their 

core tasks. As a result, organizations need to outsource certain activities they no longer feel equipped to 

deal with. In addition to this, Industry 4.0 brings forth the possibility of increased efficiency, leading to 

better productivity. 

Before addressing how organizations could tackle this new structure, the two terms digitalization and 

automation must be clarified. The difference between the two is not necessarily clear, however, for this 

degree project, the following definition will be used. While automation regards an increase in efficiency 

in an already established processes, digitalization focuses on new possibilities. Both are necessary for an 

organization to reach a state of Industry 4.0, they simply refer to different aspects of the transition. These 

new possibilities, or rather value potentials, must be addressed by the organization to handle the 

transition towards Industry 4.0. 

With the borders blurred and corporations working on wider fronts, it is essential for organizations to 

create a well-defined business model. This model is a tool an organization can use to communicate both 

outwards and inwards on how they create and deliver value to their customers (Teece, 2010). However, 

creating a business model in the changing landscape is no easy task. As organizations become thinner and 

outsource certain activities, the business model must be adjusted as well. To establish and create such a 

model, a system thinking perspective can be used. When organizations and businesses become more 

involved and intertangled, seeing the whole, as Senge (1990) describes it, is necessary for an organization 

to evolve. 
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1.2 CASE STUDY 
For this degree project, a case study is conducted at ABB, a global company operating in more than 100 

countries. With a history of over 130 years, ABB is a global leader in industrial technology, delivering 

innovative solutions to a wide span of industries. ABB is committed to taking the lead in industrial 

digitalization with one of their two main value propositions being “automating industries from natural 

resources to finished products”. ABB currently has an installed base of over 70 million devices connected 

to over 70 000 control systems, making them the leader in digitally connected industrial equipment. 

This case study is conducted based on the Collaborative Operations Center (COC) at ABB Control 

Technologies in Västerås. This center is part of a global initiative, to improve the services provided to ABBs 

customers. Previously, ABB has provided a yearly report to customers based on the intel they receive from 

their installed control systems. However, according to one of ABB’s product managers, ABB believes they 

can offer greater assistance and has identified opportunities to grow in the market for predictive services. 

ABB has hundreds of service contracts with customers from different industries. These customers have 

connections that allow ABB to remotely access and monitor large amounts of data. With the COC, ABB 

hopes to take this information and put it to more practical use. By focusing on predictive services that 

lead to small constant improvements of the industrial process, ABB hopes to attract clientele to this new 

type of maintenance. 

ABB wishes that a study of their service portfolio is conducted, to identify how well their current portfolio 

matches the market’s needs. Based on this, a problem statement and research questions were formed to 

solve the research objective. 

1.3 PURPOSE 
This study aims to identify business opportunities enabled by digitalization. The purpose is to evaluate 

how these opportunities could be utilized, by identifying areas of improvements in the service portfolio. 

To accomplish this, the market demand for predictive services in the process industry is evaluated and 

used to suggest a service portfolio that meets the said demand. This degree project is based on literature 

regarding systems thinking, business modeling and portfolio management and conclusions are drawn 

from a case study. 

RQ: How are value potentials captured and used in a business model for a service-dominant 

field? 

How can systems thinking be used as a tool when evaluating business models? 

 

How can a systems thinking approach be used to understand the difficulties and 

opportunities brought by digitalization? 
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2. LITERATURE STUDY 

This chapter contains the literature study of the degree project. Firstly, the concept of systems thinking 

will be described, examining how this concept could be put into practice. This will then construct the lens 

through which the business model canvas will be studied. This canvas was created by Osterwalder and 

Pigneur (2010) and is a model that is commonly referenced and widely used (Dudin et al., 2015; Meertens 

et al., 2012; Muhtarloglu et al., 2013; Trimi & Berbegal-Mirabent 2012). The canvas model focuses on nine 

segments and how these fit together, something that goes well in line with the systems thinking approach. 

However, before the business model is brought up, other essential concepts such as value logic, portfolio 

management and maintenance strategies are presented. 

2.1 SYSTEMS THINKING 
To evaluate the business model and determine how well it functions in a broader perspective, a systems 

thinking approach was applied. This approach has certain implications, as it forces a broader perspective 

during the case study. During this section of the chapter, systems thinking as a process is explained with 

both theoretical and practical adaptations. 

2.1.1 Creating the theoretical lens  

This lens could in a very simple way be defined as seeing wholes, looking at a system as an entity instead 

of smaller parts. Moser (2013) explains that this “whole” encompasses four parts, which are illustrated in 

Figure 1. Components describe what the system’s internal building stones are. Relationships explain how 

these components are connected, while context illustrates forces outside of the internal system. Lastly, 

dynamics highlight how systems are time-dependent (Moser, 2013). If these four parts are connected, 

seeing "wholes" become possible, which is what this project tries to achieve. These four parts have each 

had their effect on how the case study was constructed and could be seen as the first step to implementing 

the systems thinking approach to it. The decision to study other services in the business model is one 

effect, as this allows for the inclusion of other components in the 

analyses. Furthermore, the relationships are studied, both internal 

and external, which is mainly done through interviews. Additionally, 

the context is also addressed by including other services in the case 

study, to evaluate how other sections of the organization could be 

affected. Lastly, to understand how the system could change with 

time, the business model is heavily influenced by how an 

organization could sustain and develop a competitive edge.  

Creating this whole, or holistic overview, can further be divided into four types (Jackson 2003). One of 

these is using systems thinking to explore different purposes, with the goal to evaluate different objectives. 

This approach is necessary as it no longer is easy to establish an agreement of a purpose, as the business 

landscape has seen an increase of pluralism (Jackson, 2003). Pluralism is a concept further discussed by 

Mingers (2006), who argues that this change of landscape could be solved by using multimethodology. 

This is a term that explains that using different fields has the potential to solve situations that concern 

several phases or dimensions. The use of multimethodology is something that strongly relates to the 

concept of creating the “whole”, as it combines not only internal and related factors, but also addresses 

the external parts of the landscape. 

Figure 1 - Seeing "wholes" based 
on Moser (2013) 
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2.1.2 Practical implementation  

One practical application of systems thinking is in the form of workshops. This thesis project used Rich 

Business Framing (RBF), an ongoing workshop method developed by Lindhult and Nygren.   

RBF is an expansion of service-dominant logic and systems 

thinking, trying to fill the gap that creative business models 

currently have (Lindhult & Nygren, 2018). RBF can be used 

to develop guidelines for business models and be used as a 

model for creative business inquiry. Lindhult and Nygren 

(2018) propose a five-stage cycle during the workshop, 

which is illustrated in the figure. Each stage has its 

possibilities and challenges and below it will be discussed 

how the potentials have been maximized and the 

difficulties minimized. 

First off, engaging the group is essential in order to create 

a solid foundation for the workshop. One potential issue 

here is the participants in the RBF session. Who is invited and what relationships the participants have are 

key factors in this section. Since the authors are from outside the organization, biased invitation could be 

avoided quite easily, as no previous relations are established. However, to ensure that this was the case, 

an open discussion with the employer was held, which lead to a diverse group of participants from various 

backgrounds within the company. During the mapping phase, the business landscape is visualized, and 

the process of doing so must be open and diverse. The business landscape (or service ecosystem) is 

complex and dynamic, which leads to the fact that the process of mapping it must be similar. During the 

discovery-phase, value potentials are explored in the business landscape. This phase can only be started 

once the mapping has reached a certain maturity and richness, as it heavily builds upon the previous work. 

During the modeling-phase, the "best" value potentials are chosen and further developed in a business 

model format, to further clarify how the value could be delivered. Lastly, during the co-creation-phase an 

analysis of actors, stakeholders and contributors are performed. This opens out to a co-creating system 

where it (hopefully) is easy to determine how the value is created and what type of value the system 

delivers. 

2.2 VALUE LOGIC 
Creating value is a business’s core purpose, as it, in turn, develops what one hopes to result in revenue 

(Vargo, Maglio & Akaka, 2008). For this project, an important discussion regarding not only how, but also 

where value is created must be performed. Creation of value in a service-dominant field differs extensively 

from a product-dominant field, as value is not transferred, but instead co-created. How customers and 

producers cooperate in the value exchange process is described by Vargo and Lusch (2006) as, "the 

customer is always a co-creator of value". This collaboration between partners is vital to develop not only 

a value offering, but also the relationships created with customers. However, several articles (Vargo and 

Lusch (2008), Grönroos (2011), Allee (2000)) suggest that the definition of value co-creation must be 

reconsidered, based on the need for a more clear and precise translation. 

Creating value was long considered transforming materials into something an end-consumer could use. 

However, with the transition into a service-oriented field, the responsibility of creating value is shared 

Figure 2 - RBF process based on Lindhult and 

Nygren (2018) 
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between the different actors (Grönroos, 2008). This suggests that company boundaries are not the limit 

of creating value and should instead be seen as something that must be crossed to accomplish it (Nenonen 

and Storbacka, 2010). Once this realization has been made, the traditional value chain described by Porter 

(2011) is scaled up, creating what is instead called a value network. A value chain way of thinking has 

proved useful to establish how physical links connect, however, as more and more organizations 

dematerialize their business, a clear and distinct value chain becomes difficult to identify (Peppard & 

Rylander, 2006).  

When switching into the network approach, Peppard and Rylander (2006) argue that focus is changed 

from the organization and industry and instead aimed towards the process of creating value itself. Autio 

and Thomas (2014) call this network by a different name, where highlighting the links between several 

organizations becomes important. These links together create an organization’s ecosystem, something 

that Autio and Thomas (2014) believe must be understood more thoroughly.  They argue that only by 

understanding and realizing how organizations have become more interdependent, can value be created 

together in collaboration. 

This interdependency is caused by Industry 4.0 and digitalization, which lead to a changing business 

landscape, which forces organizations to change with it. Frank and Waks (2001) and Sterman (2001) 

describe the necessity for change, how business decisions no longer can follow the same procedure as it 

did before the era of digitalization. They point out how perhaps for the first time, there is more 

information and data available than what could be absorbed. This increasing degree of complexity creates 

difficulties yet to be tackled and understanding why and how these challenges materialize is an important 

step in identifying a possible solution.   

Senge (1990) and others (Irland & Webb, 2007; McGrath, Tsai, Venkataraman & MacMillan, 1996) argue 

that innovation is a major component for an organizations ability to develop a competitive edge. This 

statement describes how learning (in the form of innovation) cannot be underestimated and could 

increase an organizations ability to react to changes. Senge (1990) states that while certain organizations 

are better equipped with how to learn better, all organizations suffer to some extent of learning 

disabilities. He continues to argue that the ability of an organization to learn is crucial in its quest for a 

competitive advantage.  

Lindhult (2013) discusses the need for learning in an organization in a different form, calling it servitization 

through innovation. He argues that an organization’s focus needs to shift from selling products to an 

integrated solution of products and services. Lindhult (2013) continues to explain how this leads to the 

necessity of improving efficiency in service innovation, in order to take advantage and identify 

opportunities. Furthermore, Lindhult (2013) discusses different service capabilities, which could provide 

information regarding how learning is established. He mentions the need for bundling and unbundling, to 

change and reevaluate offerings that combine services and products and be able to change these when 

necessary.  Additionally, the concept of co-creating is explained, which means working together with a 

customer to develop the service. As most services try to provide a whole solution, ensuring that the 

expected market matches the actual market is especially important for services.   

This way of approaching difficulties in service-innovation fits well into the system thinking approach. By 

ensuring that the offerings are updated under its lifecycle to match the current demand and that the 

service is adapted and improved with the help of an integrated customer, some of the issues that Senge 
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(1990) addresses when discussing the need for system thinking are solved. Overall, the necessity to take 

a step back and reevaluate situations are a key factor, as it allows for a new perspective to be gained. 

Additionally, bringing in new ideas and allowing outside partners to be part of the innovation process 

provides further incentive to check the market demand and analyze how well this is matched. 

Finally, by combing the thinking of a service-dominant field, with the prospects of understanding the 

ecosystem in which the organization acts in and adding the need for innovation through learning, a service 

ecosystem can be created. The term service ecosystem is described by Vargo and Lusch (2011) as a system 

where actors work together with the goal to co-create value and service offerings while engaging in a 

mutual service provision. This definition will be used in the case study, where the authors will try to 

evaluate what type of value is created and to what extent the service ecosystem is set up. 

2.3 PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT 
Portfolio management was a concept introduced in 1952, trying to explain that diversification of 

investments is desirable if the investor wishes for a high expected return and a low variance of said return 

(Markowitz, 1952). Markowitz discussed this concept under the pretense of it concerning investment 

portfolios; however, diversification has proven to be useful for other categories of portfolios as well. 

Camerio et al. (2015) discuss how portfolio management has transcended into several fields beyond 

financial, such as products, projects and services. Even though portfolio management can be applied in 

different areas, they all aim to achieve common goals. Cooper, Edgett and Kleinschmidt (2001) present 

eight key reasons explaining the importance of portfolio management. These include maximization of 

resources, maintaining a competitive position and achieving focus and balance. 

2.3.1 Difference between product portfolio and service portfolio 

However, before going into further detail regarding portfolio management, a certain distinction is 

required. Aas, Breunig and Hydle (2017) argue that most current research on portfolio management is 

based on products, not services. This causes certain problems, as these two could (and should) be handled 

differently. Since new service development acts in markets with a higher degree of heterogeneity, it is 

more incremental and requires changes in different dimensions of the organizations and the portfolio has 

to take these behavioral differences into account (Aas et al., 2017).  Going on the same line, Lee, Lee, Seol 

and Park (2012) argue that the main difficulty in developing a new service portfolio (SP) is the evaluation. 

With product development, it is easier to follow the stage of evolution, something that service 

development has difficulty accomplishing. Lee et al. (2012) summarize this with the lack of numerical and 

objective decisions, which causes SP decisions to be taken with subjective judgments instead. The lack of 

precise tools is the difficulty here, as the measurements necessary to make objective decisions cannot be 

accurately measured. 

To solve this, Aas et al. (2017) have developed five propositions that could be considered to adjust for the 

lack of information. In short, these propositions argue for the need for integration and flexibility in the 

organizations, something that will be further examined later in the report.  

2.3.2 Key factors of a well-balanced portfolio 

Service portfolio management combines traditional objectives for portfolio management, such as 

maximization of value, with more specific objectives, ranging from sustainability to verifying costs 

(Camerio et al., 2015). All in all, service portfolio management can be viewed as an instrument that can 
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help with the decision-making processes in every stage of the service. To reach a stage where the service 

portfolio is well-balanced, Dan, Johnson and Carrato (2008) press the issue of reusable services. A reusable 

service could be applied to different processes and technologies, and therefore helps the business reduce 

redundancy and ensures that the enterprise stays agile.  

So far, diversification and flexible services have been identified as key aspects of the service portfolio. 

However, Aas et al. (2017) argue that the flexibility of the portfolio itself is an important factor as well. 

The reason for this is that services have to be applied to what the market requires, which can change 

quickly. This means that not only the services themselves, but the content of the portfolio must change 

according to the market’s needs. As the SP changes over time, a clear and consistent business model is 

essential as this keeps the portfolio in line with the goal of the organization. 

2.3.3 Portfolio decision making 

To achieve a well-balanced portfolio, the process of creating it must be considered. Kester, Griffin, Hultink 

and Lauche (2011) describe this phenomenon in a matrix called portfolio decision-making effectiveness. 

This matrix is based on three factors: portfolio mindset, focused effort and agility. Even though Kester et 

al. (2011) describe the process in a product portfolio, one can see the connections toward the SP. Portfolio 

mindset describes the state the organization must be in when decisions are taken, taken the whole 

portfolio into account, with an understanding how this would align with the organization’s strategy. A 

focused effort illustrates the connection between how short-term actions affect the long-term goals, 

which minimizes the effect of opportunistic behavior. Lastly, agility stresses the point of quick decisions 

when enough information is provided, describing the process of which changes to the portfolio should be 

considered if there is supportive evidence for such actions. This matrix fits well with the propositions Aas 

et al. (2017) presented, in addition to the goals Hauser (2006) argues are of most importance for portfolio 

management. 

2.4 MAINTENANCE STRATEGIES  
The portfolio that is examined in this degree project consists of services based primarily on predictive 

maintenance. Therefore, theories regarding different maintenance strategies will be brought up in the 

following chapter. 

There are several types of maintenance strategies that are widely known; the three most common have 

been presented by Swanson (2001) as corrective, preventive and predictive maintenance. The most 

common is the corrective maintenance strategy in which maintenance is activity based and has a reactive 

approach. This means machines and equipment are fixed only when they have stopped working and are 

out of function. The advantage of this approach is that plants can minimize the amount of money and 

workforce required for the maintenance itself. The downside, however, is that a breakdown of machines, 

even if only for a short period of time, can lead to devastating losses in production and have enormous 

consequences on a plant's efficiency. To minimize this risk of unexpected machine failure, companies have 

recently started to move towards a more preventive strategy where scheduled maintenance is applied. 

This implies that routine checks and controls are made on a regular basis to detect faults in the equipment 

before any breakdowns occur. The disadvantage of this approach is that production might have to be 

interrupted to perform the needed checks. Furthermore, there is a risk that certain equipment that is in 

good condition might be left in a worse state after interference and unnecessary meddling. Predictive 

maintenance, which is also referred to as condition-based maintenance, is a different approach where 
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maintenance is carried out in response to the machine's condition. Diagnostic equipment is used to 

measure various parameters in a system, providing information about the system’s condition. Using this 

data, maintenance can be initiated when necessary as a response to the system’s condition (Swanson, 

2001). 

The focus of the case study dealt with in this report is on predictive maintenance. To provide customers 

with the best possible predictive tools, a portfolio consisting of different services is to be offered. To 

ensure the best mix of services that fulfill the customer's needs, it is important to manage one's portfolio 

to match the market demand while creating maximum value. 

2.5 BUSINESS MODEL CANVAS 
Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) created a business model canvas that can be used as a tool to describe 

and build business models. This canvas is used as the foundation for describing business modeling in this 

degree project. Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) have defined nine different elements that are essential 

to design a successful business model. These elements are presented in the table below, identifying the 

most important factors to consider for each element. 

Business modeling elements Main points for the elements 

Customer segments (CuS) Identify need Cluster the market 

Value proposition (VP) How can we create value? Creating a solution 

Distribution channels (DC) Communicate and deliver value Raise awareness 

Customer relationships (CR) Evaluate customers Maintain relationships 

Revenue streams (RS) Creating internal value Depends on the VP 

Key resources (KR) Main assets Depend on the VP and CoS 

Key activities (KA) Operational process Managerial process 

Key partnerships (KP) Network of affected parties Fulfilling extra functions 

Cost structure (CoS) Value-driven structure High value and service 

Table 1 - Business model canvas based on Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) 

Customer segments include the process of studying and identifying different organizations the company 

desires to serve. Segmenting customers allows for categorization of needs and behaviors, which in turn 

allows the company to create a business model and offerings that are well fitted to the customers’ needs 

and wishes. This is the foundation of the business model, as this forms the basis on which the value 

proposition is designed. 

For any company to be successful, it is crucial to find a way to create value for customers and to articulate 

the value created. The value proposition defines how this value is created and presented to the customer. 

A common way to proceed is to solve an issue that potential customers perceive, however, it can also 

include filling a gap in the market. Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) further stress that the value 

proposition is the ruling factor that determines which company the customer ultimately turns to in order 

to satisfy their needs. 

The way the value is delivered is explained by the distribution channels. However, the channels can be 

used to present new services to the customer. This is done by building customer relationships and can 

help an organization establish a better overall experience for the customer. This is done to increase the 

revenue one can take for the service, something that is discussed under the element revenue streams. 
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Revenue streams can be used as a tool to provide input on how a company can create value for itself while 

simultaneously providing value to their customers. Here different pricing mechanisms are considered and 

are heavily influenced by what the value proposition is. 

Key resources define the assets required to fulfill the value proposition and could be categorized as people, 

technologies, and facilities. These are prioritized differently depending on the cost structure, as certain 

priorities must be made. Key activities could be divided into operational and managerial processes. These 

are important to consider, as it allows the company to repeat a value-creating process and increase in 

scale. However, not everything can be performed inside the organization, which is why a network must 

be established. This is where key partnerships come in, which helps the organization to fulfill many 

important functions, such as optimize the business, reduce risk and acquire additional resources. It is 

crucial to establish these types of partnerships, as is allows the company to establish focus elsewhere.  

Lastly, the cost structure defines how the process of creating value creates a cost for the company. No 

matter if it is creating value itself, communicating and maintaining relationships or marketing, everything 

eventually leads to costs (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010). During this case study, a value-driven cost 

structure is used, as the level of complexity of the service is high, which creates the need to emphasize 

the value itself, not the cost toward the customer. 

The elements presented above are all important to consider, however, some of them are difficult to study 

through the systems thinking lens. Through an ongoing iterative process, four elements were chosen to 

examine further. 

Customer segments: Identifying the right customer segments becomes a key factor for the co-creation 

of value. The customer segments could be thought of as the context of the 

systems thinking “whole”, realizing in which circumstances the service acts in. 

Additionally, it ties together with the ecosystem that Vargo and Lusch (2011) 

discuss, where the focus is shifted towards where the value is created, not what 

particular value is produced.   

Value proposition: The value proposition is part of the component of the “whole”, where the internal 

factors are highlighted. Understanding how and where value is created, 

something Peppard and Rylander (2006) mention, is a must for an organization to 

understand the larger business landscape. Furthermore, the value proposition 

also addresses the relationships section of the “whole”, as value cannot only be 

created internally, but externally as well.  

Revenue streams:  Revenue streams, much like the value proposition, contains several of the building 

blocks to create the "whole". Reflecting the value proposition in the revenue 

streams becomes increasingly important as service portfolios demand flexibility 

and diversification. Applying the systems thinking lens allows identification of 

payment issues that a flexible business model could have. 

Key partnerships:  To create an environment (or ecosystem) where co-creation of value is possible, 

partnerships must be formed. Understanding the relationships between 

components allows for a comprehensive picture to be formed of the landscape, 

where identification of value potentials becomes easier to make.  
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3. METHODOLOGY 

In this chapter, the research methodology is presented. Furthermore, it explains why certain decisions 

were made and what consequences this had for the result of the report. 

3.1 CHOICE OF STRATEGY 
This study can be summarized using two main strategies, an abductive methodology and a qualitative 

study. Dubois and Gadde (2002) describe the abductive methodology as a combination of the inductive 

and deductive approaches. They continue to argue that data should never be forced to fit preconceived 

theories, but instead put emphasis on the parallel development of the theoretical framework. The 

drawback of this is the amount of time needed for such a process, but as a benefit can increase the 

potential of the study. This also goes in line with Blomkvist and Hallin (2015) who argue that feedback-

loops are vital to producing good results. Feedback-loops can be illustrated with non-linear writing as one, 

for example, can go back and develop a literature study after new information in the empirical study is 

received.  

Furthermore, a decision between a qualitative and quantitative study must be made. A quantitative study 

is mainly used when larger amounts of data are collected, for example through surveys, with a desire to 

examine an entire population. Qualitative studies, on the other hand, are strongly related to inductive 

methods and semi-structured data collection (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015). Furthermore, a qualitative study 

provides a flexible study design, where questions that are vaguely formed in the beginning becomes more 

concrete with time. In addition to this, a large amount of data was collected at the beginning of the degree 

project, building the literature study with a broad base. The result of this, with a combination of the 

abductive methodology, was an iteration process where new information was added, and information 

that appeared irrelevant was removed from the study. 

3.2 CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY 
In this project, a case study is used as the main basis for the analysis. Tellis (1997) describes the case study 

as the ideal methodology for in-depth investigations. Noor (2008) agrees, stating that case studies are of 

most use when one particular problem or situation is studied in great depth. In accordance to this, 

Blomkvist and Hallin (2015) describe the case study methodology as useful for inductive studies, where 

new dimensions could be identified. Baxter and Jack (2008) describe the benefits of using the case study 

methodology as it, “allows the researcher to explore individuals or organizations, simple through complex 

interventions, relationships, communities, or programs […] and supports the deconstruction and the 

subsequent reconstruction of various phenomena”. Noor (2008) continues on the same track, stating that 

case studies are great for receiving a holistic overview of the phenomenon, as well as capturing the 

properties and activities of an organization. 

The difficulty of the case study approach is that of generalization. Worth mentioning here is that 

generalization could be divided into two terms, statistical and analytical generalization. Blomkvist and 

Hallin (2015) state that while a case study cannot reach statistical generalization as the lack of information 

from different sources exists. It can, however, reach analytical generalization. By discussing how the case 

study findings could apply to similar cases, instead of how it will, one can reach the point of analytical 

generalization. 
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Yin (20009) provide four criteria on how to judge the quality of a case study. Firstly, 

the necessity to construct validity is presented. This criterion could be improved 

with several actions, such as using multiple sources and establishing a clear chain 

of evidence. The chain of evidence provides information on how the data from the 

case study has been derived, ensuring that external observers can follow the study. 

This chain allows readers to trace back and forth between the analyses and 

research question and is illustrated in the figure. Internal validity is the next 

criterion, which describes if other factors affect the result beside those presented 

in the report. To minimize the risk of internal invalidity, Yin (2009) suggested using 

pattern matching, a tool that allows comparison between empirical data and 

previous research. To increase external validity, the difference between statistical 

and analytical generalization must be considered. Just as Blomkvist and Hallin 

(2015) state, a case study cannot explain the former, but instead focus on analytics. 

Lastly, Yin (2009) describes the reliability aspect, something that ensures that if 

later investigators followed a similar protocol, a similar result would present itself. 

To increase the reliability of a case study, documentation of presented procedures 

is important so that future auditors can repeat the process. 

3.3 DATA COLLECTION 
This study has three main ways of collecting data, interviews, observations and focus groups. These are 

presented in the following chapter. The reason behind the several types evidence gathering is stated by 

Yin (2009) as one of the three principles of data collection. This principle refers to the use of multiple 

sources and is used to validate the collected data. Interviews and observations will be discussed in this 

section, while the focus group methodology will be discussed later on in the chapter. 

3.3.1 Interviews 

In contrast to the literature search, interviews provide an opportunity for deeper understanding of a 

certain phenomenon, in addition to the possibility of new dimensions being added to the topic (Blomkvist 

& Hallin, 2015). Depending on what the purpose of the study is, how interviews are performed can vary. 

A structured interview is mainly used for a quantitative study and is quite similar to a survey, where the 

interviewer walks through the survey with the interviewee (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015). A semi-structured 

interview is looser in structure, with a set of questions that behave similarly to guidelines, where follow-

up questions are a necessary part of the interview (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006). Lastly, Blomkvist and Hallin 

(2015) describe the unstructured interview as a meeting where only the general topic of conversation is 

decided upon in advance and is suitable early in the process to explore the field.  

Furthermore, Yin (2009) describes unstructured and semi-structured interviews as in-depth and focused 

respectively. In-depth interviews are mostly used to receive information regarding opinions of events, 

which might cause these types of interviews to last longer. Focused interview, on the other hand, is usually 

accomplished around the one-hour mark, giving the possibility for open-ended questions, but most 

questions should be derived from a protocol. 

For this study, mainly semi-structured interviews have been decided upon, however, more in-depth 

interviews will be used in addition to this. As the case study regards an open-ended question, it will be 

important to not limit the study to the current structure of the portfolio. This causes the necessity to dwell 

Figure 3 - Chain of 
evidence based on 
Yin (2009) 
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deeper into the subject, something that in-depth (or unstructured) interviews allow one to do. Worth 

addressing is how this effects the study, as these in-depth interviews take form as an ongoing discussion. 

To ensure that the influence from the chosen interview object is limited, relying on other sources to 

corroborate the information is important (Yin, 2009). In addition to a few in-depth interviews, semi-

structured ones will make out the majority of the empirical study. Bryman and Bell (2015) state that semi-

structured are preferred when conducting a study with a relatively clear focus, but still have options for 

changes along the way. This way the interviewee could be lead through the interview while ensuring the 

topics are of relevance.  

To ensure a variety of answers that improve comparability and validity, employees from different 

departments of the organization were interviewed. These were later compared with interviews held 

externally, to increase the width of perspective. As stated by Blomkvist and Hallin (2015), the number of 

interviewees were chosen based on the quality of previous interviews. These different criteria have 

resulted in the interview table listed below. It contains the participants of this case study, where all have 

been anonymized and given a reference number (I stand for Internal and E stand for External). This was 

done to open up the interviews, so the participants could speak freely without considering how they 

would appear. One limitation made was to only conduct external interviews with members of the process 

industry, as these are the desired customers. Lastly, the table below contains some information regarding 

the workshop, which will be discussed later in the chapter 3.3.3. 

Abbreviation Position Time [min] 

I1 Cyber Security 30 

I2 Advanced Support 30 

I3 Product Developer 75 

I4 Advanced Support 60 

I5 Digital Lead 60 

I6 Project Manager 70 

E1 Process Industry 70 

E2 Process Industry 60 

E3 Process Industry 60 

E4 Process Industry 40 

RBF Workshop 180 

Table 2 - Interview Objects 

The format of the interviews differed between the interviewees. Certain managers had been more 

involved in the process, leading to more questions regarding future activity or reasons behind decision 

being of more interest. Others had seen the project from more of an outside perspective (while still being 

part of the organization) which lead to questions concerning what they thought of it to be more of 

importance. External interviews were mainly performed to receive an outside perspective, leading to 

information on how the perceived image matched the actual image. The result is that no interview 

template is presented, as it would not provide any real information assisting in understanding the method 

of how the interviews were conducted. However, the general structure was the same, starting with 

general questions, moving on towards specific questions about their role and lastly finishing with 

questions that strongly relate to the case study.  
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To understand the interviews correctly and limit the chance of misinterpretation, the interviews were 

recorded. These recordings are used as a tool by the authors to go back and analyze what was said. All 

interviews were transcribed, which increased the information taken from each interview and in addition 

to lowering the chance of misinterpretation it gave an opportunity for self-reflection by the authors of 

how the interviews were conducted. Lastly, the interviews were held in Swedish, which as a result means 

the quotes were translated in the most direct way possible. The original quotation will be referenced, to 

ensure translations are performed correctly. Furthermore, two types of interviews were used, personal 

and telephone interviews. These two will be further discussed below, to understand the positive and 

negative sides of interviews. 

3.3.1.1 Personal Interview 

As stated before, semi-structured and unstructured interviews were used during the personal interviews. 

Face-to-face interviews have the distinct advantages of being in the same room as the interview object, 

which has some clear benefits. Being able to read body language is one, while also allowing for the 

possibility to discuss certain topics more deeply, as it allows for greater use of follow-up questions. 

However, it also brings certain disadvantages as the interview object has less time to prepare answers 

(Lavrakas, 2008). This was solved by sending the interview questions or topics out in advance if possible, 

to gain better insight into the subject. As a large section of the questions were quite broad and concern 

larger part of the organization, this allowed the interview object to gather the necessary information to 

provide appropriate answers.  

Additionally, probing allows the interviewer to ask follow-up questions, which ensures that additional 

question regarding the subject could be asked for a more instinctive response. The interviews usually 

ended with open-ended questions where the subject could take part in a small brainstorming session, 

which created the possibility to analyze information that had been gathered previously in the case study. 

This leads to face-to-face interviews being the prioritized source of evidence Yin (2009) discusses, as the 

advantages outweigh the deprivations. 

3.3.1.2 Telephone Interview 

Due to logistic reasons, some interviews could not be performed in-person. These were then conducted 

over the phone instead, where the authors participated as either interviewer or secretary. The interviews 

performed over the phone were similar in outlay as the face-to-face interviews, with the exception that 

the author to a lesser extent could read the interview object. To the highest degree possible, personal 

interviews were used and as a result, telephone interviews were done to a lesser extent. 

Telephone interviews can also be performed in several ways, however, for this thesis project semi-

structured were the chosen methodology. Telephone interviews have certain restrictions, as it hinders 

certain communication channels, such as limited personal contact and verbal signals. Compared to face-

to-face interviews, it does provide certain benefits, such as an economic advantage (both in time and 

resources) as well as the limited personal contact suggest further anonymity, which could free up the 

answers.  

3.3.2 Observations 

Blomkvist and Hallin (2015) describe an observation methodology as “systematically observing and 

documenting […] within an organization”. For this thesis project, a less formal version of observing was 

conducted, as it was more of a complementary way of gathering information. Yin (2015) describes two 
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different types of observation, formal and casual data collection. The casual style of observing is the type 

focused on, as it allows for unplanned observations. This includes meetings, events and presentations. 

The main use of the observation methodology has been to understand and see how the COC is presented 

to customers, which was not possible otherwise. 

3.3.3 Workshop 

Workshops, or focus group methodology, is used in this thesis project to evaluate the information 

gathered throughout the case study. Blomkvist and Hallin (2015) state that focus group methodology is 

suited for testing ideas and gather general information, which is the reasoning behind the workshop. 

Additionally, Blomkvist and Hallin (2015) discuss the difference between a heterogeneous and 

homogeneous group, explaining that a heterogeneous group is preferable when developing ideas. 

Homogeneous groups are used when the goal is to understand a certain issue more deeply. As this 

workshop aims to evaluate the case study findings, a similar group (but not the same) of people are invited 

to participants as the ones who have been interviewed. The result of this is a holistic view of the 

organization is present and a potential business model could be studied in all steps. During this workshop, 

individuals from various backgrounds in the company were invited and together discussed business 

modeling, value creation, service ecosystems and other relevant topics. RBF is based on Soft System 

Methodology, which is a branch of systems thinking. The RBF sessions is an effective (and quick) way to 

collect thoughts and insights from people in the organization, and it is what a systems thinking perspective 

includes. To gain as much as possible from the RBF sessions, outside help was used in the form of professor 

Erik Lindhult and Christer Nygren, who both have conducted similar workshops and could provide valuable 

experience. The RBF took place under three hours and included four ABB employees, which meant that 

the time for experimentation was limited and it was important to create an opportunity to produce the 

best possible result. 
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3.4 RESEARCH DESIGN 
To illustrate how different sources were used, how the case study is built up and the strategy decided 

upon, a workflow chart was created. This research design was completed to understand the data, in order 

to solve the identified research phenomenon (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2015). This is done by realizing what 

empirical material could be used 

and then applied to the research 

questions. Figure 4 illustrates how 

the thesis project was completed 

and takes into account how the 

chain of evidence is followed, as 

well as showing the iterative 

process that has been used. During 

the introduction, generalization 

and brainstorming were performed, 

to receive an idea regarding what 

the case study should include. This 

phase includes roughly defining the 

research questions while 

conducting a pre-study to gain an 

overview of the main case. 

Moving on to the literature study, 

this part was conducted to dwell 

deeper into the chosen subjects 

and gain a broader understanding 

of the phenomenon decided upon 

during the introduction phase. As 

illustrated in the figure, this was an 

iterative process throughout the 

case study, as new information 

results in new areas that must be 

considered. This parallel development allows for the opportunity to match the empiric findings after the 

correct previous research. The methodology of the research was then decided upon, based on previous 

research and desired outcome. To ensure that the chosen phenomenon could be studied, the design of 

the case study had to allow for certain flexibility. This is another reason why the abductive method was 

chosen. The empirical study, or case study, was an ongoing process, where information mainly came from 

interviews and observations, which lead to the analyses. Besides the two mentioned sources of 

information, a workshop was held which allowed for comparisons between the authors' findings and 

opinions of the studied organization.   

The chain consisting of methodology-empirical study-analyses is inside the systems thinking bubble and 

is examined under that specific lens (which is described in chapter 2.1.1). The findings are later discussed, 

examining how well the research questions are answered, while also discussing the barriers that were 

identified throughout the case study. 

Figure 4 - Methodology process (own) 
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3.5 METHODOLOGY DISCUSSION 
In this section of the chapter, the result of the chosen methodology is discussed. Guba (1981) mention 

four different indicators by which a quality of a study could be measured; Credibility, Transferability, 

Dependability, and Confirmability. These together paint the picture of trustworthiness and each of the 

indicators will be examined in detail below. 

Credibility:   To accomplish a study with a high level of trustworthiness, one must consider the 

term credibility. Guba (1981) describe this as truth value, while Yin (2009) 

mentions it as internal validity. Shenton (2004) describe this as the correlation 

between how well the study measures what it intended. In this study, this is 

accomplished by creating a clear chain of evidence, in addition to using multiple 

sources with different perspectives. By using iteration loops as described by 

Blomkvist and Hallin (2015), the research questions are changed throughout the 

process, which ensures that the end result and analysis match the intended 

outcome.  

Transferability:  Moving on to what Guba (1981) described as applicability, this term tries to define 

how well a study applies to other situations. To increase the transferability of the 

study, peer-reviewed literature was taken to increase the validity. However, as 

the case study is performed on a singular case without reference cases, what 

Blomkvist and Hallin (2015) describe as statistical generalization (or statistical 

transferability) cannot be achieved. Instead, analytical generalization is the aim, 

which in turn would provide an analytical transferability. 

Dependability:  In addition to the previous criteria, dependability describes the issue of reliability. 

Shenton (2004) describes how the case study should be seen as a prototype model. 

This is reflected in how the methodology section is described, as it should give the 

reader enough information to reduplicate the study, which also increases the 

readers understanding of the study. By ensuring the possibility of recreating the 

case study, the dependability level of it increases as a result of it. 

Confirmability:  Lastly, Guba (1981) discusses neutrality, or what Shenton (2004) describes as the 

process of ensuring that the views of the study reflect the participants, not the 

characteristics of the authors. Confirmability is, similar to dependability, increased 

with a detailed methodology, as it declares how the study was completed. 

Additionally, it is important to realize the factor of personal characteristics, which 

to some extent cannot be avoided completely. To minimize mentioned effect, 

continuous feedback from supervisors and opponents were taken into account, 

as well as personal reflections throughout the study. By recording the interviews, 

the authors could go back and analyze what had been said, which minimizes the 

effect of personal interpretations. 
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4. EMPIRICAL STUDY AND ANALYSIS 

In this chapter, the case study will be presented, mainly based on the interviews conducted with internal 

and external partners. This result will then be used to analyze the research questions. Furthermore, the 

chapter is built around conducting a business model of the COC’s service offerings and analyzing how well 

it fits into the market. The opportunities of the COC are exemplified by E1 (2018), describing the current 

situation in the process industry in the following way:  

“Too much data, too little information, and no intelligence.” 

Plants in the industry have reached a point of having access to an incredible amount of data, however, 

they possess limited tools to analyze and make use of this data. 

4.1 INTRODUCING THE COLLABORATIVE OPERATIONS CENTER 
ABB desired a study regarding their service portfolio of the new global ABB COC. These centers are opened 

to advance ABB’s predictive services, as they believe that the advanced ABB control systems and products 

currently sold could be further used to create value. The COC initiative is supposed to function as more 

specified help towards the customer, with every COC around the world providing their area of expertise. 

This study will focus on the COC that opens in Västerås, with the goal to identify any excess or insufficiency 

in their current portfolio. The COC aims to first and foremost provide support for predictive maintenance 

and potential improvements to their customers in the process industry. 

”Digitalization is quite vague and it might be necessary to have an actual room to sit down in with the 

customer and show digital possibilities.” (I6, 2018). 

The quotation above illustrates what the predictive services would be based on, by combing the 

customers’ needs and desires with already implemented products and systems. This, in turn, helps ABB 

to develop a better maintenance strategy together with the customers, which is discussed in the next 

section of the chapter.  

4.1.1 ABB’s Maintenance strategy 

The figure illustrates the different stages of 

maintenance strategies described by ABB. The goal is 

to create a cross-functional collaboration that will lead 

to world-class competitiveness. The key is to 

continuously work with the plant’s status and to work 

proactively to reach the set goals. ABB tries to 

combine future maintenance and communication in 

order to improve the efficiency of the production 

together with their customers. 

The COC will offer Smart Maintenance that consists of digital tools, advanced services and interactivity 

which will provide continuous surveillance. The vision of the COC is to help and guide the customers in 

decision making, development and continuous improvements. This is illustrated in the following section, 

where the planned service portfolio is presented. 

Figure 5 - Maintenance strategy from ABB 
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4.1.2 Planned service portfolio  

The COC is devoted to predictive analyses and will in 

short work as a communication tool between ABB and 

their customers. By taking advantage of control systems 

(for example the 800xA system) that can provide 

detailed information about a plant’s devices and 

equipment, the COC can use measured data to identify 

and analyze areas of improvement. The figure 

illustrates the current portfolio, with offerings ranging 

from improving the performance of the control system 

itself to cyber-security and advanced business analytics 

tools. This study will try to identify how well these 

services match the market demand. The COC’s function 

is explained by I6 (2018) below. 

”A place where we can help in this digital transformation, where we can meet customers and get 

connected and see data and see how their facilities feel and collect competence. Both around the 

information we see and what we can do today, but also to develop new possibilities together with the 

customer. To see more and draw better conclusions regarding their facilities.” 

To determine how well the COC does this, an overview of their current business model is performed and 

analyzed, while trying to identify how different value logics, maintenance strategies and service portfolios 

could affect the outcome of the COC’s success.  

4.2 BUSINESS MODELING 
In this section, a business model overview is completed with the goal to map out how the service offerings 

are built up for the COC. This provides two key benefits, firstly, increasing the understanding of the already 

established services and how they fit into the ABB structure, and secondly, to identify areas in which 

customers appear to desire further assistance, or perhaps areas in which ABB can push profit further. This 

overview is necessary to understand how the COC could fit into a more extensive system, something that 

a systems thinking approach demands. The COCs portfolio consists of several services, and a business 

model that includes all of these is a challenge. The overview will cover the nine segments discussed earlier, 

while trying to identify and solve the issue brought up by I5 (2018). 

“I am afraid that we will end up with different services and different business models.” 

Above, the main reason for having a clear and consistent business model is illustrated. As the COC provides 

several services to different customers, if there is no clear plan of action, it can lead to difficulty in 

managing the services, especially administrivia tasks. Before presenting the value propositions, the 

overview starts with identifying the desired customer segments. 

Figure 6 - Planned service portfolio of the COC 
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4.2.1 Customer Segments 

ABB service customers can be divided into different categories by 

identifying which industry the customers belong to, which is done 

to separate customers with different needs and demands. For 

example, industrial automation services could divide their 

customers as shown in figure 7. 

However, there are more factors that set companies apart other 

than just their field of work. Different companies have reached 

different levels of automation and digitalization of their plants. 

According to I2 (2018):  

“The challenge with the COC is that the devices and machines used at the plants need to be well 

integrated, connected and advanced enough to supply sufficient information to enable monitoring and 

surveillance.” 

Therefore, certain requirements need to be fulfilled regarding how advanced and digitalized the plants 

are for the COC to be able to perform predictive analyzes. 

On the other hand, I1 (2018) proposes that the COC could be used as a sales pitch to convince less 

“advanced” or smaller customers to invest in more ABB products that will help digitalize and integrate 

their devices which in turn will help them supervise their plants and increase productivity. I5 (2018) 

further strengthens this argument by calling attention to customers with smaller businesses or fewer 

resources to specialize in, for example, cyber security. These customers would benefit from the COC by 

using it as a tool to compensate for their lack of internal resources.  

Another field of application for the COC is as an internal communication tool. I5 (2018) stresses the 

importance of organizing the company’s internal leads. Furthermore, I4 (2018) finds that the COC has the 

potential to act as a tool to internally help the staff in ABB’s support unit to monitor their customers live 

when there is a need or request to send out a service engineer.  

"This way, ABB staff can internally share the necessary information needed to perform on-site services so 

that the time spent at the customer is used as efficiently as possible” I5 (2018). 

4.2.1.1  Identifying the segments 

To deliver the desired value and reach the targeted customer segments, certain adjustments could be 

made toward the planned service portfolio. The three segments that were identified have different needs 

and reaching all of them could provide challenges. As it is right now, the presented service portfolio has 

no internal aspect. This is by design, as the first step has been to identify potential customers outside of 

the organization. Even if the service portfolio does not have any direct internal offerings, it is important 

to understand the request for it. The COC will have to use internal knowledge to provide maximum value 

to the customer, and in return should deliver value back to where it originally came from.  

The customer segment consisting of advanced customers is where the COC could potentially reach an 

untapped market, pushing their already established products to better performance. However, during the 

case study, a gap between these companies and ABB was identified. The reason was that the larger 

businesses were determined to keep knowledge and competence "under their own roof", stating that 

even though they would benefit from assistance in building up a center with a holistic view, they wanted 

Industrial 
Automation

Mature 
industry

Less developed 
industry

Internal use

Figure 7 - Illustration of customer 
segments (own) 
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control of it themselves. As a result, certain offerings of the COC do not match this segment’s demand, as 

it requires that information goes through ABB and then deliver suggestions to the customer. 

The last customer segment refers to businesses with fewer connected devices in their plants. Simply put, 

they have yet to digitalize the production process and need to make the transition into something that 

could be described as Industry 4.0. These are customers who still have older sections of their process and 

cannot provide enough data for predictive services, and instead, need help to evolve their production. 

These three segments offer unique opportunities and challenges, which have been summarized by the 

three quotes below: 

 1. “Streamline our own internal work” (I5, 2018). 

 2. “We would probably need an internal collaboration center” (E1, 2018). 

 3. “The limitation is that we live in two worlds, the old and the new” (E3, 2018). 

Statement one addresses the possibilities (and issues) that could arrive with the launch of the COC. If the 

internal communication is not up to standard, the risk for internal competition could increase, and instead 

of expanding ABB services position it could diminish it. However, if the communication is there, the COC 

could both take advantage of other services, while producing value internally without any major costs. 

Additionally, by illustrating how this collaboration could function provides greater incentive for the 

customer, as the effect would be a more effective organization. Additionally, I6 (2018) mentions the 

potential for the COC to become a platform for feedback, where information regarding how other ABB 

products function could be analyzed. This would provide valuable information during the development of 

new products, as well as a solid foundation for customers who desire further help with their products.  

The second statement shows how developed customers desire to keep the knowledge within the 

company, which could be seen as a lost business venture. However, it also provides an opportunity to 

together with another organization establish better streamlined processes on how to create an Industry 

4.0 facility. This experience is potentially irreplaceable, as the relatively unknown market potential could 

be explored with a shared cost.  

The last statement regards the perhaps most significant business potential, as it allows further 

collaboration between organizations. The two worlds mentioned describe how certain plants are in a 

phase where some products are new and developed, while other sections are not on the same 

technological level. This is further stressed by I2 (2018), where the issue of less developed plants is 

brought up. 

“The challenge is that there is equipment in the plants that cannot provide information regarding how 

they “feel” yet. This is something that complicates the work the COC could do, as only parts of the plant 

could be monitored.” 

One difficulty for this segment is the degree of digital maturity of the plants. The need to connect the old 

still functioning products with the newer digitalized ones should be prioritized. Once this is done, it allows 

for further development, using the knowledge and experience gained from the relationships established 

with more developed customers. 
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These three segments represent different needs and therefore require different value propositions. This 

results in difficulties when considering the service portfolio, as many services must be included to reach 

these three segments. This goes well in line with what Dan, Johnson and Carrato (2008) mention, where 

services must have a reusability factor. This is done by ensuring that the service portfolio is diverse and 

flexible, which leads to a portfolio that matches the desired value proposition. 

4.2.2 Value Proposition 

The value proposition for the service portfolio differs, as certain services are viewed as essential, while 

others are complementary or in other terms beneficial. However, viewing the portfolio as a whole is 

important to understand what value the customers perceive. With broad strokes, the services can be 

divided into two categories, base and peak services. With base services, the authors refer to the ones that 

most customer segments deem necessary or important, while peak services are more specialized and 

adapted to a specific customer’s needs. 

According to I4 (2018), one of the primary value propositions of the COC is the security provided to the 

customer. By providing constant surveillance and predictive forecasts, the customer can be informed in 

time when reparations need to be made or where productivity can be improved. This can help unburden 

the service engineers at the site and offer remote expertise within different areas in which the customer 

might lack competence. This aspect of the COC would function as insurance toward the customer, where 

the overall equipment efficiency (OEE) could be kept high, due to a lower amount of equipment 

malfunctions (RBF, 2018). 

Cyber security is regarded a necessity and one of the most important offerings according to both internal 

contacts at ABB and customers. I1 (2018) mentions that the development of digitalization leads to more 

challenges regarding cyber security, an issue that customers find complicated and hard to keep up with. 

Therefore, many customers are willing to pay extra to outsource this type of activity I1 (2018). However, 

during the external interviews another picture was formed, where cyber security is not painted as a 

service itself, but more as a must in order for the other parts of the portfolio to work.   

The additional value would be the increase of OEE, where ABB could increase the value of already sold 

products. 

”We use our process knowledge and product knowledge and together with the customer we can add 

more and more value” (I6, 2018). 

Collaboration is key for this offering, as ABB cannot alone predict what the customers wish to develop in 

their plants. However, by using the COC as a communication center, they can together with the customer 

determine how to use the customers’ equipment better. 

I5 (2018) points out the importance of constantly developing the services to offer an evolving portfolio. 

Due to the rapid pace of digitalization and the challenges it brings, ABB must maintain service offerings 

that satisfy the customers’ ever-changing needs. This thought process is further stressed by Aas et al. 

(2017) and Kester et al. (2011), who argue that keeping the development of the portfolio open is key to 

keeping the organization’s competitive edge. 



23 
 

4.2.2.1 Operation levels 

To capture the desired value potentials, four operational levels are identified (RBF, 2018). These four 

points address the potential benefits for each level, illustrating the specific value potentials that could be 

captured. The ladder starts with Products, which are individual components, while the second step 

consists of Machines, which include several different products. The Process is an entire production line, 

whereas Business refers to the business opportunities of the company. While these are all levels where 

the COC could provide value, a breakdown of each level is important to identify where the largest 

potentials could be found. For Products, the COC could provide lower downtime by performing control 

checks remotely. Additionally, life-cycle controls are continuously done, which include controlling that 

products are kept updated. Moving on to Machines, control loops are used instead of measuring individual 

data, which allow for changes to be made to increase efficiencies. In the Process level, optimization of 

entire production processes can be made. This is done by using data from many points throughout the 

production, which could lead to the identification of bottlenecks. These bottlenecks must be kept in mind, 

both during production, but also during maintenance. Lastly, the Business level concerns new 

opportunities, where information from outside the facilitates (such as exchange rates, weather or market 

conditions) are brought in to provide further decision support and can help the company create new 

offerings and business models towards their own customers. Here there are some differences between 

the responses from customers, as E1 and E2 (2018) both state that they have included these types of 

functions in their operations, while E3 and E4 (2018) have not reached a similar stage.  

4.2.3 Distribution Channels 

For ABB services there are two possible ways to distribute value to customers. These are through internal 

and external channels, which differ depending on both the service and customer. When the ABB support 

unit does not directly sell towards an end-customer, internal channels are used as a point of 

communication. However, in certain cases, for example, when good relationships have been established, 

the internal channels are skipped altogether to communicate with the end-customer more easily. 

In contrast to some of the services offered by the support department, the offerings of the COC are aimed 

directly to the end-customer. This allows a better understanding of the customer’s needs and enables a 

process where constant improvements are made in close communication with the customer. 

Figure 8 - Operation levels based on RBF (2018) 
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“The COC is an important tool that could be used to both deliver base products that are available today 

but also to provide new services” I5 (2018). 

Consequently, the COC itself can be considered as a distribution channel to provide different services to 

existing and new customers. This results in a new way of conducting businesses, as the regular channels 

that exist are bypassed. Creating this new channel has benefits, such as the availability of more direct and 

streamlined communication with the end-customer. This is necessary for the COC, as the aim is to 

together with the customer create the value requested, which becomes difficult if the conversation must 

pass through barriers along the way. Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) mention that distribution channels 

should be used to raise awareness of services that are delivered, which is something that the COC must 

be able to accomplish. 

4.2.4 Customer Relationships 

For services in general, where contact is quite frequent between customer and seller, it is important to 

handle that connection well. The COC offers unique opportunities to further develop customer relations, 

with possibilities to increase communication between the participating parties. Strengthening customer 

relationships is important for the success of the COC, as the portfolio is heavily based on cooperation and 

creating value together. Another reason for more frequent communication and cooperation is addressed 

by E2 (2018): 

"If it is an immature deal and you do not know where it leads, then you want to cooperate." 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, digitalization brings challenges that are difficult to foresee. This 

uncertainty is best handled when the two parties involved share the cost and responsibility to lower the 

risk of the business venture. Furthermore, as the COC is a new initiative with relatively few guidelines, 

new ways of conducting business must be tested. This puts pressure on customer relations and a constant 

and open dialogue must be kept to create the right environment for this type of process.  

4.2.5 Revenue Streams 

As different services provide different support types, how a customer completes the payments differ. 

According to I2 and I4 (2018) advanced support uses a combination of direct and subscription-based 

payments. The reason is that certain parts of the service consist of regular check-ups, while others depend 

on the quality of the plants. During the interview with I3 (2018), another payment method was brought 

up. I3 (2018) explained that there is no monetary transfer in this method and instead information between 

the customer and ABB is used. Here, the customer and ABB exchange information, resulting in easier 

decisions for the customer, and better future offerings from ABB. The COC will have a similar method, 

where knowledge and competence are in focus for exchange. This is necessary for the process of co-

creating value and should be considered a benefit for both stakeholders in the deal.  

For the COC, identifying the optimal revenue stream is difficult. This is derived from several different 

factors, but mainly it stems from the difficulty in identifying when and where value is produced for the 

customer. According to I3 (2018), a one-time payment deal is no longer the norm, and ABB must adapt 

their business model depending on the new services it provides. The reasoning is quite simple, a one-time 

payment cannot cover the cost of an entire service, which is why this is no longer an option. 

Payment based on performance is also an option and could be described as charging customers when an 

improvement or change is completed. There are some difficulties here too, as it can be hard to identify 
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what the value of a change is and how it compares to another change. This would create difficulties, as 

the "better" the service works, the larger the cost for the customer. However, it provides the opportunity 

for the customer to directly see the value that the service provides, which could increase the validity of 

the service. Lastly, a subscription-based payment method must be considered. This could be a solid way 

to go, as it diversifies both the cost and income, and allows for changes to occur over time. However, if 

no value can be accurately illustrated to the customer, it will be difficult to establish this type of revenue 

stream, which is why it must be clear what value the service can and will deliver. Peppard and Rylander 

(2006) mention how a shift from payment to the creation of value is important to create a functional 

ecosystem. This results in the need for a flexible payment method, which reflects the flexibility of the 

value proposition. As the value delivered is spread out over a longer period, the payment must follow a 

similar path. The step to decide to collaborate with the COC should be easy, as the relations the COC hopes 

to build often start from a place where neither stakeholder knows where it might end up. This is further 

addressed by I6 (2018), who formulates it in the following way: 

”If we believe something is beneficial both for the customer and for us, it is not enough. It must be made 

so that it is easy for the customer to make that decision.” 

This quote exemplifies the difficulties selling predictive services have. As the value delivered is in the 

future, large direct investments are difficult to argue for, since the customer would want something 

delivered to them directly. Simply said, too large of a start-up investment is hard to argue for, as the value 

gathered from it must be direct as well. If the revenue is flexible and diverse, it becomes easier for the 

customers to decide whether to go into business with ABB, with the additional benefit of smoothing out 

the start-up phase, a method all interviewed customers appear to agree with. One concern that E4 (2018) 

brings up is that they wish to avoid being stuck in long-term deals and rather focus on constant evaluation 

of new needs.  

However, the conclusion to be drawn from the case study results is a collaborative payment method. 

What this means is that both parties must be willing to invest in the deal, where ABB can offer additional 

competence and guidance, while the other party must invest time and commitment. This is called revenue 

sharing; however, a more precise version must be developed over time. How these revenue streams could 

be formed has not yet been decided and is supposed to come from a trial and error process. According to 

I5 (2018), there should be a focus on standardizing the process of creating value with the customer, as 

this allows for faster actions and decisions to be made. As a result, a pricing model would also benefit 

from standardization, which in turn would allow for easier ways of communicating value to the customer. 

This is mentioned by Dan, Johnson and Carrato (2008), who argue that a reusable (or standardized) service 

is key when designing the portfolio, as it allows for greater flexibility for the service. 

Additionally, the COC could function as an incentive to buy other ABB products. This value is difficult to 

identify and should perhaps be seen as an invisible benefit but must, all the same, be kept in mind when 

considering the economic performance of the COC. According to I3 (2018), this type of information is 

difficult to evaluate and to determine who could use it (and therefore pay for it) has been a challenge. An 

issue brought up by I1 (2018) regarding internal competition, is that there are certain overlaps between 

the services that the COC provide and already established services in other departments at ABB.  
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4.2.6 Key Resources 

To identify the key resources, it is important to locate and identify what the goal of the COC is. The case 

study has led to the conclusion that the COC can use already established products and networks and 

expand on these. Expanding means taking advantage of these products and networks in new areas, which 

can be done with a relatively low cost and high gains. This leads to the realization that physical and 

intellectual resources are extremely important, but also already established. The financial aspects are 

perhaps less important, as no real pricing strategies are used, as the focus is aimed on delivering value 

instead of something to a low price. Something that will be further discussed in the next chapter, is that 

human resources are key in this service. The reason is that it demands flexible and knowledgeable 

employees that can assist many different customers in different situations. To train and educate these 

employees will be a huge priority. 

4.2.7 Key Activities 

Building on which resources are important, one can establish the activities necessary to deliver the desired 

value. Firstly, a problem-solving aspect should be considered as the most important one, as innovative 

thinking and identifying potential issues will be extremely important in delivering value. This approach 

also goes well in line with what Senge (1990) and Lindhult (2013) discuss, to push the competitive edge 

with innovative thinking. I1 (2018) discusses how the need for internal training will arise as soon as plants 

are equipped with the necessary technology. This training will, besides improving the predictive analysis, 

also include customer relations. I1 (2018) continues by stating that the service will most likely become 

more personal over time, as this is one major benefit the COC could provide. 

Secondly, creating a platform or network that can support this type of work is necessary as well, to also 

improve the delivered value. This platform could both be used for internal assessments, but also for 

customer presentations and similar activities. As mentioned previously, production is of no real concern, 

as the COC uses the established network of ABB to deliver new value to the customers. However, if the 

COC initiative is successful, certain product development could keep that in mind to provide easier access 

for the COC employees. 

4.2.8 Key Partnerships 

To establish a well-functioning value network, an organization must consider the actors in the mentioned 

network. For the COC to produce most value (both to ABB and its customers) partnerships with a long-

term goal must be accomplished. Previous services have provided two key components of their 

partnerships, and both sections must be reached with the COC. I2 and I4 (2018) mention how most of 

their customers are internal and they rarely on their own assists other organizations. I3 (2018) are quite 

similarly reaching a large group of internal employees, while also providing the service to external clients 

as well. 

This combination is necessary for the COC for two main reasons. Not only is the competence of other 

departments important, the COC could also assist others with their services. A point that I2 (2018) stresses 

is the need for collaboration, both to avoid the same work performed twice, but also to increase the 

effectiveness of the COC. I2 (2018) continues to argue that making improvements on a plant one has never 

seen in real life could prove difficult, which leads to the conclusion that communications between field 

workers and employees of the COC must be established. Including more than one part of the organization 

is something Moser (2013) discusses as well, insisting that only by gaining perspective throughout the 
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company real systems thinking could be accomplished. The need to integrate different departments is 

further stressed by I3 (2018): 

"Marketing, sales, and services have the same goal, delivering value to the customer. Whether that is a 

product or a software license or a combination of a contract and a life-cycle program and advanced 

services, the customer does not care." 

This represents a systems thinking approach, where solving internal communication and value is identified 

as important in order to deliver real value to the customer. In short, the customer has a desire to purchase 

value, and how that value is packaged is of less importance. However, I3 (2018) continues with: 

“While ABB is very focused on specific departments, instead of looking at it from the total value delivered 

to the customer.” 

This represents a common issue inside larger organizations, something that Senge (1990) points out could 

happen when communication between departments is lacking. Here the COC has a potential area of use, 

working as a central point in an internal network to strengthen the communication within ABB.   

Moving on, key partnerships must be formed with external parties, as this will push the development 

forward. Both I1 and I5 (2018) stress the importance of developing this service together with the 

customers. This has the potential to increase customer satisfaction and improve business relations, as 

regular feedback is possible when customers are directly involved. It is this type of ecosystem (or network) 

that Vargo and Lusch (2011) suggest is optimal when co-creation of value could occur. Furthermore, 

Peppard and Rylander (2006) discuss the same type of process, where focus no longer is aimed toward 

the industry itself, but instead on where the value is produced. With this in mind, involving the customers 

(who as established are co-creators of value) is a must, which is why customer relationships are important 

to develop.  

4.2.9 Cost Structure 

Just as Vargo, Maglio and Akaka (2008) mention, the core value of a business is to create value. However, 

without an effective cost structure, no profit will be made from the delivered value. This is the main reason 

behind the extensive investments that have been put into the COC project, the belief that the cost 

structure is extremely beneficial. This derives from how the COC uses already established products and 

technologies and adding a point that can connect to these products.  

”ABB has a head-start, as we already have a lot of smart products at our customers. So we use this 

knowledge we already have and collect the information that exists inside the products and the systems 

we have delivered and there we can transform information into something of additional value to the 

customer” (I6, 2018). 

This leads to a quite inexpensive start-up cost as the technology is in place. Furthermore, there is a belief 

at ABB that the COC scales well regarding the number of employees versus the number of customers. The 

result is a possible service with potential for great earnings for ABB, as once a standardized protocol of 

how the value should be delivered is completed, it can be reduplicated. This allows the same number of 

ABB employees to perform work more efficiently, which results in the possibility to add more customers 

while keeping the number of employees low. This is something mentioned by I1 (2018), who states that 

the COC can scale up efficiently, resulting in larger profits as the additional income from new customers 

is marginally larger than the cost to increase the productivity from ABBs point of view.  
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4.3 THE SERVICE PORTFOLIO 
This chapter will examine the prioritized services for each customer segment and explain the thought 

process behind them. The services are divided into three categories, where Must highlights the services 

that customers deem most important. Desired show the services that each customer segment believes 

would benefit them most, while Good includes extra value potentials they believe could be of assistance. 

The table follows the customer segments identified earlier in the chapter, where segment 1 is internal 

use, segment 2 includes customers with highly developed plants and segment 3 are those with plants that 

contain a mixture of new and old products. 

Segments Must Desired Good 

1 Security Feedback Point R&D Assistance 

Communication 
  

2 Security Industry Specific Services Increase of OEE 

Collaboration Projects Platform Building Insurance 

3 Security Insurance Platform Building 

Increase of OEE Industry Specific Services 
 

Table 3 - Ranking of the service portfolio 

For all segments, cyber security is a must. The reasoning behind it appears to be quite simple, as customers 

provide the data necessary for the predictive services. This data must be handled carefully, and as a result, 

cyber security becomes an important factor. Here ABB must stress the value sharing information could 

lead to, while also assuring that the data is handled carefully. Besides cyber security, safety for personal 

is also something that is prioritized by all segments, this service could be offered by giving additional 

supervision over the plants. Instead of having all the control at one place, customers’ service engineers 

could be assisted when difficult (or expensive) decisions must be taken. 

For segment 1, it is important for the COC to functions as a communication hub. This hub could then be 

used for various types of activities, such as workshops or brainstorming sessions. Additionally, having the 

COC as a feedback point, where information of ABBs own products is analyzed could give further value. If 

ABB receives information from similar customers, performances can be compared to find key parameters 

to increase productivity. This is information that could give great value to other service departments of 

ABB, as well as further value to customers. Lastly, by gaining a direct communication channel to the end 

customer, research and development could benefit from knowing what the customer wishes would exist 

in new ABB products. 

Moving on to segment 2, a large area of business could be collaborative projects. These are projects where 

the customers have a larger vision of what they wish to accomplish, however, they need assistance with 

realizing the vision. For example, E2 (2018) points out the difficulties in gathering data from different 

internal sources and visualizing them in one working platform. Here the COC can function as a center of 

communication, to illustrate how ABB have worked with other similar projects and bring in expertise from 

several departments of ABB. Industry-specific services include services that only fit on a specific industry, 

such as the hoist performance service included in the current service portfolio. This part of the portfolio 

could expand to include more of these specific services, which could happen when more customers 

purchase the service. Platform building includes the creation of interfaces for plants, which assists the 

service engineers to create a holistic overview of the production line. E2 (2018) further stresses the wish 

to collaborate especially when it comes to new projects. Breaking new territory requires new competence 
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and knowledge that a company might lack in the first phase of a project, something that the COC can help 

support. E2 (2018) believes that a fruitful relationship can be built when both companies enter a 

collaboration joining resources from each side, finding new areas to create value. 

Lastly, for segment 3 the priority appears to be the integration between new and old products. The shift 

towards more digital plants is something that still is relatively new in the industry which implies that many 

companies are still in a transition phase and must find a way to gradually adapt new products while trying 

to make the most of the old products. According to E3 (2018), the customer hopes to have a collaboration 

with COC that helps them implement more predictive services without them having to replace their old 

equipment completely. The combination of older products with newer can cause difficulties as more 

advanced products are better suited for further development. However, connecting the new with the old 

may allow for an increase in the plant efficiency, which is why this integration ranks high in the portfolio. 

Additionally, E4 (2018) argues that another focus must be to evolve the maintenance strategy into 

changing the right equipment at the right time. This allows for a decrease of downtime in the plant, 

minimizing the time between planned stops. Other services this segment desires are insurance and 

industry-specific services. The insurance service allows customers to purchase safety, where ABB keeps 

surveillance of the plants and monitor key performance indicators to identify potential issues that could 

arise. 

4.4 THE NEED FOR SYSTEMS THINKING 
In the following section, a presentation of how business modeling and systems thinking are connected is 

presented, incorporating the identified issues brought by digitalization. 

"Business modeling is crucial, the foundation for everything. But ABB has a very long history of working 

with technology, and therefore it has not been a focus, which it should be" (I3, 2018). 

The need for business modeling becomes even more important when the era of digitalization is added to 

the equation. This is caused by the rapid changes brought by the new possibilities of Industry 4.0 and 

staying ahead of this development will be key for organizations’ survival. 

"Digitalization for me is finding new possibilities with the help of lots of information. New possibilities to 

do business or to do things better. In the field of digital transformation there are a lot of studies and 

research regarding algorithms, technology and their effect on society, but what I mean is the driving 

force behind the development, the most important factor is business and how business is conducted, and 

here there is very little to read" (I6, 2018). 

As illustrated above, there is a knowledge gap in the field of digitalization. As this leads to relatively few 

previous studies, this gap had to be filled using other theories and research. Systems thinking was used to 

accomplish this, trying to connect several fields and finding a common denominator. The concept of 

creating a holistic picture, taking a step back and identifying underlying components is discussed by both 

Jackson (2003) and Moser (2013). However, the perspective of digitalization has not been added to the 

holistic picture, which is where this degree project adds another point of view. 

This was done by identifying the issue with predictive maintenance strategies, which is value logic. The 

difficulties lie in identifying not only what value is presented, but also where the value is created. This was 

discussed during the RBF session, where the ecosystem was mapped out to identify where the different 
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parts of value would be created. As illustrated in the previous chapter, ABB has competence on several 

different operation levels, however, with the process of co-creation, it is important to identify what value 

the customers add. 

Revenue sharing, a flexible service portfolio, and small iterations have been identified as key factors for 

the co-creation of value. The reasoning is quite simple, as these components allow for the customer to be 

part of the development of the service. This creates a system where knowledge can freely be shared 

among the stakeholders, something that is a must when venturing the unknown field of digitalization. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

This chapter aims to summarize the findings and conclusions of the study by answering the research 

questions and the objective of the case study. 

With the rise of smart technologies and the development of digitalization, more and more data is collected 

and available for users in all industries. This creates opportunities to not only monitor and oversee one’s 

plant, but also to improve efficiency and boost productivity. By collecting data from equipment and 

machines, predictive maintenance can help minimize unnecessary, unplanned stops and improve a 

company’s competitiveness. 

As mentioned above, the opportunities that come with digitalization are many, but they are not without 

challenges. Increased amounts of data do not automatically translate into easier decision making, instead, 

it may just confuse operators and make it even harder to make informed decisions. Therefore, it is vital 

to process the retrieved data and convert it into relevant information in order create a base for decision 

making. This process of converting data into valuable information requires advanced analytic tools, front-

edge top competence and branch experience, all aspects that are offered by the COC. This gives the COC 

an opportunity to capitalize on opportunities in the market by gathering their expertise to provide tailored 

support to customers. 

The aimed market for the COC in Västerås is the process industry. However, the level of digitalization in 

different companies within the process industry varies. Therefore, the support and service provided by 

the COC must be adapted and tailored based on the specific customer and their needs. Regardless of the 

level of digitalization, cyber security has proven to be one of the most important services that potential 

customers deem necessary in the service portfolio. Cyber security is also an area that requires special 

competence, which is why many companies find it hard to satisfy this need using internal resources. 

The COC will best fill the market demand by creating a portfolio that consists of both standardized base 

products and specialized products tailored for individual customers. At the same time as the services have 

to be fitted for every customer, there needs to be regularity and standardization to some extent to be 

able to handle many customers. 

Furthermore, the COC has the opportunity to fill an internal demand for better communication between 

different service- and support units. Increased communication between different business units and 

different local ABB units can help improve ABB’s overview of their customers which in turn can make 

collaboration with customers more efficient. In service, which is a sector that requires frequent contact, 

it is crucial that there is a suitable communication platform that enables easy and clear communication. 

The COC helps fill the need for this type of platform which leads to even stronger relationships with their 

customers. 

A topic that has been heavily discussed both internally and externally by the customers is the form of 

payment for the service portfolio. Due to the difficulty to quantify the exact value of a service and due to 

the different ways that customers value and rank different services, it is difficult to land on set prices for 

the service portfolio. All the customers have suggested that a flexible payment should be in place, where 

the price and nature of the payment should be decided together after discussing the service that is 

concerned. 
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Value logic and portfolio management were used as a base to answer the first research question regarding 

value potentials. Value logic is used as a foundation to determine which value potentials could be created, 

while portfolio management is used to examine how a portfolio must be adjusted when considering a 

service-dominant field. The most important factors were identified as; flexibility, innovation, ecosystems 

and co-creation of value. 

Flexibility can be applied to two separate segments, both regarding value proposition, but also in how 

revenue is received. For the value proposition, flexibility can be further divided into two categories. Firstly, 

it has been identified that digitalization brings challenges that require quick adaption, and if flexibility is 

not kept in mind, the possibilities for smaller iterations diminish. These constant smaller iterations are key 

to keeping up with these rapid changes, and offering a flexible service ensures versatility of the portfolio. 

Secondly, flexibility means keeping the service portfolio open for changes, which has the additional 

benefit of keeping up with new customer demands. A flexible revenue stream ensures that services can 

be adjusted to each customer. 

Moving on to innovation, previous studies stress the necessity for innovation if an organization tries to 

develop their competitive edge. Especially during the era of digitalization and Industry 4.0, new 

technologies and ways of conducting businesses is a must. Creating a possibility for innovation is difficult, 

however, a key element is the shift of focus from selling products to selling integrated solutions. 

Combining different sections of an organization allows for easier processes for innovation, which leads 

into the service ecosystem. 

To create this ecosystem, both internal and external communication channels must be established. These 

channels are key for the small constant iterations that flexibility and innovation require. This leads to the 

process of co-creating value, where providers together with the customer create value. The common goal 

to co-create value is extremely important to define. If this definition is clear, it becomes easier to 

determine what each stakeholder should contribute with to create value.  

When answering the question if systems thinking is a suitable tool to evaluate business models, the fields 

of systems thinking and the business model canvas were further studied. Systems thinking was divided 

into a theoretical and practical aspect, to widen the way this approach could be implemented. As the COC 

is heavily affected by the ecosystem and the process of co-creation value, the holistic view provided by 

systems thinking is extremely important. To identify these components and relations, a systems thinking 

approach proved beneficial. 

While systems thinking has a theoretical implementation, it was further used as a source of collecting 

ideas and brainstorming. This was done during the RBF session, where ABB employees from different 

departments of the organization were brought together to discuss business modeling and capturing value 

potentials. As a tool for evaluation, the workshop proved successful, where different opinions of the COC 

were brought up and discussed, however, the workshop failed to boil down to concrete ideas regarding 

business modeling. 
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6. DISCUSSION 

Now that the platform for discussion has been built, the research questions can be considered. However, 

something that must be considered throughout this discussion is the barriers that exist. These barriers 

come from two sources, the first is the nature of the subject, while the second is a result of the chosen 

method for the thesis project. This is derived from how the service-dominant field is vaguely explored, 

since Industry 4.0 and digitalization bring new areas to consider. As a result, few previous studies have 

been performed on predictive services, which leads to the broad and less specific approach to the case 

study. This in return forced additional perspectives, considering value logics, portfolio management and 

maintenance strategies in addition to systems thinking and the business model canvas.  

The chosen strategy of the thesis project also brought certain implications. As a relatively low number of 

interviews were held with a more in-depth nature, certain limitations on where the information came 

from had to be considered. To ensure that this effect was limited, the workshop was used to evaluate the 

information gathered throughout the case study. Additionally, as several sources were used (interviews, 

observations and a workshop), the possibility to compare and draw parallels were much greater than if 

fewer types of sources would have been used. 

Additionally, an abductive approach was used, which means that parallel development of the theoretical 

framework was allowed. This was done to be open for changes during the case study, as the empirical 

findings never were forced to match a certain theory. Instead, new findings resulted in a redefined 

framework, which created new tracks to follow in the case study. As a result, a large amount of theory 

has been covered and used in some regard, however, certain findings were irrelevant after the 

development of research questions and framework.  

Moving on, addressing how the decided method affected the outcome of the research questions will be 

discussed. Firstly, answering the research questions regarding business modeling and value logic created 

challenges when connecting the two well-established models. However, connecting the two areas with 

portfolio management created a link between them. This also established an unexplored research area, 

where the service portfolio is an extension of the business model, where the desired value potentials are 

taken to create something that is easy for the customers to understand.  

Continuing to the second question, which addressed systems thinking, the difficulty was taking a quite 

abstract concept with relatively few clear uses and creating a model for how it could be applied to the 

canvas. During the conclusion, systems thinking is presented as a useful but time-consuming concept, 

which could be beneficial if used correctly. During brainstorming sessions and workshops, bringing 

personnel from different sections of the organization with different expertise should lead to broader 

perspectives and more knowledge during the sessions. Again, RBF could be a useful model when 

discussing early steps in a project but had issues when boiling down to something concrete. Therefore, if 

a similar model is to be used throughout the entire process, a more narrow and concrete session should 

be used. 
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7. FURTHER STUDIES 

The implementation of the systems thinking approach illustrated both benefits and challenges. The 

theoretical approach provided a solid foundation to accomplish enough coverage when assessing the 

business model. However, the workshop illustrated the potentials and issues to a higher degree. Although 

the RBF made for a great evaluation tool and discussion platform, the difficulty became clear during the 

concretization phase of the workshop. This is a potential area of development, to further study the effect 

that different actions would have to increase the efficiency of RBF. 

For the business model, certain segments could be further studied. The process of co-creating value is 

complex and difficult, resulting in small iterations being key to developing the portfolio. As the 

phenomenon is relatively new, development and maturity in the industry will increase the data available 

for analyses. This leads to the importance of keeping the service portfolio updated and flexible, continuing 

with research on what the best outcome could be.  

The phenomenon of digitalization will provide a challenge for all industries and organizations. During the 

case study, an unknown gap in research was identified, which provides a great possibility for further 

studies. This gap exists since the focus of research has been aimed to understand the possibilities 

digitalization could bring, while neglecting how these changes affect how business could be conducted. 

This degree project scratches the surface of how to answer these challenges, however, further studies 

could provide a deeper understanding of the issues. 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the following chapter recommendations based on the conclusion are presented. 

Three key segments have been identified as ideal customers for the COC, which require different value 

propositions. To reach these segments is one step, another is to prioritize in which order these should be 

targeted. The more well-develop customers who have reached a higher degree of maturity in digitalization 

should be a focus, as this type of deals provide three big benefits for the COC: 

• Collect competence and industry knowledge 

• Build up a well-balanced portfolio 

• Determine how revenue sharing could be standardized 

These factors allow the new concept of COC to develop further, as well as providing a history of cases that 

can be presented when additional customers are reached. Standardization of services and payment 

should be completed before smaller customers are introduced, as these would require plenty of work 

during the initiation period. 

Following the mature customer segment, the internal use should be prioritized. This segment could be 

beneficial as a feedback point gathering information regarding how well products perform, a center for 

additional support for service engineers or a gathering of customer information regarding what research 

and development should focus on. Furthermore, as the COC requires knowledge from inside the ABB 

organization, building this network to function efficiently is also necessary.  

Once the process of standardization and building the network is completed, the last segment could be 

added to the portfolio. Here the COC reaches out to the process industry as a whole, trying to combine 

previous experience with the new requirements these customers demand. The major challenge will be 

utilizing products with different degrees of maturity, as this is an area where ABB has an opportunity to 

capitalize on market potentials. 

As the COC is heavily affected by the ecosystem and the process of co-creating value, the holistic view is 

extremely important. To identify these components and relations, a systems thinking approach could 

prove beneficial. How this approach could be implemented to other sections of ABB is difficult to say, as 

systems thinking as a process differs depending on the subject dealt with. However, using this approach 

to create and identify the value network is strongly suggested. 

Additionally, the RBF methodology has given an insight in how systems thinking could materialize. This 

workshop method gave good opportunities to express opinions and ideas regarding the topic but failed 

to concretize the discussion. To solve this, the RBF sessions should either be focused on a small topic or 

area, allowing for greater in-depth discussion and problem-solving. The other option is to focus the session 

on identifying large value potentials and keep the session open for new input and use it to gather new 

ideas. 
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