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Abstract 

These years, organizations are facing changes in their environment that require them 
to drive improvements in innovation, business modeling, strategizing and execution. These 
changes are disrupting the current global business landscape and pushing the development of 
new business models for creating value in a future market. These "new business models 
include a much higher degree of external engagement, in which the customer, citizen, patient 
and client can co-create solutions" (Degnegaard and Degnegaard, 2015, p. 24).  

The purpose of the overall study is further development and testing a concept for co-
creating multi-stakeholder business model, developed in its first prototype version and 
described in "Redesigning the Energy Sector" by Stine and Rex Degnegaard (Degnegaard 
and Degnegaard, 2015). 

The aim of this current paper is to determine what type of knowledge contribution this 
business model concept is in a design science research understanding. The data collection and 
generation is based on a six-months course in an ongoing study with the municipality of 
Copenhagen. The methodology is basen on a design science research framework. 

The overall finding is that the knowledge contribution of the study is of a unique 
invention character which will lay the foundation for further testing and research. The 
insights from this research has implications for practice in setting a trajectory for a focused 
approach for designing new business models in new multi-stakeholder business models. The 
study further has implications for research in illustrating how research in new emerging 
business models must necessarily be linked closely to practice. 

 
Introduction 

 
The methodological foundation for the study is design science (Simon, 1996; van 

Aken, 2004; Huff, Tranfield and van Aken, 2006). Design science can be seen an 
complimentary knowledge base to traditional deductive science, or explanatory science, 
where the purpose is to “describe, explain and possibly predict observable phenomena” (van 
Aken, 2004) or “what is” (Huff, Tranfield and van Aken, 2006). In design science, or 
prescriptive science, the purpose is furthermore to explore “what can be” (Huff, Tranfield and 
van Aken, 2006), such as for example engineering science (van Aken, 2004). 

Design science research literature is in these years undergoing a further striving 
towards providing rigorous research as well as relevance for the field of application, in this 
study, within strategic management. This current movement towards a more rigorous design 
science research through grounded technological rules (van Aken 2004), DSR evaluation 
framework (Venable, Pries-Heje and Baskerville, 2016) and concepts for positioning and 
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presenting DSR (Gregor and Hevner, 2013) are all seen as neccessary handles for ensuring 
relevance for practice without loosing the academic rigor (MacLean, MacIntosh and Grant, 
2002; Huff, Tranfield and van Aken, 2006; Kieser and Leiner, 2009).   

Another important strand of literature for this study is to be found within co-creation. Co-
Creation as a field is experiencing a tremendous growth these years (Degnegaard 2014, 
Ozcan and Ramaswamy 2014). The field arose from a primarily marketing and product 
development stream in the beginning of the century with Ramaswamy and Prahalad (2004) 
playing strong roles in the field. Their seminal book, The Future of Competition, offers 
foundational design principles for enabling co-creation. In more recent years, co-creation has 
moved into the field of innovation (Pfitzer, Bockstette & Stamp, 2013) and – of special 
relevance to this study – co-creation is moving into problem solving and problem finding 
approaches as discussed by Gouillart and Billings (2013).  

This emerging field of co-creation literature offers approaches for working with vast 
amount of complexity in multi-stakeholder processes. Furthermore, the co-creation literature 
emerges from the necessity to solving challenges in an evolving and dynamic way, adapting 
to the ever-changing reality of organizations. 

 
Introduction to the case 

 
This design science research investigates the usage and application of a new business model 
design concept for guest service in the municipality of Copenhagen. In January 2015, the 
municipality was given the responsibility of driving and developing guest service, also 
known as tourist information, throughout the city. However, it became clear that the business 
model on which it originally had been build, as a commercial setup - selling of advertising 
packages to actors in the city, was eroding. The reason for this was many-fold, as shown in 
the figure 1 below. One could even argue, that the character for the problem is of a wicked 
one, since wicked problems are "problems which are ill-formulated, where the information is 
confusing, where there are many clients and decision makers with conflicting values, and 
where the ramifications in the whole system are thoroughly confusing" (Buchanan, 1992, 
p.15).  

Global trends Disrupting trends within tourism  Local trends in guest service in 
Copenhagen 

Digitalization in all age groups Increasing numbers of "silent 
travelers" (not in contact w. tourist 
informations) 

Decreased numbers of visitors in 
the tourist information  

Trust building through social 
media  

Guests want authentic experiences 
based on personal 
recommendations 

Decreasing revenue from sale of 
advertising packages since partners 
are seeking more unique channels 
to communicate authentically 

From passive consumers to active 
co-creators 

A growing number of travelers 
don't see them selves as "tourists" 
anymore - rather as explores  

Provision of sale of tickets will 
disappear when digitalized in a few 
years/months 

Shared economy and shared 
responsibility 

Social media dominance New expectations to a guest 
service in a municipality set up: 
expectation of sharing the "whole" 
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city - regardless of payment  

Figure 1. Trends that affect guest service  

The challenge of the municipality was to exchange the existing business model with a new 
sustainable business model, designed to fit the current and emerging reality. There is an 
acknowledged need for a business model between the actors in the city.  

"Our business model is build on a commercial set up. As a partner, your bought an exhibition package in 
the tourist information. Whoever buys, gets exposure. But as a public player we need to show and unfold 

the city as a whole. Also non-commercial partners are important here. And this we can not do on our own. 
We have to create a holistic experience that is delivered hand in hand by both public and private partners"  

Aravni Elisabeth Jacobsen, Director of Culture and Leisure, City of Copenhagen.  

Introduction of concept 
This research study introduced the second prototype version of the concept, shown here in 
figure 2 below. It consists, besides a decision phase, of four phases: Map shared challenge, 
Develop co-creation strategy, Co-create business model, and Implementation of shared 
business model.  

Concept for developing multi-stakeholder business models 

 

Fig. 2. Concept for developing multi-stakeholder business models.  
 
The concept works as a roadmap, however not necessarily to be followed in a linear manner. 
When conducting research in a real-life setting, strategic decisions, unexpected events and 
workload of daily operations result in different prioritizations than those recommended by the 
researcher. In the appendix of this paper, the concept is further unfolded.  
 
Discussion and hypothesis 
The hypothesis of the paper is that the concept for developing multi-stakeholder business 
models is of a such a novel kind that it can be categorized as an invention knowledge 
contribution within a design science research framework. The concept is developed by the 
research team, not as a linear deductive extraction but has emerged from a fuzzy complexity 
of creativity, years of experience, academic foundation and articulated needs from clients and 
case owners over the years.  

To illustrate what kind of knowledge contribution this study provides, the DSR (design 
science research) Knowledge Contribution Framework (figure 3 below) presented in Shirley 
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Gregor and Alan R. Hevner's article "Positioning and Presenting Design Science Research for 
Maximum Impact" (Gregor and Hevner, 2013) will be used to clarify the class of problem, or 
the starting point of the problem.  

 
Figure 3. DRS Knowledge Contribution Framework, (Gregor and Hevner, 2013) 
 
Application Domain Maturity 
The x-axis shows the application domain maturity, i.e. how mature or known the problem is. 
If looking isolated at the phenomena of eroding old logic business models and need new or 
improved business models, examples are many-fold. We can look at the failure of companies 
such as Kodak, Nokia, Blockbuster and latest the filing for chapter 11 (bankruptcy) by iconic 
San Francisco Yellow cab. A survey among Danish top executives in 2016 shows that more 
that half of the respondents do not see their current core business as core business in 10 years. 
Furthermore, 39% of the respondents state, that they are already challenged by new business 
models in their competitive landscape (Berlingske, 2016).  
 
Traditionally business models have been based on producing a physical good and transferring 
value to the customer in the sales process (Porter and Heppelmann, 2014). In "Into the Wild", 
Stine Degnegaard describes how "parameters such as quality, price, production effectiveness 
are steering handles of management" in the traditional product-centered business models 
(Degnegaard, forthcoming). However, "in the past few decades business models have moved 
away from a predominantly product-centered towards customer centric business models. 
Here the client/patient/customer is at the center of attention, appointing experience and 
understanding client needs as necessary handles for management". In recent years new forms 
of business models have thus been emerging in both private and public organizations 
(Degnegaard, Degnegaard and Coughlan, 2015; Degnegaard and Degnegaard, 2016, 
Degnegaard, forthcoming) 
 
We can therefore on one hand argue, that the problem of eroding old business models and 
thus the need for new management "handles" could be place in the middle section on the x-
axis, between high and low. On the other hand, if we look more narrowly on each case of 
eroding business model, in this case the eroding business model of guest service, the wicked 
problem becomes unique in its hyper complexity (figure 1) and thus less mature.  
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Solution Maturity 
The y-axis shows the solution maturity, i.e. how mature or known the solution is. In the 
current study the solution at hand is low as a concept. However, if zooming in on the concept, 
there are known elements of solutions in the concept; anthropological research methodologies 
in the Map shared challenge phase, elements of known stakeholder analysis methods in the 
Develop co-creation strategy phase and systemic meeting facilitation methods and the use of 
large-scale visualization tools in the Co-create shared business model phase. Finally, more 
traditional business case development tools and project management tools are used in the 
final Implementation of shared business model phase. Nevertheless, the concept for building 
multi-stakeholder business models as a coherent concept, should be placed in the low section 
of the matrix.  

 
Conclusion 

 
Concluding that the domain of application is of medium/low maturity and that the solution 
maturity is low, the contribution of knowledge balance two quadrants: Invention: New 
solutions for new problems and Improvement: the development of new solutions for known 
problems. According to Gregor and Hevner (2013) the inventions process "can be described 
as an exploratory search over a complex problem space that requires cognitive skills of 
curiosity, imagination, creativity, insight, and knowledge of multiple realms of inquiry to find 
a feasible solution". This process can still be seen as design science research if the artifact 
can be applied and evaluated in the real world. The knowledge contribution from an 
invention will typically be of instantiation level (Gregor and Hevner, 2013) but can later on 
generate descriptive knowledge "about its use in practice".  

The knowledge contribution in the improvement quadrant is of primary descriptive character, 
both on artifact level and also on a more general level "in the form of constructs, methods, 
models, and design principles are proposed as research improvements (Gregor and Hevner, 
2013). The knowledge within this quadrant typically travels from prescriptive to descriptive: 
"The new artifact is invented and then other researchers see it employed in use and begin to 
formulate descriptive knowledge about its use in context (in a different quadrant)" Gregor 
and Hevner, 2013, p. 10).  

Relevance to real-life practice 
The multi-stakeholder business model of this study was developed throughout a research 
period of six months and reached its final phase, Implementation, by June 2016. Throughout 
the next year, the author of this article will evaluate and conduct further research on the 
insights and findings.  
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Appendix 1 

In this appendix the concept for developing multi-stakeholder business models is further 
unfolded by elaborating on selected tools in each phase.  
 
Selected tool for decision, phase 0 
 
Issue: Co-creation as method for creating a shared business model is extremely resource 
demanding. Working in a field of wicked problems, the perspective of the challenge might 
change, stakeholders might change their minds and political winds might change the 
priorities. Therefor it is necessary to identify the challenge as a co-creation challenge. 
Otherwise it is recommended to use other more methods, such as partnerships, open 

innovation sessions or project management as useful methods to 
solve the challenge.  
 
Solution: The concept therefor introduces a selection tool based 
on a simple decision tree as a part of the decision phase. Here it 
is clarified that if you are not able to solve the challenge on 
your own and if you do not fully understand the challenge at 
hand, then co-creation methods should be used.  
 
Furthermore: In this initial phase 0 it is furthermore important 
to establish organizational buy in since it is a resource 
demanding approach. Also initial targets, metrics and KPI 
should be discussed and agreed upon. This provides steering 
guidance for the co-creation team in selecting focus and 

potential partners.  
 
 
Selected tool for mapping shared challenge, phase 1 
 

 
 
Issue: Working with wicked problems, getting an overview of the challenge landscape is of 
outmost importance. The concept is based on conducting thorough anthropological field 
research to grasp the scope of the challenge. In the current study the anthropological research 
was conducted together with a team from case owner. The challenge was here to create a 
common understanding of what needs to be examined when faced with almost endless 
options.  
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Solution: The field study analysis tool is developed in order to create structure of the initial 
data collection. In a field with endless data, the necessity for a structured approach is evident. 
The co-creation team uses this tool in their first internal workshop in order to produce a field 
study strategy and plan.  
 
Furthermore: Phase 1 also provides several anthropological tools for the team to use during 
field study. Phase 1 also provides tools for creating synthesis of the collected data plus tools 
for establishing design criteria for the solution.  
 
Tool for developing co-creation strategy, phase 2 
 

 
 
Issue: From phase 1 the team would now have a deeper understanding of the problem at 
hand. Now what awaits is to change the problem statement into a design challenge that will 
inspire other partners to join and to carefully select relevant partners that can both impact the 
challenge and also gain from the solution.  
 
Solution: The team uses the co-creation strategy to identify a shared inspirational challenge 
and to identify and analyze potential partners. Furthermore, the team select relevant partners 
identify potential platforms for co-creation.  
 
Furthermore: Phase 2 also provides tools for further qualifying potential partners and to 
create a strategy for how to engage them.  
 
Selected tool for involving external partners, phase 3 
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Issue: Now it is time for the co-creation team to involve external, potential partners. It is 
important for the team on one hand to show the relevant partners, what is important for the 
team/organization in terms of a solution, and also what the team/organization can contribute 
with in a solution. On the other hand, it is important for the team to have an open approach to 
the potential partner, so that this partner/organization freely can elaborate on what is 
important for them and also what the can contribute with. Finally, it is important for the two 
partners at the meeting to draw a shared vision for the solution and a series of next steps.  

Solution: The Involvement template offers space to map (write/draw) the key points of the 
meeting in a format that is both open (white space) and closed (boxes to fill in). The process 
of usage is that the co-creation team first elaborate on the challenge they have, the insights 
they have gained from the field study and a possible solution that they want to discuss with 
the potential partner. They show by referring to the filled in white space in the left side of the 
template what is important for them in the solution and what they can contribute with. Then 
they invite the potential partner to do the same: elaborate on the challenge and on what would 
be important for them in the solution. 

Furthermore: After having several meetings one-on-one with potential partners phase 3 offers 
a tool to create an overview of the different partners - who are in and who are not and of the 
different co-creation platforms that will serve as concrete activities in the evolving business 
model.  

Selected tool for implementation, phase 4 

 

Issue: The multi-stakeholder business model is a set of structural design principles, a selected 
group of partners, several co-creation platforms for activities that each have their own 
organizational structure. Is is necessary to create a secretary function to ensure overview and 
a flow of communication between the platforms.  

Solution: Overview tool that will enable the project manager function to ensure complete 
overview of what takes place at the different platforms, and what is needed and requested 
from each platform.  

Furthermore: Phase 4 furthermore provides organizational setup tools, communication 
material and evaluation tools for each partner to take home to individual organizations.  
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