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Abstract 
This thesis summarizes the results of theoretical and empirical research, through a case-study 
approach, into a Framework for a Digital Platform Ecosystem (DPE) for Independent Living Services 
(ILS). A theoretical framework for a DPE is developed based on content analysis of selected articles 
from a literature review. This framework consists of seven design dimensions (building blocks): 
͚EĞƚǁŽƌŬ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ͖͛�͚'ŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ͖͛�͚�ŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͖͛�͚�ƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚƵƌĞ͖͛�͚�ĂƚĂ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ͖͛�͚sĂůƵĞ-
crĞĂƚŝŶŐ�ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐ͛; ͚�ĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŝĚĞƌ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͕͛ and at least two to six subdesign 
dimensions per design dimension. The framework is researched for the relevance of its subdesign 
dimensions, through a case-study approach, using an organization that qualified the research criteria 
for a DPE for ILS. Using Thematic Analysis (TA), the transcribed interviews of actor-participants were 
analyzed for themes. Participants also rated the subdesign dimensions for their relevance. This 
resulted in a final framework for a DPE for ILS for the case-organization. The framework can be by 
used by �W�͛Ɛ�ĨŽƌ�/>^, which are at a developing stage, to gain an understanding of the design 
dimensions and subdesign dimensions of the DPE. It may also be used to establish a common 
understanding of the DPE between actors from a framework perspective as well as addressing 
responsibilities. Further validation of the framework should be undertaken contributing to 
triangulation of the results. 
 
Key terms 
Digital Platform Ecosystem, Design Dimension, Independent Living Services, Health Service Platform, 
Building Block, Framework. 
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Summary 
 
Based on the main research question, three conclusions are drawn from this research:  
1. The development of a theoretical framework that includes the design dimensions and subdesign 
dimensions for the Digital Platform Ecosystem (DPE) for Independent Living Services (ILS).  
2. Empirical evidence for the relevance of this framework for the case-DPE that has been studied.  
3. No alterations or changes by the study participants for the definitions used for the subdesign 
dimensions of this framework.  
 
Starting from a theoretical background the thesis begins with an exploration of the DPE and its 
design dimensions (building blocks). dŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŝƐ�ŽŶ��W�͛Ɛ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ͘ As a 
broader understanding of what makes up a DPE and which elements it contains is still lacking this 
concludes in a problem statement and main research questions from the focus of ILS. Following this, 
a research approach was devised to address the available research literature between October 1st 
2010 and October 1st 2020, applying a selected set of search terms through the digital library of the 
Open University. The resulting set of articles was reviewed in four phases, using ͚EndNote͛, and 
concluded into a set of 14 articles which were included for the theoretical research.  A theoretical 
framework for a DPE was then devised using the process of content analysis. This framework 
includes seven design dimensions and for each of these at least two and maximal six subdesign 
dimensions. This answers the first of the three sub-questions for the research. 
 
The two remaining sub-questions were answered through the empirical stage of the research from 
chapter three of the thesis and onwards. This started with defining the research strategy concluding 
in the use of a case study strategy and defining the criteria for the case DPE. Also, a data collection 
approach including an interview protocol were devised. The qualitative research method of 
͚Thematic Analysis͛ (TA) was chosen to extract and identify codes from the interviews and to 
generate themes from these codes. 
A Dutch based non-profit DPE for ILS was selected for interviews with the respective actor-
participants, and over the course of seven months, eight interviews were performed. The interviews 
addressed the relevance of each of the subdesign dimensions of the framework. Firstly, using the 
method of TA, each interview was recorded and transcribed. Following this a process of coding 
relevant parts for each subdesign dimension (from each interview) and identification of themes 
(patterns) for all coded parts of the design dimensions was applied. Also, the mean numbered 
relevance for each subdesign dimension was calculated.  Secondly, answering the third sub-
question, the additions by the participants to the subdesign dimensions were identified and 
evaluated against the theoretical framework. 
 
In chap. 4.1 the final framework a DPE for ILS for the case-organization is presented. This answers 
the main research question and its sub-questions outlined in chap. 1.4. This is followed by chap. 5, 
which discusses the main findings of the research and follows to its conclusions. Recommendations 
for practical application of the findings and further research are given in sections 5.3 and 5.4.    
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 
Independent Living Services (ILS) are an umbrella term for all kinds of ICT solutions that enable 
elderly people to live longer independently at home. />^�ĂƌĞ�͞ŚŝŶĚĞƌĞĚ�ďǇ�Ă�ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌŽƉĞƌĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕�
leading to incompatible data exchange formats and protocol, expensive integration efforts, and lack 
ŽĨ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ĂƐ�ƐĞŶƐŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞǀŝĐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ�ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŽŶůǇ�ŽŶĞ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�ŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ͟�(de 
Reuver & Keijzer-Broers, 2015) (p.1). This makes it difficult for care service providers to share data 
and to bundle services and products from different device providers (Nikayin et al., 2013). It is likely 
that a platform can solve these issues, because a ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�͞ďƌŝŶŐƐ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ�ĂŶĚ 
organizations so they can innovate or interact in ways not otherwise possible, with the potential for 
ŶŽŶůŝŶĞĂƌ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƵƚŝůŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ǀĂůƵĞ͟(Cusumano et al., 2019) (p.22). A platform also gives care 
service providers a standard interface to connect to multiple ĂƐƐŝƐƚŝǀĞ�ĚĞǀŝĐĞƐ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ͛�
data. An increasing longevity of people is coupled with greater susceptibility to disease and 
disability, multimorbidity and chronicity of health conditions. These factors greatly influence the 
uptake and use of ILS. ͞There are no common platforms that independent living providers can utilize 
to bring their services to end-users͟; a platform for ILS would provide a multisided platform 
connecting end-users of ILS with service and application providers (de Reuver & Keijzer-Broers, 
2015) (p.1). Such an ICT platform would address the paradigm shift that takes place in healthcare 
systems, resulting in complexity for both users as well as providers of ILS: a transition to more 
localized care arrangements that are multidisciplinary, community-oriented, consisting of a mix of 
professional and informal care (de Reuver & Keijzer-Broers, 2015). To realize benefits of using a 
platform, one must first decide on its design dimensions (e.g., governance, architecture) (de Reuver 
and Lessard (2019). Design dimensions can be interpreted as the building blocks or design elements 
of a platform (Hein et al., 2020) (Otto & Jarke, 2019). These terms are often used interchangeable; in 
ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŚĞƐŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�͚ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ͛�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ. For Health Service Platforms ;,^W͛ƐͿ an 
understanding of the contribution of their design dimensions such as governance and architecture 
and their interactions from a process perspective is emerging. Fürstenau et al. (2019) identify that 
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĚŝŐŝƚĂů�,^W͛Ɛ�ŝƐ�ůĂĐŬŝŶŐ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�
the differĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ͛Ɛ�ŽĨ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĐĂƌĞ͘� 

1.2. Exploration of topic 
���ŝŐŝƚĂů�WůĂƚĨŽƌŵ��ĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ�;�W�Ϳ�͞ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞƐ�Ă�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ŽǁŶĞƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ�
mechanisms to facilitate value- creating mechanisms on a digital platform between the platform 
owner, as well as an ecosystem of autonomous complementors and consumerƐ͟�(Hein et al., 2020) 
(p.90). It is characterized by interdependencies between the platform and their agents (Hein et al., 
2020). Well known examples of platforms are e.g. &ĂĐĞďŽŽŬ�ĂŶĚ��ŝƌďŶď͘��W�͛Ɛ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ�ƵƐĞĚ�
for provision of health services e.g. through real-time monitoring of patients and preventive care 
(Fürstenau et al., 2019; Otto & Jarke, 2019). They contribute to the development of health areas 
such as disease prevention, remote patient care or self-management. Rather than only enabling 
product innovation or facilitating economic transactions, as is the case with literature on digital 
platforms, their focus is on the transformation of healthcare delivery with the goal to improve health 
outcomes (de Reuver & Lessard, 2019). Furthermore, several authors report on design dimensions of 
Digital Platform Ecosystems. 
 
Three examples are given here. First, Hein et al., (2020) identify three design dimensions: 1. Status of 
platform ownership: the relationships among partners in the ecosystem; 2. Value creating 
mechanisms in the ecosystem; 3. Autonomy of complementors: the degree of freedom that 
complementors have when they co-create value with the digital platform. Second, ͚governance͛�and 
͚architectural rules of platforms͛ ĂƌĞ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ��W�͛Ɛ͕�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�͞ďĂůĂŶĐĞ�
the level of platform control with the necessary incentives for platform participants to engage with 
ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ĂŶĚ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ�ǀĂůƵĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŽŶĞ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ͟�(Constantinides et al., 2018) (p.381). Third, de 



 7 

Reuver and Lessard (2019) ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ�ƚǁŽ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�,^W͛Ɛ͗�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƐ�ŽĨ�ĚŝŐŝƚĂů�ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚƐ�
(e.g. software) and liquefied resources (e.g. business rules) that provide an initial framework for 
describing health service platform architecture.  
 

1.3. Problem statement 
Although several authors report on design dimensions of �W�͛s, there is no clear agreement on what 
constitutes the definitive design dimensions. Due to the different views on design dimensions for 
DPE͛Ɛ, a more comprehensive view is required. To close this gap, this study will focus on identifying 
the design dimensions of a DPE, then evaluate the validity (correctness) and refinement 
(completeness) of the identified design dimensions in the practical context of ILS. 
Fürstenau et al. (2019) ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ĐŽƌĞ�ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ��W�͛Ɛ�ŝŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚĐĂƌĞ͗�ϭ͘�^ŚĂƌĞĚ�ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ�
information repositories; 2. Service integration and interoperability; and 3. Service innovation. These 
functions can address two main problems in health care provision: the fragmentation of services and 
the lack of innovation. While the interest in the appliĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ��W�͛Ɛ�ĨŽƌ�/>^�ŝƐ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ŶŽ�
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ�ŽŶ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ��W�͛Ɛ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ͘�This study will focus on 
identifying the design dimensions of a DPE as a foundation for the empirical research in the context 
of ILS.  
 
A theoretical basis is required that outlines the design of digital platforms as an ecosystem before 
empirical research can undertaken addressing how platforms for health services are designed (de 
Reuver et al., 2018; Hein et al., 2020; Tura et al., 2018).  
dŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ƉƌŽďůĞŵ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŝƐ�ƐƚĂƚĞĚ�ĂƐ͗�͞While there is an increasing body of research on the 
design dimensions for Digital Platform Ecosystems, due to the fragmented view, there is a lack of 
systematic understanding of what design dimensions constitute a Digital Platform Ecosystem for 
Independent Living Services͘͟ 

1.4. Research objective and questions 
Based on the problem statement, the design dimensions of �W�͛Ɛ�for ILS require further 
investigation. The objective of this research is therefore to identify the design dimensions of �W�͛Ɛ 
through a systematic literature review, and empirically validate these design dimensions for ILS by 
conducting a case study.   
Main research question. The main research question that addresses this objective is: Which design 
dimensions determine the design of Digital Platform Ecosystems for Independent Living Services? 
Sub-question 1: What are the design dimensions that characterize Digital Platform Ecosystems in the 
research literature? This will be the central question for the literature review.  
Sub-question 2: Are the identified design dimensions of a DPE relevant and (correct) in a real-life 
context of Independent Living Services? This will be the question for the empirical study.  
Sub-question 3: How can the identified design dimensions be refined with practical information? 
This will be the question for the empirical study.  

1.5. Motivation/relevance  
Two main arguments, one practical and one scientific, provide the motivation for the research 
questions.  
First, �W�͛Ɛ are a rapidly emerging phenomenon that greatly affect consumers, service delivery 
organizations, and businesses. Changes in service delivery of ILS as well as changes in the health 
status of elderly people and/or people with chronic health conditions vastly challenge the way in 
which these platforms can be designed and used. For organizations participating in ILS platforms, it is 
ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů�ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ��W�͛Ɛ�to evaluate the benefits and its effectiveness.  
Second, while the scientific body of knowledge and theory development ĨŽƌ��W�͛Ɛ�is gradually 
developing (Gawer, 2014; Hein et al., 2019; Otto & Jarke, 2019), the amount of research for health 
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ��W�͛Ɛ�ŝƐ�Ɛƚŝůů�ƐĐĂƌĐĞ. There is an increasing potential for service delivery to 
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people with needs for ILS, and effective and efficient provision of healthcare to improve health 
outcomes (de Reuver & Lessard, 2019)(p.1). Health care services are characterized by fragmentation 
of services and lacking innovation. Also the finance model for health services influences efforts to 
implement and scale digital health platforms (Fürstenau & Auschra, 2016; Fürstenau et al., 2019). 
Addressing the design dimensions ĨŽƌ��W�͛Ɛ�is likely to develop service delivery for elderly people 
and people with chronic health conditions, but also enhance the body of scientific knowledge. 

1.6. Main lines of approach 
This thesis is structured into five chapters. Chapter two outlines the theoretical framework that 
addresses the first research question. Chapter three presents a methodology that justifies the 
empirical research process and data analysis. The results of the empirical research are presented in 
chap. four. In chap. five, the conclusions relate the results with the research questions and 
theoretical framework. These are followed by recommendations for further research.     
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2. Theoretical framework 
This chapter outlines the Systematic Literature Review as the research approach for addressing the 
research questions in chapter 1. In ch. 2.1 this approach will be explained and the outline of the 
review protocol. Chapter 2.2 describes the progression of the literature review, followed by the 
results in chap. 2.3. Chapter 2.4 states the objective for the empirical follow-up research. 

2.1. Research approach 
The objective for the theoretical part of this approach is to identify, bring together and synthesize 
relevant scientific literature that addresses sub-question one. The Systematic Literature Review 
(SLR), will be used because it serves two main purposes that fit the research objective of this thesis: 
a. identification and critical appraisal of relevant research and b. collection and analysis of data from 
this research (Snyder, 2019). The SLR-process has an iterative character, as the different activities 
that are employed during the different phases are repeated during the review, thereby contributing 
to a refinement during the review. An overview of the phases and stages of the SLR process is 
included in appendix 1. The review protocol that specifies the method that was used to undertake 
this review (Kitchenham & Charters, 2007) is shown in summary in figure 1 and detailed in appendix 
2.  
 

 
Figure 1. Review protocol of Systematic Literature Review 
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2.2. Implementation 
The literature review has progressed in four phases as shown in figure 2, based on the PRISMA 
guidelines for reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analysis (Moher et al., 2009). For the 
eligibility phase, the criteria to assess the study quality, developed by Dyba et al. (2007), will be 
applied on the eligible articles͘��ĂĐŚ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝƵŵ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ŐƌĂĚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ�ŽŶ�Ă�͞ǇĞƐ͟�Žƌ�͞ŶŽ͟�
scale. The criteria as well as their application to the eligible articles are shown in appendix 3. Not 
included are additional comments made by the researcher with the application of the criteria. These 
are available for the thesis committee however. Appendix 4 presents a listing of the articles from the 
eligibility phase that have been included and excluded for the inclusion phase. 
 

 
Figure 2 Flow of information during the different phases of the review 

2.3. Results and conclusions 
This section presents the results of the answer to sub-question 1 (section 1.4). It is based on the data 
extraction strategy (element H. in figure 1 and appendix 2) The content analysis indicates that design 
ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ��W�͛Ɛ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ�Ă�ƐŽĐŝŽƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�
together enable and stimulate cooperation and interaction. As such the DPE can be considered as a 
͚ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĞǀŽůǀŝŶŐ�ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ͛�ŝŶ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ͘�The design dimensions Architecture and Governance 

provide the basis for a DPE. Without them it is not possible to establish and develop a DPE. This is in 
line with the finding that architecture and governance provide balance to the level of platform 
control and incentivize participation and engagement (Constantinides et al., 2018) (Jacobides et al., 
2018). The design dimension Data Governance addresses several aspects of governance of data that 
is exchanged in the DPE. The design dimension Boundary Resources is made up of resources that 
facilitate technical and social interaction. The important relation between boundary resources and 
governance is stressed as a key problem of organization design: the balancing the trade-offs involved 
in controlling the core technology as one of the main goals of platform ecosystem governance 
(Jacobides et al., 2018) (p. 2259). The design dimension Network Effects are required for growth and 
development, by accelerating the effects of boundary resources. The design dimension Ecosystem 

and the wider environment establishes ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ��W�͛Ɛ͘�The combined effects of all 
the design dimensions accumulates in the design dimension Value-creating mechanisms. Each 
design dimension includes a number of subdesign dimensions. These can be interpreted as 
operational elements of design dimensions. They are operationalized in table 1. Appendix 13 
provides the details of the content analysis.  
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2.4. Objective of the follow-up research 
The empirical part of the follow-up research has the objective to identify whether the subdesign 
dimensions are actually relevant and being applied in the real-life context of a case study for ILS. This 
is relevant in order to test the validity of the theoretical findings from chap. 2. 
 
Table 1. Design dimension and subdesign dimensions 

Design dimension 1. 

Network effects - 

definition 

Subdesign 

dimensions 
Description Reference 

The effects of the 
presence of participants, 
products and services on 
a platform. An increase 
of one of these factors 
as well as more end-
users stimulates an 
increase of the other 
factors. Network effects 
are fostered by business 
and operational 
dimensions (Fürstenau 
et al., 2019; Valdez-De-
Leon, 2019) (Gawer & 
Cusumano, 2014) 

1. Openness ͞dŚĞ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�resources 
(e.g., �W/͛ƐͿ�ĞŶĂďůŝŶŐ�ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŽǁŶ�ƵƐĞ�ĐĂƐĞƐ͟  

(Valdez-De-
Leon, 2019) p. 
47  

2. Modularity  ͞�ŶĂďůĞƐ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ďƵŝůĚ�
ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ�Žƌ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘͟  

Valdez-De-
Leon, 2019)p. 
47 

3. Quality ͞&ĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĞŶĂďůĞ�ŚŝŐŚ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕�ƌĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕�
and security, which can be highly  
ǀĂůƵĞĚ�ďǇ�ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͘͟ 

Valdez-De-Leon, 
2019)p. 47 

4. Facilitation of 
participation 

͞dŚŝƐ�ĂŝŵƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ďŽƚŚ�Ă�ƵƐĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�
contributor base. Such a growing base can add to 
the creation of (cross-ƐŝĚĞͿ�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ͘͟� 

(Fürstenau et 
al., 2019)p. 584 

5. Degree of 
innovation on 
complementary 
products 

͞dŚĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�innovation there is on complements, the 
more value it creates for the platform and its users 
(via network effects), creating a cumulative 
ĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵƐ͘͟ 

(Gawer & 
Cusumano, 
2014)p. 421 

6. User-base The usefulness of technology on a platform 
increases with the increase of the user-base. 

(de Reuver et 
al., 2018) 
(Gawer & 
Cusumano, 
2014) 

  
Design dimension 2. 

Governance - 

definition 

Subdesign 

dimensions 
Description Reference 

Addresses the 
ownership, 
coordination, 
regulation, decision 
rights, access rights, 
knowledge 
management and 
resource allocation 
of a platform 
(Foerderer et al., 
2018)  
(Tura et al., 2018) 
(Tiwana et al., 2010) 

1. Pricing Decisions to subsidize and price complementors. 
E.g., complementor apps on software platforms 
can be priced or subsidized as an incentive 
mechanism to influence interaction. 

(Song et al., 2018) 

2. Mechanisms to 
coordinate and 
control platform 
participants 

Mechanisms to coordinate and control platform 
participants 
such as specification of decision-making rights 
and rules of control with regard to using the 
platform, services offering, and defining platform 
access rights. 

(Song et al., 2018) (Otto 
& Jarke, 2019) 
(Fürstenau et al., 2019) 
(Tiwana et al., 2010) 

3. Decisions and 
policies  

�ĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ͛Ɛ�ƐĞůĨ-
development, facilitation of collaboration and 
third party contributions. 

(Song et al., 2018) 
(Fürstenau et al., 2019) 
(Hein et al., 2020) 

4. Leadership and 
ownership status  

Leadership and ownership status and related 
decisions with regard to the ecosystem/ platform 
ĂŶĚ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�complementors. 

(Foerderer et al., 2018)  
(Tura et al., 2018) 
(Tiwana et al., 2010) 
Fürstenau et al., 2019) 
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Design dimension 3. 

Boundary resources 

- definition 

Subdesign 

dimensions 
Description Reference 

Resources that 
facilitate technical 
and social 
interaction, 
relationship 
development and 
innovation on a 
platform (Otto & 
Jarke, 2019) (de 
Reuver et al., 2018) 

1. Technical 
boundary 
resources 

Resources through which different agents/ 
complementors create relationships and interact 
with each other in order to co-create value. E.g., 
�W/͛Ɛ͕�^�<͛Ɛ͕�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĞŶĚ-users. 

(Otto & Jarke, 2019; 
Valdez-De-Leon, 2019) 

2. Social boundary 
resources 

Regulations and policies facilitating the 
relationship between platform provider and 
complementors, such as app developers. E.g., 
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR), documentation 
for software services and support services for 
complementors. 

(Otto & Jarke, 2019) (de 
Reuver et al., 2018) 

Design dimension 4. 

Architecture - 

definition 

Subdesign 

dimensions 
Description Reference 

Is concerned with 
the integration and 
interaction of 
(technical) 
components and 
modules. This 
facilitates and allows 
exchange between 
the demand and 
supply side on the 
platform (Tiwana et 
al., 2010) (Otto & 
Jarke, 2019). 

1. Technical 
architecture  

The selection, possibly creation and use of 
standards and "connectors", as well as a 
blueprint for the integration of the different 
technical components like reference 
architectures. 

(Fürstenau et al., 2019; 
Otto & Jarke, 2019) 

2. Platform span  ͞dŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�subsystems into which a 
ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�Žƌ�ŵŽĚƵůĞ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƉĂƌƚŝƚŝŽŶĞĚ͘͟ 

(Tiwana et al., 2010)p. 
678 

3. Modularity  ͞dŚĞ�ĚĞŐƌĞĞ�ƚŽ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�Ă�
subsystem do not create a ripple effect in the 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƌ�ŽĨ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘͟ 

(Tiwana et al., 2010)p. 
678 

4. Composability ͞dŚĞ�ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ŵŽĚƵůĞƐ�ƚŽ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͘͟ (Hein et al., 2019)p.634 
(Tiwana et al., 2010) 

5. Malleability  ͞dŚĞ�ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĞǀŽůǀŝŶŐ�ƵƐĞƌ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ďǇ�ĞŶĂďůŝŶŐ�
a flexible reconfiguration or extension of existing 
ŵŽĚƵůĞƐ͘͟ 

(Hein et al., 2019)p. 634 
(Tiwana et al., 2010) 

6. Design rules ͞dŚĞ�ƌƵůĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚ�ŵŽĚƵůĞ�
developers to obey to ensure interoperability 
ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘͟ 

(Tiwana et al., 2010)p. 
679 

Design dimension 5. 

Data governance - 

definition 

Subdesign 

dimensions 
Description Reference 

Instruments that 
facilitate, stimulate, 
and control data 
sovereignty, trust, 
security and 
interoperability of 
data between user 
and providers (Otto 
& Jarke, 2019). 

1. Trustworthiness 
of complementors 

When data are exchanged these are key 
instruments regulating the adoption and use of 
the platform, sovereignty of data owners and data 
providers and trustworthiness are essential. 

(Otto & Jarke, 2019) 

2. Data sovereignty  ͞dŚĞ�ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ�ĞŶƚŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇ�
self-ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƌĞŐĂƌĚ�ƚŽ�ŝƚƐ�ĚĂƚĂ͘͟  

(Otto & Jarke, 2019) 
(Otto, 2018)p. 7. 

3. Interoperability 
of data 

͞/Ɛ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�standardized interaction of 
ecosystem actors (vocabularies play a key role in 
this task, as they facilitate the mapping of 
different data sources and the integration through 
linked-ĚĂƚĂ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͟ 

(Otto & Jarke, 2019)p. 
570 
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4. Secure exchange 
of data. 

Secure exchange of data. (Otto & Jarke, 2019) 

5. Metadata 
management 

͞/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ŽǁŶĞƌ͕�ĚĂƚĂ�ƵƐĂŐĞ�
conditions and financial aspects (e.g., price of 
ĚĂƚĂͿ͘͟ 

(Otto & Jarke, 2019)p. 
572 

6. Data 
provenance  

͞dƌĂĐŬŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĂƚĂĨůŽǁ�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ�ŶŽĚĞƐ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚĞ�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ͘͟ 

(Otto & Jarke, 2019)p. 
572 

Design dimension 6. 

Value-creating 

mechanisms- 

definition 

Subdesign dimensions Description Reference 

Mechanisms that are 
the result of 
transactions 
between 
participants on a 
platform, which lead 
to improved use 
value or exchange 
value (Hein et al., 
2020; Tura et al., 
2018).  

1. The efficient and 
convenient facilitation 
of transactions 

͞�ŝŐŝƚĂů�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵƐ�ŚĞůƉ�ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�
consumers locate and interact with each other and 
ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ǀĂůƵĞ�ŝŶ�Ă�ŵƵƚƵĂůůǇ�ďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂů�ŵĂŶŶĞƌ͟ 

(Hein et al., 2020)p. 
91 

2. The provision of 
affordances  

͞dŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�ĚŝŐŝƚĂů�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵƐ�
that enable complementors to create solutions 
complementary to the ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ĐŽƌĞ͘͟ 

(Hein et al., 2020)p. 
92 

3. Actor roles within 
the platform  

Identification of possible beneficiaries to the value 
proposition of the platform and how their 
commitment is achieved. 

(Tura et al., 2018) 

4. Value creation and 
capture  

Consideration how value is created and captured/ 
appropriated through price structure and revenue 
model. 

(Tura et al., 2018) 

Design dimension 7. 

Ecosystem and the 

wider environment - 

definition 

Subdesign dimensions Description Reference 

The environment of 
a platform, be it 
other ecosystems 
(e.g. regulatory, 
financial or larger 
platforms) or 
industries 
(Fürstenau et al., 
2019). 

1. Management of 
regulatory issues and laws  

Coping with regulations, laws and informal 
expectations regarding, for example, data security 
and quality control which can constrain but also 
enable platform development. 

(Fürstenau et 
al., 2019)p. 584 

2. Dialogue with 
regulatory authorities 

Dialogue with regulatory authorities. (Fürstenau et 
al., 2019) 

3. Choice of partners Forging alliances by adopting and endorsing 
existing standards or setting up proprietary 
standards. 

(Fürstenau et 
al., 2019) 

4. Forging alliances with 
other platforms or whole 
industry actors 

This implies technology and/or standard choices. (Fürstenau et 
al., 2019)p. 583 
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3. Methodology 
In this study two-phase research was followed. In the design phase, a framework for design 
dimensions of DPE was developed in chapter 2. In the evaluation phase, we will validate this 
framework empirically through an evaluation of its correctness (relevance) and reasoning for the 
relevance (to provide an in-depth understanding) and possibly refine the framework in practice. 

3.1. Conceptual design: select the research method(s) 

3.1.1. Research objective 
The objective for the empirical research is to check the relevance, correctness and completeness of 
the design dimensions in the proposed framework through a case study of a Digital Platform 
Ecosystem for health services. The empirical part of the research addresses sub-questions two and 
three of chap. 1.4.  

3.1.2. Research strategy 
Different research strategies exist for answering the sub-questions two and three of this study: 
x The Survey strategy addresses the collection of standardized data that can be analyzed 

quantitatively. This is associated with a deductive research approach and implies a theory-
testing approach. (Saunders et al., 2019). For this thesis no theoretical propositions have been 
formulated that require testing. This excludes the use of this strategy.   

x Archival and documentary research relies on the availability of data and archives, as well as 
access to these sources (Saunders et al., 2019). As the research questions address the real-life 
situation of a DPE, this is not likely to be reflected through this strategy. Also, substantive access 
to sources is likely to be difficult due to commercial or competitive motives. Therefore, this 
strategy is not used either.  

x The Case study strategy is considered the most appropriate strategy for addressing our research 
questions because it has the capacity to generate insights and leads to empirical descriptions 
(Saunders et al., 2019). The case study strategy allows ͞ĂŶ�ŝŶ-depth inquiry into a topic or 
phenomenon within its real-ůŝĨĞ�ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ͟�(Saunders et al., 2019) (p.196). The use of experts is not 
applicable because understanding of the DPE is essential: participants are therefore part of the 
same DPE.  

Concerns regarding the case study approach focus on:  
a.) the need for rigor; this can be addressed by following systematic procedures; b.) confusion 
with non-research case studies; this is addressed by using methodological procedures;  
c.) the inability to generalize from a single case study; a case study is generalizable to theoretical 
propositions and should not be confused with generalizability to populations;  d.) the length of 
time to execute and lengthiness of report; this can be addressed by the composition and the 
method of data collection; e.) the comparative advantage with regard to other research 
methods; case studies can result in insights that are not provided by other methods, or function 
as adjuncts (Yin, 2018)(p. 50-54). 

3.2. Technical design: elaboration of the method 

3.2.1. Research method 
1. Definition of the case and determination of the scope of the data collection.  
Risks involved with using a case study strategy are the lack of analytic benefits, e.g. the ability for 
replication with two cases, and the inability producing a stronger effect ĂŶĚ�ǀƵůŶĞƌĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ĂƐ�͚Ăůů�ĞŐŐƐ�
ĂƌĞ�ŝŶ�ŽŶĞ�ďĂƐŬĞƚ͛ (Yin, 2018). Because the limited scope of the research, these risks are addressed 
through applying sufficiently robust selection criteria for the single-case that is used for this 
research:  
1. a Digital Platform Ecosystem for Independent Living Services that is based in the EU which has 
been operational for more than two years and is not for profit.  
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2. The DPE for ILS consists of three main actors (Hein et al., 2020) (Tiwana et al., 2010) which are 
active on this platform: a.) The platform provider. b.) A complementor that has been active for at 
least one year. c.) An end-user-organization that has been active for at least one year.  
3. Each of these actors provides access to three different informant-roles (totaling 9 participants) 
representing distinctive practices that focus on key design and management choices for a DPE 
(Fürstenau et al., 2019): 1. Founder/CEO/CIO; 2. Technology knowledge advisor and 3. Project 
leader/manager.  
The data collection approach involves a qualitative approach by information gathering through 
semi-structured interviews. This is a type of non-standardised interview that includes a 
predetermined list of themes and key questions referring to these themes to structure the interview 
(Saunders et al., 2019). The structure of the interview is shown in figure 3. 
 

 
Figure 3.  Interview structure 

2. Clarification of the nature of the study questions. By collecting data through the interviews the 
sub-questions two and three are adressed and the subdimensions of the design dimensions from the 
framework in table 1 are validated. An interview protocol provides structure and assure that the 
relevant themes are adressed. Also, the Interview Protocol Refinement (IPR) framework (Castillo-
Montoya, 2016) is used to design the interview protocol (appendix 5 and 6). The interview questions 
adress for each design dimension the subdesign dimensions that have been identified. The 
participants will receive a research information sheet (appendix 7), a Non-Disclosure Agreement 
(appendix 9) and an informationsheet on the identified design dimensions (appendix 8) at least 
seven days prior to the interview.  

3.3. Data analysis 
In this section the analysis of the collected data will be addressed, as well as the advantages and 
disadvantages of the selecte method.  Each recording of the interview will be transcribed 
anonimously and will be sent to the participant for validation. This will corroborate the accuracy of 
the findings. The interviews will be performed in English; participants will also be requested to 
answer in English. If this is not possible, and they only speak Dutch, their answers will be translated 
into English. 
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Thematic Analysis (TA) will be used for analysing the transcribed data͗�͞Ă�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ�ĨŽƌ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ͕�
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ�ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐ�;ƚŚĞŵĞƐͿ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ĚĂƚĂ͟�(Braun & Clarke, 2006)(p. 79).The flexibility 
of TA is an advantage. TA does not apply precise analytical procedures and allows for a generic 
approach to qualitative data analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) (Nowell et al., 2017) (Saunders et al., 
2019). A disadvantage of TA is the lack of substantial literature which can guide the conduct of this 
method. The flexibility can also lead to inconsistency and a lack of coherence in the development of 
themes that result from the data (Nowell et al., 2017). The different phases used in TA are outlined 
in figure 4. and specified in appendix 11.   
The data from the interviews will be collected in tables for data analysis, shown in appendix 10. For 
ĞĂĐŚ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ�ƐĞŐŵĞŶƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞƐ�Ă�ƐƵďĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ͕�͚ŝƚĞŵƐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ͕͛�ĂƌĞ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ�
which are ƚŚĞŶ�ĐŽĚĞĚ͘�dŚŝƐ�͚ƐĞůĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ĐŽĚŝŶŐ͛�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ that the 
researcher is looking for, in contrast with complete coding, which identifies anything and everything 
of interest or relevance. It also requires existing theoretical and analytical knowledge, giving the 
researcher the ability to identify analytical concepts (Braun & Clarke, 2013). From the codes for the 
subdesign dimensions and the associated data, themes are identified for each subdesign dimension. 
��ƚŚĞŵĞ�͞ŚĂƐ�Ă�ĐĞŶƚƌĂů�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƚĞůůƐ�ƵƐ�ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�
tŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵů͟�;Braun & Clarke, 2013), p. 224. The themes of the design dimensions are then 
derived from the themes for the subdesign dimensions and the associated data. To address the 
flexibility of TA and to guide the quality of the analysis process, the checklist of Criteria for Good 
Thematic Analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), (appendix 12), will be used.  
 

 
Figure 4. Phases of Thematic Analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) and their application 

3.4. Reflection regarding validity, reliability, quality and ethics 
The evidence for the quality of the research design and research method will take place through a 
discussion of validity and reliability as quality measurements. These interpret the strengths of the 
findings from the research. The ethics involved with this research will also be addressed. 
 

3.4.1. Validity 
sĂůŝĚŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƚĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĂŶǇ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌŝŶŐ�ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ͟ 
(Carmines, 1979) (p. 17).  
Internal validity adresses whether what you actually measure is also what you intend to measure 
(Saunders et al., 2019). This concerns the degree to which the participants properly identify 
subdesign dimensions within the context of the design dimensions. Internal validity addresses two 
aspects: 1. Content validity addresses whether the interview questions provide sufficient coverage of 
the research question and the related topics (Saunders et al., 2019). This is answered through the 
methodology of the SLR and the content analysis (chap. 2.1). The accuracy of the findings and 
evidence presented is corroborated by the review of the interviews by the participants (Yin, 2018) 
(Saunders et al., 2019).  
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Construct validity addresses whether the measurement actually represent the constructs (subdesign 
dimensions) that were intended to be measured (Carmines, 1979; Saunders et al., 2019). This is 
addressed through the interview protocol which ensures that data are collected in a systematical 
way (chap. 3.2). Also phase four of the Thematic Analysis (chap. 3.3) considers if the themes that 
have been devised in relation to the dataset are sufficiently representative for the meanings that are 
evident in the whole dataset. (Braun & Clarke, 2006). By adressing the relevance of the subdesign 
dimensions through a rating followed by an open question asking to explain this choice, different 
methods are applied to measure the relevance. This is a way of establishing the convergent validity 
of this construct (Saunders et al., 2019).   
External validity concerns the generalization of the findings to other relevant contexts (Saunders et 
al., 2019)(p. 21) As the research is based on a single case study the results can provide insights that 
contribute to further evidence for the understanding of design dimensions for a DPE for ILS.  

3.4.2. Reliability 
Reliability concerns the extent to which an experiment, test, or any measuring procedure yields the 
same results on repeated trials (Carmines, 1979) (p. 11). A different researcher that applies the same 
approach should get the same results within a certain acceptable level of random error. Random 
error is unsystematic and involves chance factors that influence measurement of phenomena, e.g. 
bias by the researcher or misunderstanding by the participant. To safeguard consistent 
understanding of the questions an interview protocol is piloted and used for all participants. 
Participants also receive the same information and instructions prior to the interview. This addresses 
participant error by reducing the factors that may inadversely affect their performance.  

3.4.3. Quality of thematic analysis 
Braun and Clarke (2006) advocate the use of the checklist of Criteria for Good Thematic Analysis 
(appendix 12) to determine whether a proper thematic analysis is provided.  

3.4.4. Ethical aspects 
The participants are informed of the interview process, the transcription and recording of their 
responses and the usage of these transcriptions and the opportunity to review the draft case study. 
Participants are also informed in writing and verbally, prior to the interview, that data and reporting 
will be anonymized. Before requesting their informed consent to participate they will receive a 
research information sheet outlining the main points addressed in this paragraph and chap. 3.2 
(Saunders et al., 2019). Participants will not be coerced in any way (e.g. through financial incentives) 
to participate in the research or to supply information that they are not comfortable with. 
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4. Results 
The results of the case study are presented in this section, starting with the implementation of the 
research and deviations from the research method. Following this, the results to sub-questions two 
and three from chap. 1.4 are outlined. This leads to a final framework that is applicable to the DPE 
for ILS which was subject to the case study.  

4.1. Research Implementation 
Eight participants, specified in figure 5, from the DPE were interviewed through sessions of 
approximately 1 ¾ hours.  
 

 
Figure 5. Platform actors and participants  

The expected technical level of information of the subdesign dimensions and the lack of examples 
for the subdesign dimensions would make it difficult for respondents to respond during the 
interview without prior information. Following the first interview, and after consultation with the 
platform CEO the decision was made to provide participants subsequently with initial information 
prior to the interview and commence the interviews in Dutch. Therefore, an interview package (in 
Dutch) was provided with an explanation about the research and research questions. The package 
included an appendix with the (sub)design dimensions, their definitions and examples for each 
subdesign dimension. All remaining participants were briefed about the research and their 
participation and received the interview package one week prior to the interview. They were 
requested to review the information and keep the appendix at hand during the interview. Therefore 
the ͞Open introductory questions͟, as listed in the research method chap. 3.2.1.; figure 3 were 
skipped as participants would otherwise have been biased by the information send to them in 
advance.  

4.1.1. Results sub-question 2 
In answering the question 'are the identified design dimensions of a DPE relevant and (correct) in a 
real-life context of Independent Living Services?' a two-step approach has been taken 
Step 1. The themes for each subdesign dimension (of a design dimension) have been derived from 
results of the TA coding process and associated data which was outlined in section 3.3. These 
themes are derived from the participants' interviews through the identification of 'items of interest' 
and their coding. In these interviews participants were asked to explain their choice for judging the 
relevance of each subdesign dimension. The themes therefore address the relevance of the 
subdesign dimensions in the context of the case-organization.  
Step 2. The TA process from step 1 is repeated, and here the themes of the subdesign dimensions 
and their originating coding processes have been revisited to arrive at the themes for each design 
dimension. There is however no hierarchical relationship between the themes of the subdesign 
dimensions and the themes of the design dimension. On an overarching level, the themes address 
the relevance and correctness of their design dimension in the context of the case-organization and 
͞ĐĂƉƚƵƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƐĂůŝĞŶƚ�ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�ĂŶƐǁĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͟�;�ƌĂƵŶ�Θ�
Clarke, 2013), p. 225. The flow of information for this process is displayed in figure 11, appendix 17. 
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The themes for the subdesign dimensions and design dimensions are presented together in 
appendix 17, and they are presented with the design dimensions in table 2. The relevance of each 
subdesign dimension, as rated by the participants, resulted in a mean relevance for each design 
dimension. The minimum mean rate for a subdesign dimension was 1,9 and the maximum mean rate 
was 3,0 on a scale of low (1) /partial (2) /high (3); therefore all subdesign dimensions were classified 
ĂƐ�͚partial͛�ƚŽ�͚ŚŝŐŚůǇ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ͛�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ͘�dŚĞse ratings are summarized 
per design dimension in table 2. and specified in appendix 14. Applying the TA analysis, figure 6 
shows coding examples for a subdesign dimension of each design dimension. These display examples 
of ͚ŝƚĞŵƐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ͛�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽĚĞƐ�ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞƐĞ͘�dŚĞ�
complete coding for all interviews of each subdesign dimension is presented in appendix 16. This 
includes coding examples for each design dimension. The full interview transcripts have not been 
included in this thesis; the anonymized data remain however available for the thesis committee.   
 
Table 2. Themes and mean relevance per design dimension (chap. 4.1.1) 

Design 

dimension 
Mean 

relevance 

score per 

design 

dimension (1) 

Theme 1 Theme 2 

1. Network effects 2,6 Level of development of the platform: 
the stadium of development of the 
platform is prescriptive for the level to 
which the subdesign dimension will be 
developed. All participants indicate that 
the platform is in an initial stage of 
development. Therefore, they did have 
insufficient insight in the effect of and 
experience with the subdesign dimension. 

Perspective with regard to the 

platform function: the participants 
identified that the subdesign 
dimensions could be positioned in the 
perspective of platform development. 

2. Governance 2,4 Taking ownership / positioning: platform 
owner and complementor assume a 
leading position for the platform owner. 
Specific in relationship to the societal role 
of the platform and also aimed at the 
platform users. The strategic and 
visionary rol of the platform CEO is 
mentioned as an important factor. 

Role taking and responsibility: apart 
from assuming ownership is also taking 
a specific role and responsibility 
narrowly connected. The question that 
can be asked is whether and at what 
moment the user should take 
responsibility for it's role in the 
platform. 

3. Boundary 

resources 
2,3 Mutual dependency of platform actors: 

network boundaries require a mutual 
dependency of platform actors in order to 
create agreement on the resources at a 
social and technological level. This creates 
opportunities for the use of uniform 
norms and standards and optimalisation 
of solutions. 

 

4. Architecture 2,3 Mutual dependency of technical 

components: a functional architecture is 
strongly dependent of the technical 
components from which it is built as well 
as the way in which these cooperate with 
eachother. 

Interaction with complementors and 

facilitation of users: in the design and 
layout of the architecture, interaction 
with complementors is an important 
element. The architecture should 
facilitate its users.  

5. Data governance 2,6 Ownership: data governance requires 
ownership by all parties; the creators and 
users. Ownership is underpinned by 
principles such as vision and autonomy. 

Responsibility for data: taking 
responsibility for data which are being 
created and used lies at the heart of 
data governance. As different parties 
are involved this is subject to aspects 
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such as data quality, mutual solidarity 
and trust. 

6. Value-creating 

mechanisms 
   2,3 Developmental perspective: the 

application of value creation is strongly 
dependent of the developmental stage of 
the platform and its facilitation. 
Potentially, monetary value plays a less 
important role because the platform does 
not have a commercial basis. 

Contracts: value creation requires 
agreement between actors. On the one 
side between platform and 
complementors ('commercial 
contracts') and on the other side 
between platform and users ('social 
contracts'). 

7. Ecosystem and 

the wider 

environment 

   2,3 Cooperation: for the development and 
continued existence of an ecosystem, 
cooperation is an overarching theme. The 
cooperation assumes compliance with 
laws and rules and a level of openness 
towards each other as well as reliability of 
partners. 

 

4.1.2. Results sub-question 3 
The third sub-question that was addressed in this study covered the refinement of the definitions of 
the subdesign dimensions with practical information.  These additions and comments are specified 
in appendix 15.  

4.1. Final framework for a Digital Platform Ecosystem for ILS 
The conclusion of the foregoing analysis is a final framework of design dimensions that is applicable 
for the case-Digital Platform Ecosystem for Independent Living Services. The framework is presented 
in figure 7. This framework is made up of seven design dimensions, each with two or more subdesign 
ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ͘��ůů�ƌĂƚŝŶŐƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ�ǀĂƌǇ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�͚partial͛�ĂŶĚ�͚ŚŝŐŚ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞ; 
therefore all design dimensions and subdesign dimensions from table 1, chapter 2.3 are included in 
this framework. Each design dimension is subject to one or two themes, which are derived from the 
subdesign dimensions. These theme(s) reflects the relevance of each design dimension for the case 
DPE. They are the result of the thematic analysis, outlined in chapters 4.1.1. and 4.1.2
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Figure 6. Coding examples for subdesign dimensions of all design dimensions 
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Figure 7. Final framework for the case-organization of a Digital Platform Ecosystem for ILS 
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5. Discussion, conclusions and recommendations 

5.1. Discussion ʹ reflection 

5.1.1. Reflection on the empirical results 
The exploratory phase of this thesis as outlined in chap. two states that there is no clear agreement 
on what constitutes the definitive design dimensions, and that a more comprehensive view is 
required. Three observations can be made that connect the literature with the empirical 
observations. 
First, study participants partly confirm the view of Constantinides et al. (2018) that the design 
dimensions Governance and Architecture function as a balancing factor for platform engagement 
and value generation. This is reflected in the themes for the design dimension GŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ�;͞ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�
ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉͬ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƌŽůĞ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͟Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŚĞŵĞ�͞ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƵƐĞƌƐ͟�(Architecture) (chap. 4.1.1., table two). The themes 
identified for their subdesign dimensions substantiate this; for Governance this is demonstrated 
through subdesign dimension (subdes. dim.) ƚǁŽ�;ƚŚĞŵĞ͗�͞ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇ͟Ϳ͖�subdes. 
dim. ƚŚƌĞĞ�;ƚŚĞŵĞ͗�͞ƌŽůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͟Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�subdes. dim. four (themes: 
͞ŝŶƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ͟). For Architecture this 
is demonstrated through subdes. dim. ĨŝǀĞ�;ƚŚĞŵĞ͗�͞ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌ͟Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�subdes. dim. 
Ɛŝǆ�;͞ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŽƌƐ�ǀŝƐ-à-ǀŝƐ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐ͟Ϳ (appendix 16 and 17). All design 
dimensions with their corresponding subdesign dimensions were analyzed independently from each 
other, therefore relationships between design dimensions such as mentioned by Constantinides et 
al. (2018) were not part of the research.  
Second, Hein et al. (2020) ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ďůŽĐŬƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞ��W�͛Ɛ͘�&Žƌ�the 
first building block, Governance, the relationships among partners and distribution of power is 
translated through the ownership model of the platform according to Hein et al. (2020). The results 
of the empirical research substantiate this. The themes for the design dimension Governance 
;͞ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉͬ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƌŽůĞ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͟Ϳ�substantiate these 
relationships among partners and the distribution of power. Also, the themes for all its subdesign 
dimensions substantiate this; subdes. dim. one: ;ƚŚĞŵĞ͗�͞ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ͟Ϳ͖�subdes. 
dim. two: ;ƚŚĞŵĞ͗�͞ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇ͟Ϳ͖�subdes. dim. three: ;ƚŚĞŵĞ͗�͞ƌŽůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͟Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�subdes. dim. four: ;ƚŚĞŵĞƐ͗�͞ŝŶƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ͟�
ĂŶĚ�͞ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ͟Ϳ͘�Hein et al., (2020) distinguishes for the second building block between 
value-creating mechanisms that allow the platform to function as intermediary between supply and 
demand and use its innovative capabilities. The themes belonging to the design dimension Value-
creating mechanisms: ͞ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕͟�ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐ�;chap. 
4.1.1., table two). These are substantiated by the themes for subdes. dim. ŽŶĞ�;͞ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ĂƐ�
ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ĂĐƚŽƌ͟Ϳ͖ subdes. dim. ƚǁŽ�;͞ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͟Ϳ͖ subdes. dim. three 
;͞ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽŶ�ǀĂůƵĞ�ĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ͟Ϳ�ĂŶĚ subdes. dim. ĨŽƵƌ�;͞ƌŽůĞ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƚŽƌƐ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�
ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͟Ϳ�;ĂƉƉĞŶĚŝx 16 and 17). dŚĞ�ƚŚŝƌĚ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ďůŽĐŬ�͞ĚĞŐƌĞĞ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŽƌ�ĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇ͟�
that Hein et al. (2020) identifies relates to the autonomy of complementors when co- creating value 
with the platform. While this building block is not directly related with a specific design dimension 
from the research framework, themes from all design dimensions can be connected with this 
buildinŐ�ďůŽĐŬ͖�EĞƚǁŽƌŬ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ�;͞ůĞǀĞů�ŽĨ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ƌĞŐĂƌĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ͖͟�'ŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ�;͞ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉͬ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ͟Ϳ͖��ŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�
(mutual dependency ŽĨ�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐ͟Ϳ͖��ƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚƵƌĞ�;͞ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƵƐĞƌƐ͟Ϳ͖��ĂƚĂ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ�;͞ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ĨŽƌ�ĚĂƚĂ͟Ϳ͖�sĂůƵĞ-creating mechanisms 
;͞ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂů�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐ͟Ϳ�ĂŶĚ��ĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŝĚĞƌ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ�
(͞�ŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͟Ϳ͘�dŚŝƐ�could suggest that a building block that emerge from the literature, but cannot 
directly be linked to the design dimensions of this framework, may not necessarily qualify as a 
building block when applied to the themes of this empirical framework but can still be addressed 
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from a relevance-perspective through the themes that have emerged for this framework. However, 
being based on a case-study, this framework addresses a non-commercial DPE that is in a developing 
stage, so the future development of the framework may lead to new themes or a different 
operationalization of these themes.  
Third, the view of a DPE by de Reuver and Lessard (2019) characterizes a platform as enabler which 
facilitates the creation and access of resources for value cocreation through the exchange of 
services. The design dimensions which facilitate this, networks of digital components (e.g., software) 
and liquefied resources (e.g., business rules), are substantiated through the design dimensions 
Boundary Resources (theŵĞ͗�͞ŵƵƚƵĂů�ĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐǇ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƚŽƌƐ͟Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�sĂůƵĞ-creating mechanisms 
;ƚŚĞŵĞƐ͗�͞ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂů�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐ͟Ϳ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ�;chap. 4.1.1., table two 
and appendix 17). The use of these themes, identified in the empirical research allows a perspective 
ƚŚĂƚ�ŵŽǀĞƐ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ�Ă�ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů�ǀŝĞǁ�ŽĨ�͚ƐƚĂƚŝĐ͛�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ�Žƌ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ďůŽĐŬƐ�ďǇ�ĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�
the relevance of the design dimensions for the platform. Through the application of themes, this 
does support the view by de Reuver and Lessard (2019) that the perceived value of services that are 
delivered to end users and their integration with existing resources and activities is more important 
than the services itself. This conclusion aligns with the ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ�focus of health based digital 
platforms on transforming healthcare delivery to improve health outcomes. Value creation from the 
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ƉĞƌƐpective is a key characteristic, rather than a functional approach based on 
architecture de Reuver and Lessard (2019). 
No additions of changes were made in the definitions and descriptions of de design dimensions and 
subdesign dimensions that were identified by answering sub-question 1. Several comments were 
made about subdesign dimensions, all of which were evaluated by the researcher. None of these 
however lead to changes in the definitions. Two comments require explanation; 1.  the use of the 
ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�͚ŵŽĚƵůĂƌŝƚǇ͛�ŝŶ�ƚǁŽ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ�;EĞƚǁŽƌŬ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ��ƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚƵƌĞͿ͘��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�
they are derived from the liteƌĂƚƵƌĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ǁŽŶ͛ƚ�ďĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ͘�Ϯ͘�dŚĞ�term ͚�ŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŽƌ͛�ǁĂƐ�ŶŽƚ�
explained in the work package, however this was done during the interview and did not lead to 
further questions.  

5.1.2. Reflections on the research set-up 
Validity. The case-organization is considered to be at a developing stage as a DPE. Within the Dutch 
context the case organization is considered to be one of the few, if not the only DPE for ILS with a 
non-profit orientation. In cooperation with the CEO of the DPE all participants were approached 
through her reference. This meant that the intended representation as outlined in 3.2.1 could not 
always be followed, due to availability or ability/willingness of participants to cooperate. Also, 
knowledge regarding the different design dimensions varied according to the roles of the 
participants in respect to the design dimensions. This may influence the content validity of the 
answers. This may be addressed in future research by researching design dimensions with specific 
participants with content knowledge of specific design dimensions.  
The chosen method of TA may also have limited the necessary depth of analysis, affecting construct 
validity, because 32 subdesign dimensions needed to be discussed within an acceptable 90- to 105-
minute timeframe, in line with recommendations for a virtual interview (Braun & Clarke, 2013) 
(appendix 16).  
Quality of TA analysis. Also, the outbreak of the coronavirus disease (COVID-19), early in 2020 and 
the subsequent measures to prevent spread of the virus resulted in interviews by video with all 
participants. A video-ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ�ůĂĐŬƐ�͚ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů͛�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ͕�ƚŚĞ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂĚ�ďŽĚǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�can 
limit interpretation of voice characteristics or facial expressions. It has however also positively 
affected the availability and accessibility of participants and contributed to a convenient setting, as 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ�ǁĂƐ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ͛Ɛ�ŚŽŵĞƐ�Žƌ�ǁŽƌŬ�ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ (Braun & Clarke, 2013). With 
regard to the limitations of the research that have already been mentioned above, the analysis and 
results have not been reviewed independently by other researchers. This is due to constraints in 
time and availability of other researchers. These factors may also affect on the reliability of the 
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ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͘���ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�͞�ŚĞĐŬůŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�ŐŽŽĚ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�ĨŽƌ�d�͟�ŝŶ�
appendix 12 and use of the textbook by Braun and Clarke (2013). 
Reliability. The interview protocol, together with the initial meeting and accompanying work 
package about the research that included the definitions and examples of the subdesign dimensions 
and subsequent interview for all participants were consistently used. Only for the first interview a 
different work package was used that did not include examples; after evaluation with the platform 
CEO this approach was further implemented. This is expected to have positively affected the 
reliability of the research. Due to the experience and (assumed) level of knowledge of the first 
participant it is not likely that this has negatively impacted on the interview.   
Ethics. Participants and data have been treated according to chap. 3.4.4.  

5.2. Conclusions  
The motivation for this research is based on an increasing longevity of people, coupled with greater 
susceptibility to disease and disability, multimorbidity and chronicity of health conditions. These 
factors greatly influence the uptake and use of ILS. There are no common platforms that 
independent living providers can utilize to bring their services to end-users (de Reuver & Keijzer-
Broers, 2015). This lead to the following pƌŽďůĞŵ�ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ�͞While there is an increasing body of 
research on the design dimensions for Digital Platform Ecosystems, due to the fragmented view, 
there is a lack of systematic understanding of what design dimensions constitute a Digital Platform 
Ecosystem for Independent Living Services͟;chap. 1.3).  
The three main conclusions from the research, based on the research questions, derived from this 
problem statement are: 
1. Sub-question 1: What are the design dimensions that characterize Digital Platform Ecosystems in 

the research literature?  
Conclusion: A theoretical framework that includes design dimensions and subdesign dimensions 
has been developed that addresses the subdesign dimensions for each design dimension for the 
DPE for ILS. This is outlined in chap. 2.3. 

2. Sub-question 2: Are the identified design dimensions of a DPE relevant and (correct) in a real-life 
context of Independent Living Services?  
Conclusion: The empirical evidence for this framework, using a case-study approach, confirms 
the relevance of the framework for the case-DPE. Through the themes derived for the subdesign 
dimensions the final themes for the design dimensions have been established. These 
demonstrate the relevance for each design dimension, together with the relevance scores.  This 
is outlined in chap. 4.1. 

3. Sub-question 3: How can the identified design dimensions be refined with practical information?  
Conclusion: The empirical research has identified separate subdesign dimensions for each design 
dimension of the framework. Participants have reflected on the definitions of the subdesign 
dimensions. This did not result in a change of a definition of any of the subdesign dimensions. 
This is outlined in chap. 4.2. 

 
This case study has contributed to the validation design dimension that were identified from the 
literature review. This has resulted in a partial to high relevance for all design dimensions, and 
maximum two themes per design dimension outlining its relevance from the perspective of the DPE. 
No additions of changes were made in the definitions and descriptions of de design dimensions and 
subdesign dimensions that were identified by answering sub-question one.  

5.3. Recommendations for practice  
The practical application of this research is two-fold. For a (future) actor in a DPE, the actors can use 
the framework to gain an (initial) understanding of the different roles in a DPE and the design 
dimensions and subdesign dimensions that make up the framework from the perspective of a 
developing DPE. Actors can also assess which design dimensions may bear relevance for its own 
actor role in a DPE as well as for the other actors. This may be used to establish a common 
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understanding of the DPE between different actors from a framework perspective as well as 
addressing responsibilities for the different design dimensions by the platform actors. 
Secondly, design dimensions and related concepts that emerge from the literature can be assessed 
for convergence with the framework against the themes of the subdesign dimensions and design 
dimensions.  

5.4. Recommendations for further research  
As a single-case study, the interpretation of the results requires caution due to the inability to 
generalize (Yin, 2018). Therefore, further validation of the framework through other non-ƉƌŽĨŝƚ��W�͛Ɛ�
for ILS should be undertaken contributing to triangulation of the results. This should also address the 
different stages of development of a non-profit DPE. Other research opportunities exist with regard 
to the relationships of the individual subdesign dimensions relative to each other and the 
contribution to their design dimension. Also, the current design dimensions have been 
operationalized into specific subdesign dimensions. Future research opportunities could address 
whether the framework design dimensions could be developed as a criterium for industry standards. 
A similar research opportunity is assessing the suitability of specific design dimensions to evaluate 
the strategy of a DPE, e.g., with regard to governance or ecosystem.     
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