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ABSTRACT 

 

Open innovation: What to open? What to close? 
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                Dan Zou (dannyzoe@gmail.com) 
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Business management Paradigm is Changing. We used to have big, best, and fast and now 

it seems that we are having one more paradigm of “Open”. Chesbrough (2003) argued for 

cooperating between competitors or allies in his article “The era of open innovation”.  

(ChesbroughH.W, 2003) This research is about open innovation with customer 

participation. Many organizations built platform to motivate customers to participate the 

product development process. Hence, we selected three different types of platforms which 

are full-open, semi-open and closed platform for case study. To compare different 

perspective from organizations and customers, we will use both of case study of the 

organizations who opened competencies to the customers and survey of the customers who 

are creating derivative products. From that case-study and survey result, we aim to figure 

out what to open and what to close for the organizations that are implementing open 

innovation strategy. We will suggest a competency pyramid model that helps organizations 

to divide their competencies into two different sectors: open competency and closed 

competency. And finally, we will find out what factors are important to make a platform 

successful.  
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1 Research Background 

 

As Business paradigm is changing and internal business ideas are almost exhausted, many 

of organizations are becoming more and more open to the customers to create additional 

value and keep growing. And more and more customers are participating to the business 

process to push their demand and needs on new products. Accordingly, some of 

organizations opened their competency on the platform to let customers design new 

products and sell derivative products.  

 

 

1.1 Observation of Business Environment 

As “Openness” is being considered as a business paradigm, numerous organizations 

introduced the concept of “Open” to their business system. Normally science journals use 

the concept of openness as cooperation with other organizations or customer participating 

business process. As a matter of fact, customer participating business process is nothing 

new. Many of literatures provide evidence of customer participation. Lusch et al. 

researched about framework of customer participation in value creation. (Lusch, Robert F., 

Stephen W. Brown, and Gary J. Brunswick, 1992) Prahalad et al. insisted that the 

consumers play an active role in creating and competing for value and customer oriented is 

not enough, firms must learn from and collaborate with customers. (Prahalad, C.K. and 

Venkatram Ramaswamy, 2000) Normann et al. also insisted that the goal of business is not 

to create value but to make customers to co-create value. (Normann, Richard and Rafael 

Ramírez, 1993) On the other hand, Kimmy et al. argued that understanding how companies 

can harness the benefits and circumvent the drawbacks of Customer Participation is of great 

importance. (Kimmy Wa Chan, Chi Kin (Bennett) Yim, & Simon S.K. Lam, 2010) As a 

result, the customer participating business process is becoming more and more important. 

In this part of paper, we will observe the business environment to figure out general 

research questions. And later, we will bring literatures as well to compare the literature and 
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general organizational activities. Especially, we will highly focus on openness as a business 

paradigm which is arising in general organizations. This process is to observe how 

organizations are making progress with open innovation and compare with literatures.  

 

1.1.1 Prevalence in Openness  

Recently, many organizations introduced “Openness” to their business system. For example, 

GNU Project advocates “Copyleft” and they opened whole Linux O/S source in public. 

(Talha Yalta, Iccardo Lucchetti, 2008) And Samsung and Sony are collaborating for 3D 

display system. (Miyoung Kim, Kiyoshi Takenaka, 2010 ) As more and more organizations 

who introduced “Openness” are winning the games, they recognized the prominence of 

“Openness”. At the same time, some of organizations tried to encourage customers to 

participate in the business process. In case of Dell computer, they deputed decision making 

for the new product development process to the customers. Microsoft also decided to open 

Xbox-Kinect SDK (Software Development Kit) to the customers. (WilhelmAlex, 2011) 

They used to develop entire software by themselves. Generally speaking, Organizations 

that drove “Openness” have grown rapidly. In case of Dell computer, they ranked on #1 

after they opened decision making process to the customers. (Di G. Paul, Wasko Molly, 

2009) The world market share of 3D display co-developed by Samsung and Sony is almost 

90% in total. (LuttrellMike, 2010) On the other side, it seems that “Openness” is killing 

competitors who did not accept it. For example, Market share of Samsung‟s smart phone 

collapsed to 3.2% in 2010 when they faced Apple‟s iPhone. (Stevens Holly, Christy Pettey, 

2009) Myspace and Cyworld are also losing competitive advantage in SNS (Social 

Network Service) market against Facebook‟s Openness. (ArringtonMichael, 2009) As a 

result, many of organizations accepted Openness as their business paradigm and many of 

scholars are emphasizing importance of Openness. However, after a deep consideration, we 

found that many of organizations did not open entire competency (Full-open). In fact, 

organizations are not active on opening their competency. They are passively opening only 

what they have to open. Most of information which is highly connected to their core 
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competency is excluded. Moreover, customers prefer Apple‟s iPhone which is a closed 

platform than Google‟s Android even though Google opened full source. (DalrympleJim, 

2010) This phenomenon proves that organizations do not need to open all of competencies. 

1
 For example, SNS organizations do not provide full open source anymore. Instead, they 

provide customers with Open API (Application Programming Interface). Generally 

speaking, APIs are bundle of programming language to make use of organization's 

competency in easy way. For example, Facebook provide plugin API so that customers can 

put Facebook's "Like" button and comment box by adding only one or two lines of HTML 

tags. However, since they programmed those APIs to merely work on organizations‟ 

platform, customers need to acquire organizations‟ platform to apply APIs. As a result, 

recent open organizations try to establish their own platform and keep customers within 

standard platform. We will describe about this again in literature review. 

 

1.1.2 Platform Wars 

The concept “Platform” has been used for long within industry. Carliss et al explained that 

product industry first used the concept of “Platform” to describe projects that created new 

generation or family of products. (Carliss Y.Baldwin, C.Jason Woodard, 2009) And he also 

explained that technology strategists identified platforms as value points of control. Simply 

speaking, the platform is a base of some product line or technology. It is not possible to 

open organization’s competency and let customers create derivative products without 

providing a platform. Moreover, more and more organizations are selecting platform as 

their business method. Hence, it is important to analyze platform itself as a business 

paradigm. Recently, organizations are accepting platform as an industrial method to 

achieve diversity. And the platform is affecting organization‟s decision making process. It 

is true that it became easier for customers to use organizations‟ competency as 

organizations providing their services on platform. For example, API also is a kind of 

platform service. However, as many organizations found the importance of establishing 

                                                 
1
 Although the phenomenon proves that semi-open is reliable, it does not prove that full-open is wrong.  
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platform, others also built their own platforms. And finally another competition based on 

platform has been taken place. Many of economists call this as “Platform Wars”. Dubey et 

al. argued that “there will be a clear set of winners and losers among platform vendors” in 

the article “Emerging Platform wars in enterprise software” (A. Dubey, J. Mohiuddin, A. 

Baijal, 2010) Many of organizations are involved in the platform wars and they are being 

divided into winners and losers. For example, market share of Myspace was steady while 

Facebook and Twitter were growing rapidly and currently Myspace is about to be sold. The 

main reason is because Myspace refused customers‟ claims for the change of the platform. 

(AdegokeYinka, 2011) In case of Smart Phone O/S, Samsung‟s Bada and Nokia‟s Symbian 

is losing their competitive advantage while Apple, Google and Microsoft are gaining. The 

main reason is because Samsung‟s Bada and Nokia‟s Symbian are “Closed” platforms, 

allow only their allies to develop application software. (RayBill, 2010) As a conclusion, the 

phenomenon “platform wars” expresses that if an organization has a dominant platform, the 

organization will lead the market. If they do not, then they have to follow the market.    

 

 

1.2 Research Question 

Till now, many people consider that it is the “Openness” that is separating destiny of the 

organizations in the platform wars. However, the “Openness” is not always the answer. For 

example, Google‟s Android O/S is a fully open source platform which means anybody can 

modify its platform source. Mobile producers changed Android O/S to make it fit perfectly 

to their mobile devices. Hence, there are too many different versions of Android O/S. As a 

result, Android developers had to develop software separately and test on every mobile 

device before they enroll software. Simply speaking, main function of “Openness” came 

back as a side effect. (McCrackenHarry, 2010) Moreover, closed systems are creating more 

innovative results than open systems recently. According to Lawrence Lessig, closed 

society is reemerging and open content is being resisted by closed society. He mentioned in 

his article “Open Code and Open Societies” that they used to recognize open as a method of 
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innovation and closed system was declared dead. But organization like Apple is creating 

innovation within closed system. (LawrenceLessig, Open Code and Open Societies, 2000) 

While many scholars are insisting that Apple is an open system, Lessig described that 

Apple is a closed system which made a successful innovation. From many arguments from 

literatures, we can say that the openness is an important business paradigm for 

organizations to raise their value from customer side. But still many scholars including 

Lessig are insisting that balance between open and close is more imperative. Apple, 

mentioned by Lessig can be an example for that. However understanding how to deal with 

openness is a bit more complicated than just to say about Openness. Thomas et al insisted 

in his article “Opening platform: how, when and why?” that selecting optimal levels of 

openness is crucial for firms that create and maintain platforms. (Thomas R. Eisenmann, G. 

Parket, M. V. Alstyne, 2009) Meissa also argued that it is essential to understand how a 

firm decides what level of 'openness' will maximize the technology‟s chances for survival 

and the firm's long-term profitability. (SchillingMelissa, 2009) As Meissa and Lessig 

mentioned, many organizations tried open innovation from customer side based on full-

open. However, partially closed organizations like Apple acquired better outcome. Hence, 

we can say that it is important to figure out the right position and keep balance between 

full-open and closed. However, we could not find any article which mentioned about 

specific factors to divide competencies into open and closed even though many of articles 

insisted on the significance of balance. Also we could not find any research article which 

described about customers who accepted that open competency. Moreover, none of the 

articles discussed about failed case study. These challenges from different literatures lead 

us to consider following questions about openness. And we established those questions as 

research questions. And we will suggest more specific research questions from these 

general research questions. (Refer to Chapter 3.1.4) and finally we will analogize proper 

answers for both of general and specific research questions. (Refer to Chapter 4) Following 

are general research questions.  
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GRQ1. What are the benefits and risks by opening their competency with platforms?  

Lindkvist discussed about pros and cons of flexible projects in his article “Project 

organization: Exploring its adaptation properties”. (LindkvistLars, 2008) He argued that 

Tetra Pak changed their strategy into platform-base because of drawbacks of flexible 

projects. Similarly, open innovation platforms also have pros and cons. This question is to 

figure out pros and cons of open innovation strategy based on platforms. To answer this 

question, we need both of answers from customers and analysis of organizations. 

 

GRQ2. What determinants can be described as difference from full-open, closed and 

semi-open?  

Although we select similar organizations to compare with, their strategy might be different. 

To answer this question, we should compare the strategy of different organizations that are 

competing in the same market. 

 

GRQ3. What are determinant to differentiate successful and failed platform?  

Although different organizations try to establish a platform, some of organizations might be 

successful; some other organizations might fail. This question is important to acquire 

balanced data from both of successful and failed organizations. To answer this question, we 

should analyze case-study of organizations that tried to open their competency but failed. 

 

GRQ4. How do organizations control customers’ activities with derivative products? 

What are the elements to control customers on open platforms?  

Organizations that opened their competency should have methods controlling customers‟ 

activities. For example, GNU Project prohibited customers to sell derivative products for 

money when they used GNU Projects‟ open-source technology. (ProjectGNU, 2011) To 

answer this question, we need to take note of the customers who are using open-source 

platforms. 
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GRQ5. How well do customers accept the openness? What are customers’ purposes to 

accept competency which opened by organizations? How do they determine which 

platform to use?  

Organizations and customers might have different perspective on the same strategy. It is 

important to figure out whether customers agree with organizations‟ strategy. With the 

answer we can assure that strategy is in the right way. To answer this question, we need to 

acquire answers with surveys from customers. 

 

 

1.3 Research Delimitation 

This research will be started from studying organizations that customers are participating in 

the business processes. Most of all, we will highly focus on platform providers that have 

customers who are creating derivative products. Although some organizations that simply 

accept customers’ opinions might be recognized as closed, it is not possible to open 

organization’s competency and let customers create derivative products without providing a 

platform. Hence, we decided to select platform providers that opened competency to 

customers as research targets. Among them, we decided to choose Google and Apple as our 

core case comparison because they are competing on the smart phone market. Google 

provides a full-open platform and Apple provides a semi-open platform. However we 

cannot easily say that any full-open, semi-open or closed platform strategy is right or wrong. 

Data in this research is to prove that it is reliable with semi-open strategy, but not to prove 

that full-open or closed platform strategy are wrong. Although Google and other 

organizations are using full-open or closed platform strategy, those organizations also have 

enough competitive power and market share as well. For example, Google’s market share 

in smart phone O/S is as much as Apple’s. As a matter of fact, it is hard to compare 

Google’s market share with Apple’s market share. They are different by methods of 

measurement. From O/S market share, Google’s market share becomes more than 35-40%, 

including Samsung and Nokia, etc. because they are using Google Android O/S. On the 
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other hand, Smartphone device market share or profit share shows Apple takes almost 50% 

of all mobile vendors. (Elmer-DeWittPhilip, 2010) In short, Google is bigger than Apple in 

O/S market share graph and Apple is bigger in device or profit share because Google 

provide only software. (ChengJacqui, 2011) In this research, we will roughly compare 

Google and Apple to find out difference of strategies. And finally, we will focus on Apple‟s 

semi-open platform strategy to figure out our general research question, “what to open and 

what to close?” Moreover, it is hard to say any organization is truly a full open organization. 

For example, Google has totally closed policy for advertisement service even though they 

insist that they support openness. (Google, 2009) Hence, we can also say that Google also 

is somehow semi-open organization. However, we will say Google is a full-open platform 

provider because most of Google projects are open source. And we will compare Google as 

a full-open platform provider and Apple as a semi-open platform provider. Moreover, we 

decided to have survey research from customers as well to analyze data equally. To have a 

parallel research result, we limited respondents of survey to the customers of Google and 

Apple only. (This will be explained again in empirical study.) 

 

1.4 Research Contribution  

This paper is to find out answers to the research questions. To manage the flowing of logic 

in right way, this research uses inductive reasoning method. Hence, this paper will bring 

out questions from observation of the business environment. And after that, we will 

describe about case organizations with customers‟ response against the open competency. 

As a result, we will induce an open innovation methodology for the organization. These 

questions contribute to organizations that are willing to open their competencies. It is not 

recommendable for the organization to open their competency without any backup. Rather, 

it is important for them to understand exactly what they should open and what they should 

close. While we were preparing for the research, we found several case organizations 

opened without any plan and other case organizations that failed opening their competency. 
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1.5 General Outline of the Study 

This thesis comprises of 5 chapters. Chapter one is to introduce research background and 

general research questions. Chapter two is to review for business paradigms from existing 

literatures. Chapter three carries empirical studies including interview and survey. Here we 

will bring more specific questions with hypotheses from pre-interview and pre-survey. 

Chapter four brings research results and pyramid models as suggestion. And finally Chapter 

five sums up with general conclusions.  

 

To describe by sequence order of research, this research uses inductive method. (Refer to 

Chapter 3.1.3) We agreed that having research questions without understanding of relevant 

industry causes non-practical outcome. Hence, this research begins from observation of 

business environment. From the observation, we were able to derive general research 

questions. After that, we decided to launch pre-interview and pre-survey to sublimate 

general research questions into specific research questions. From the phase of pre-research 

(pre-interview and pre-survey), we were able to bring specific research questions and 

hypotheses from the respondents. Then, we will arrange two different researches 

(Organizations and Customers) separately. And finally we will induct general findings from 

the research result.  

 

 

Figure 1 General Outline of the Research 
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To describe by sequence of logic, this research focuses on open innovation as a business 

method. Following figure is a concept map of this research. This paper begins from the 

history of business paradigm which includes Big, Best, Fast and Open. In general, we will 

focuses on openness out of business paradigms. Openness (Open innovation) refers to 

accept external resources to overcome internal insufficiency of resources. Generally 

speaking, the open innovation includes collaboration with customers, competitors and allies, 

etc. However, we will limit our research on open innovation from customer side. To have 

accuracy of the research data, we will choose platform providers as our research targets. 

There are three different kinds of platform strategies; full-open, semi-open and closed. 

Closed indicates organizations that do not allow customers to use or modify competency to 

create diversified products. Full-open indicates organizations that opened their 

competencies without any closed part. Semi-open indicates organizations that allow 

customers to use some of competencies but still keep other competencies closed. In this 

paper, we will focus on semi-open out of three different platform strategies. As a result, we 

will suggest general findings with models we elaborated. 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Concept Map of the Research  
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2 Literature Review 

 

To derive answers from research questions and hypotheses, first of all, it is necessary to 

analyze business paradigm from related literatures. Moreover, we have to review whole 

business paradigm because openness also is a part of business paradigm in general. In this 

part of paper, we will review the history of business paradigm to analyze how business 

paradigm has been developed and finally we will derive out how openness came up as a 

new business paradigm. 

 

 

2.1 History of Business Paradigm 

Business environment is changing. There were shifts of business paradigm; to be successful 

organizations should follow (comp. Grant, 2010). To take a look of business paradigm, 

there are several definitions of paradigms from different scholars. For example, Göktürk 

mentioned two definitions, retrieved from two different dictionaries; one of them acts as a 

pattern or model and the other contains a set of assumptions, concepts, values, and practices 

that contribute to the way of viewing reality for the people that shares them, particularly in 

an intellectual discipline. (GöktürkErek, 2011) Edward T. Reilly argued for sustainability in 

changing business environment. (ReillyEdward, 2007) Richard Barrett explained Business 

paradigm as relationship that bank managers and business managers were principle figures 

50 years ago but the relationship has been changed over the times. (BarrettRichard, 2010) 

Joel Barker insisted that organizations need to innovate and change in order to survive as 

business paradigm is changing. (BarkerJoel, 2010) And Swarup Dutta argued that business 

paradigm is simply how you see things and it can be changed by organizations‟ objective. 

(DuttaSwarup, 2010) At the same time, Khun argued that the historian of science may be 

tempted to exclaim that when paradigms change, the world itself changes with them. 

(KuhnThomas, 1962) Synthetically we can say that the business paradigm is a general 
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business method that most of organizations are following through. Setting business 

paradigm up affects general business environment. Moreover, business paradigm itself is 

evolving with coming up of new business paradigm. In this research, we defined business 

paradigm as changing business environment like big, best, fast and openness. And we also 

will explain full-open and semi-open as a part of business paradigm. (This will be 

explained again in literature review.) In the past, managers focused on big, best and fast but 

the question still remains. How do we explain openness as another business paradigm? In 

this paper, we suggest openness as a business paradigm coming up with big, best and fast. 

In order to understand the openness, we will first take a look at past business paradigms 

“big, best and fast”. 

 

Big, Best and Fast 

Various literatures of historical business trends describes the features of the business 

strategies as big, best and fast in order to reach competitive advantage. The following is a 

brief overview over some of the characteristics from each business trend.  

 

Big 

According to this perspective, being big is seen as an advantage in the globalizing economy. 

Internationalization involves trade, which means transactions of goods and- or services 

from one country to another and direct investment which involves building or acquiring in 

foreign countries. Internalization commonly causes greater competition and lower industry 

profitability. (R.Grant, 2010) To profit in concentrating industries, leading companies must 

push certain economic levers by reducing production costs, reducing risks or increasing 

volume for instance. (Ghemawat, P. and Ghadar, F, 2000) "Scale economies can be present 

in nearly every function of a business, including manufacturing, purchasing, Research and 

Development, marketing, service network, sales force utilization, and distribution" 

(PorterMichael, 1998), the cost per unit falls as output increases which may render 

possibilities to get hold of a leading position on the market. Further on, (Ghoshal, S., 
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Bartlett, C. A. and Moran, P., 1999) points out how big and healthy organizations in the 

global economy can help create growing and efficient economies and thereby increase the 

social welfare. 

 

Best 

There are two ways organizations can strive for greater profit than its competitors; on one 

hand by offering something identical with highest quality at lowest cost and on the other 

hand by offering something unique that people are prepared to pay a premium price for. In 

other words something that is differentiated, that is unique and is more valuable in the eyes 

of the buyer than just a lower price. Or similar to (Prahalad, C. K., & G. Hamel, 1990), 

creating a potential customers‟ needs that not yet exist. The price of differentiation is higher 

inputs, higher advertising costs and more skilled employees. (R.Grant, 2010) According to 

Prahalad and Hamel, real advantage partly derives from the ability of management to 

transform production skills into core competencies which refer to the collective learning of 

the organization. Prahalad et al defined the “Core competency” as an area of specialized 

expertise that is the result of harmonizing complex streams of technology and work activity. 

(Prahalad, C. K., & G. Hamel, 1990) Unlike physical assets that reduce with use, the value 

of the core competences increases when they are used and shared among people. (Prahalad, 

C. K., & G. Hamel, 1990) Hence, top management need to be able to identify core 

competency and they should lead core competency development. In the dynamic market 

with fluctuating customers‟ needs, core competency cannot be considered as static. It 

should be adjusted and adapted to external conditions. (Prahalad, C. K., & G. Hamel, 1990) 

And that dynamic market is pushing organizations to establish new competencies. 

 

Fast 

In the increasingly unstable market, the ability to adapt “Change” is crucial for many 

companies to survive in the fierce competition and competitive advantage is achieved 

through innovation. Invention means development of new knowledge or new ways of 

combining existing knowledge with the purpose of creating new products and processes. 
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Innovation however is the commercialization of an invention. Similarly (Teece, 1997) 

highlights the importance of dynamic capabilities in high technology industries. Here 

dynamic refers to the ability to renew competences according to the changing environment 

while capabilities emphasizes the important role of management to meet the requirements 

of the changing environment. Yet, innovation is no guarantee for success, the profitability 

of an innovation hinges upon the value created and how big share of the value created that 

accrues to the innovator. To grasp the return of an innovation is much a matter of 

establishing property rights for example by patents. The effectiveness of the protection 

depends on what kind of innovation to protect. For example, the innovation with little effort 

can be easily invented around and hence the patent offers little protection (R.Grant, 2010) 

As a result, it seems that business paradigm used to change itself to complement weak point 

of old business paradigm. For example, Best solved the biggest problem of Big (mass 

production) which is low quality. And Fast solved slow process of Best (Quality focused). 

Accordingly, we can say that they introduced Openness to solve the problem of Fast (Speed 

operation) which is one way process. 

 

 

2.2 Heading towards “open” 

After the historical business trends big, best and fast, it seems that many of scholars are 

suggesting openness as an additional paradigm. However, why openness might be a 

business paradigm? Simply it is because many organizations introduced openness as a 

method to acquire competitive power. In this research, we are about to focus on customers‟ 

autonomy out of open innovation. To motivate customers to participate in business process, 

many organizations opened their competency. And they created platforms to support 

customers’ activities. (We will discuss about Platform later) One interesting factor here is 

that, some organizations introduced semi-open instead of full-open recently. In this part of 

paper, we will describe about open innovation, customers‟ participation, and relationship 

between full-open and semi-open. 
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Open innovation 

There are various definitions of openness. For example, Joel West (2005) defined open 

innovation as systemically encouraging and exploring a wide range of internal and external 

sources for innovation opportunities. (West, 2005) On the other hand, Chesbrough (2003) 

defined the open innovation as a paradigm that assumes that firms can and should use 

external ideas as well as internal ideas, and internal and external paths to market, to 

advance the firm‟s technology. (ChesbroughH.W, 2003) 

 

 

 

Figure 3 Traditional Marketing Funnel 

(The figure is a simplification of Chesbrough, 2003 model.) 

 

 

Before open innovation, internal R&D was an important strategic asset belonging to only 

the biggest organizations, and which worked as an entrance barrier for the smaller 

organizations. However, circumstances have started to change and nowadays unexpected 

severe competition derives from upstarts. Yet, these newcomers carry out small amount or 

even no basic research at all. Instead, they acquire it from the outside in other words, 

through open innovations. (RothwellRoy, 1994) The literature of Chiaroni, Chiesa & 

Frattini (2010) has noticed the commonness of open innovation, which is a management 

paradigm consisting of two dimensions: (1) Inbound open innovation, characterized by 
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establishing relationship with external factors outside of their boundaries to get access to 

the new technical and scientific competencies in order to improve internal innovation and 

performance. (2) Outbound open innovation means establishing relationships with external 

organizations outside of their boundaries with the intention of commercially exploiting 

technological knowledge and performance. (Chiaroni, Chiesa & Frattini, 2010) Due to a 

significantly increased number and mobility of knowledge workers, organizations have a 

harder time protecting their proprietary ideas and expertise. Contrary from closed 

innovation, the open innovation model allow ideas to originate outside organizations‟ own 

R&D labs. Further on the open innovation model suggests that organizations should not 

restrict their intellectual property (IP) to their own business, but rather find options how to 

profit from others using of that technology through licensing agreements or joint ventures 

for example. Basically, organizations are cooperating with external allies because of lack of 

internal resources. However, we can hardly say that the organization is open for the reason 

that they have external allies. It is because some of organizations that people call them as a 

totally closed organization has external allies as well. Hence, more specific meaning of 

openness should be from customers‟ side. 

 

 

2.3 Open innovation from Customer side 

As we already mentioned, Open Innovation is a strategy to accept external business models, 

ideas or technologies to improve the value of organization. However, the original concept 

of Open innovation defined by Chesbrough is basically to accept competencies from their 

allies or competitors. Hence, its range of influence is limited because the concept is 

excluding participation from customers‟ side. Yet, many of modern organizations already 

opened their competencies to customers, not only to their allies. They already introduced 

customer-participation process within their businesses and achieved satisfying results. 

Moreover, there are many authors who discussed about open innovation with customer-

participation process. The first of all was futurologist Alvin Toffler. He mentioned about 
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consumers‟ behavior, using the concept “prosumer” in his book, “the third wave”. 

(TofflerAlvin, 1980) He mentioned that consumers will express their opinions to the 

organizations actively. He envisioned that the market will be highly customization. And 

customers‟ participation is critically necessary for the organizations to achieve high 

customization. For example, if customers do not like some functions then they will claim 

strongly. If organizations take into account the claims from the customers, products become 

what customers really want. The Second was by Thomke, Stefan and von Hippel, Eric. In 

their article “Customers as Innovators”, they mentioned that “R&D has long been a costly 

and inexact process. Now some companies are trying with a radically new approach, giving 

customers the tools to design and develop their own products.” (Thomke, Stefan; von 

Hippel, Eric, 2002) The Third was Darrell Rigby and Chris Zook. In their article “Open 

Market Innovation”, they mentioned that “By systematically opening their innovation 

borders to vendors, customers, and even competitors, businesses are increasing the import 

and export of novel ideas. As they do so, they are improving the speed, cost, and quality of 

innovation.” (Darrell Rigby, Chris Zook, 2002) Finally, Jacque et al also mentioned that 

“smart companies are now beginning to encourage their customers to help them” in their 

article “the next step in open innovation” (Jacques R.B. ; Chui, M.; Johnson B., 2008) To 

approach with the sociological method, there also was John Philip Sousa. When recording 

machine has been developed for the first time, Sousa showed up in Congress to say that: 

“These talking machines are going to ruin the artistic development of music in this country. 

When I was a boy...in front of every house in the summer evenings, you would find young 

people together singing the songs of the day or old songs. Today you hear these infernal 

machines going night and day. We will not have a vocal cord left. The vocal cord will be 

eliminated by a process of evolution, as was the tail of man when he came from the ape.” 

And Lessig cited Sousa to explain that talking machine divided people into culture 

producers and culture consumers. And consumers do not recreate culture anymore. 

Basically, he is arguing that consumers should recreate culture, not just consuming. 

(LawrenceLessig, How creativity is being strangled by the law, 2007) From his words, we 

can figure out that openness is valuable because it is to let consumers recreate products by 
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themselves. As a result, we can say that the concept of “Open Innovation from customer 

side” is to let customers participate in the organization ś decision making process or 

product developing process as a business partner through letting customers use 

organization‟s competencies and accepting customers‟ competencies as organization‟s new 

competency. To talk about open innovation from customers, the customers are core actors 

to create value instead of organizations. And the value created by customers is becoming 

organizations‟ value. Hence, customers are mainly a source of value creation. Secondly, 

organizations are opening their competencies to the customers for free. Thirdly, the value is 

flowing from customers‟ side to the organizations. Hence, the marketing funnel of Open 

Innovation should be placed in opposite way. 

 

 

 

Figure 4 Marketing Funnel from Customers Side 

(The figure is a modification of Chesbrough, 2003 model.) 

 

 

2.4 From Full-Open to Semi-open 

The Open Innovation from Customers can be divided into two different forms. They are 

Full-open and semi-open. Full-open is chosen by GNU Project, Google, Wikipedia, and 

Mozilla Foundation. In case of the GNU Project, it was launched in 1984 to develop a 
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complete Unix-like operating system which is free software. They also call them as 

copyleft or open source. To make it simple, Full-open is not controlling at all. (ProjectGNU, 

2011) They opened in public all of their work result and allowed people to use and change 

them. As many people started to participate, they gained innovation continuously and 

numerous alternative ideas as well. However, there are drawbacks on full-open policy as 

well. For example, open source based Android O/S created confusion between customers 

because of too many different versions of Android O/S. And it can be easily exposed under 

the attack from viruses. (FerencziPeter, 2011) Moreover, GNU Project is pushing 

developers to open their work result without any fee.
2
 Once developers try to levy fee for 

the software, GNU Project deprives the right to use the open platform. Since they cannot 

claim for profitability, some of developers hesitate to participate in full-open platforms. 

Basically speaking, it is close to charity service. Hence, it is hard to find any case that a 

FPO (For-Profit Organization) has chosen full-open model for their business because it is 

hard to open and share physical capital without any income. Over the past, they found that 

full-open without profitability can be too idealistic and risky for business. Hence, they 

designed a new platform which has openness and control at the same time. Semi-open is 

chosen by Apple, Facebook, LEGO and others. Within a semi-open platform, organizations 

open only some of their competency, instead of full source. For example, Facebook 

provided i-frame tags which are linked to API functions to let customers use them in an 

easy way. As a result, they could secure profitability of their own and customers‟ as well by 

using closed competency. Semi-open platform is more stable because its core competency 

is closed which means the organization has control over the platform. However, that closed 

competency indeed made limitation of practical use. For example, customers cannot change 

anything which belongs to the platform itself. And they cannot connect to any of the 

external sources which are on competitors‟ platforms. Generally speaking, many of 

organizations are focusing on semi-open strategy. Lindkvist reported in his article “Project 

organization: Exploring its adaptation properties” that Tetra Pak decided to introduce 

                                                 
2
 In case of Google, Developers can sell their Apps through App Market for Android O/S.  
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standard work-format within their project after severe side effects from an attempt to 

operate a fully flexible organization. (LindkvistLars, 2008) Lessig also argued that 

“Facebook can deprive the right to use license or charge to the right to use the platform 

anytime they want. Apple is controlling all apps (Application Software), by pushing them 

to be sold only through app store. Moreover, properties of apps belong to Apple. Twitter 

also keeps control of the platform and limiting the freedom of users. However, we can find 

that they are making innovation over there.” (LessigLawrence, 2010) In short, open 

Innovation used to emphasize the importance of openness. But many organizations tend to 

keep on closedness. However, we cannot easily say that they are acting closedness. Some 

part of their competency is indeed open to the customers. And we can find that the 

innovation from customer side is occurring. What those organizations are doing is a hybrid, 

not clearly openness nor closedness.  
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3 EMPIRICAL STUDY 

 

The pattern of customers‟ behavior against organizations has been changed. In the past, 

they used to accept what organization decided. For example, Ford told his management 

team in 1909 that “Any customer can have a car painted any color that he wants so long as 

it is black” and customers used to accept Ford‟s black T-Model cars. (FordHenry, 1922) 

However recently, customers even drive new product development process and 

organizations are motivating customers to participate in the process. To suggest a similar 

research, Thomas argued that organization should decide how much they will open between 

Full-open and Closed. (Thomas R. Eisenmann, G. Parket, M. V. Alstyne, 2009) However, 

his research only suggested the level of openness. We could not find any research about 

answering the question that “What to open and what to close”. We need an objective and 

standard measurement to answer the question “What to open and what to close”. In this part 

of paper, we analyze the research methodology. We will explain our research targets and 

research method. And after that, we will bring more specific research questions we derived 

from general research questions to arrange clearly defined researches. And finally, we will 

bring two different researches we launched which are organization research and customer 

research.  

 

 

3.1 Methodology 

Establishing a definition of research methodology before launching research is as important 

as research itself, since research methodology affect the direction of research and its result. 

Galliers suggests some different methodologies for empirical approach, which are 

Laboratory Experiments, Field Experiments, Surveys, Case Studies, Theorem Proof, 

Forecasting, and Simulation. (GalliersR., 1991) In this research, we will use case studies 

and survey method to carry out both of organization research and customer research. 
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3.1.1 Research Model 

According to open innovation theory, we can divide organizations into open organization 

and closed organization. However, we found that the latest business paradigm seems not to 

be involved to any of them. As already mentioned, we call their methodology as semi-open. 

And we will define the organizations that are not involved to any of them as semi-open 

organizations to differentiate them from others. This research is figure out how those semi-

open organizations split open competency and closed competency as well as customers‟ 

activity which is reaction to the open competency. 

 

 

 

Figure 5 Research Model 

 

 

3.1.2 Research Target Selection 

Basically, this research is about relationship between the organization that opened their 

competency and the customers who create derivative products with open competency. To 

accumulate an accurate answer, we decided to collect data from both side of organizations 

and customers. And we will analyze them separately in the following chapters. (Refer to 

Chapter 3.2 and 3.3) Moreover, the organizations that opened their competency based on 

platform are most corresponding with research questions. Hence, we defined the variable 
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“Organizations” as companies who opened competency with platforms. And we defined the 

variable “Customers” as customers who creates derivative products. Generally speaking, 

the variable “Customers” can be divided into customers who create derivative products and 

customers who do not create anything but just consuming others‟ products. In this research, 

we will define them as „Developers‟ and „End-users‟ to describe their roles clearly. 

Although end-users belong to the open competency, they do not participate to the creation 

process. Hence, we limit our participants arrange to the „Developers‟ and „Organizations‟.  

 

 

 

Figure 6 Research Target Selections 

 

 

Organization side participants-selection 

We limited our sample of organizations to the platform providers that opened their 

competency as platforms and allow customers to participate to derivative product 

development process. We excluded platform providers that opened their SDK to their allies 

only, since they are not considered as a competency which is open to the general customers. 

After we studied of many organizations, we selected the following seven organizations that 

are using similar strategy as a first classification for the case studies. They are Google, 

Apple, LEGO, Quirky, 4food, Cyworld and GPH. To arrange case studies, we sent emails 

for the interviews to the organizations we selected. As a result, we received answers from 

Apple, Google and LEGO saying that none of employees can be represented by regulation. 

However they sent us various internal reports including financial data. Hence, we decided 
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to organize our research as a case-study from various research data. In case of Quirky and 

4food and GPH, we received answers saying that one of employees will accept the 

interview. However, we decide to exclude Quirky because it is hard to compare with other 

platform providers. Although customers are participating in new product development 

process, they only provide ideas. And the organization runs the rest of progress. Customers 

did not create any derivative products alone. In case of customers of 4food, somehow we 

can say that customers create derivative products. However organization highly limited 

materials, so that derivative results are not various. Hence, we excluded 4food as well. In 

case of GPH, they opened SDK like Google and others. Moreover they are trying to open 

most of their competency. However we can hardly say whether they will success or not 

because they opened recently. Hence, we excluded GPH from case-study. In case of 

Cyworld, we were able to reach to the founder. They tried to open SDK to the customers, 

but they failed. However, they are the world‟s first Social Network Service and most 

successful website in Korea. And they provide platform based service like Apple and 

Google. Moreover, we acquired reliable interview data directly from the founder. Hence, 

we decided to include Cyworld as a closed case study. As a result, we selected Apple, 

LEGO, Google and Cyworld as our research targets and excluded Quirky, 4food, and GPH.  

 

 

Types of openness Case organization 

Full-open Google 

Semi-open Apple, LEGO 

Closed Cyworld 

Table 1 Organization Participation Selection 

 

 

Customers side participants-selection 

As already mentioned, end users do not use open competency. They just consume the 

others‟ derivative products. Hence, this research limited survey target to developers who 
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are creating derivative products based on platforms. And we chose Apple and Google 

platform to let our target developers represent platform-based derivative products producers. 

Because Apple and Google are representing global organizations and they are platform 

providers. Moreover, they are using different strategies to compete in the same market. 

Apple and Google platform are the best case to explain clearly about the relationship 

between open competency and customers‟ activities. In this research, we limited our sample 

to the App developers of Apple iOS and Google Android to collect sample data from 

participants who are using open competency most effectively. Accordingly, we launched 

survey for the software developers who are working to create derivative products based on 

Apple, Google or Facebook. In this paper, we defined “Software developers” to include 

both of software employees who are working for profit and individual developers who are 

working for fun. 

 

3.1.3 Research Method Selection 

As research model and research target have been set up, the importance of establishing 

research method has been raised. Research method selection decides the direction of logic 

flowing and theories to use when the research is on track. In this part of paper, we describe 

and explain methodology and direction of the research. 

 

General Method 

Before discussing about specific methodologies for the research, it is important to decide 

general methodology for the logic flowing. In this paper, we use an inductive reasoning 

method as a general methodology. As an inference method to lead a general conclusion out 

from specific facts or phenomenon, inductive methodology is of central importance to all 

scientific inquiries. (ChoiBen, 2003) However, the conclusion from inductive method does 

not ensure the truth. Inductive methodology allows for the possibility that the conclusion 

comes out as false, even where all of the premises are true. (VickersJohn, 2010) Instead, 

inductive methodology provides a way to bring a possible general conclusion from specific 

phenomenon or similarity we found from experiments like survey or interview. Hence, we 
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can say that the logic is flowing from specific fact or observation to a general and broad 

conclusion. J.S. Mill distinguished five different inductive methods. Among them, we 

decided to use the joint method of agreement and difference. The joint method of 

agreement and difference is to bring a conclusion from any phenomenon that has more than 

one common premises or different premises. (MillJohn, 1843) In this research, we have 

research questions without strong hypotheses or theories. Rather, we are eager to figure out 

a general solution of open innovation methodology from the research results. Hence, this 

research begins from observation of general business condition to figure out what 

organizations are doing. And we will bring specific research questions from pre-interview 

and pre-survey with possible answers as weak hypotheses. After that, we will give 

questions to organizations and customers as a main research. From the results of research, 

we will derive out a general theory.  

 

 

 

Figure 7 General Methodology 

 

 

Research method of Organization side 

In order to carry out the research, we are mainly using the method of case study to figure 

out the research questions of organization side. Yin defined case study as “an empirical 

inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the 
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boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident and in which multiple 

sources of evidence are used”. (YinRobert, 1984) A case study is a kind of qualitative 

method that limited objects are being investigated. According to Feagin et al, a case study 

is an essential when profound investigation is needed. (Feagin, J., Orum, A., & Sjoberg, G., 

1991) According to the research of Yin, there are basically four steps to conduct a case 

study. Following are the steps for the case study. 

 

 Design the case study  

 Conduct the case study  

 Analyze Case Study Evidence 

 Develop Conclusions, Recommendations, and Implications 

(YinRobert, 1984) 

The first step is to design the case study. For this step, we will accomplish a draft of case 

study and we will take a pre-interview with Cyworld to make specific research questions. 

The second step is to conduct the case study which consists of three different stages. They 

are preparation for data collection, distribution of the questionnaire, and conducting 

interviews. The major responsibility of this step is to collect proper data. Yin suggested six 

different data collecting techniques which are documentation, archival records, interviews, 

direct observation, participant observation, and physical artifacts. (YinRobert, 1984) In 

order to enhance the reliability, the investigators should use as many techniques as they can. 

In our paper, we will combine the method of interviews and documentation. Based on the 

specific questions analogized from the pre-interview, we will collect data from existing 

documentations. Documentation method will include: organizations’ profiles, financial 

reports, published articles from previous authors. The third step is case study evidence. In 

this stage, we will verify the information we collected in the second step. To answer our 

research question carefully, we will not make a statistical analysis. Instead, we will 

compare their strategies against openness and closedness. And based on solid theories and 

practical arguments, we will find out what to open and what to close as a conclusion. The 
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last step is to develop our own conclusions, recommendations, and implications.  Based on 

the previous analysis, we will generate a theoretical model about the question, “what to 

open and what to close”. And finally we will provide recommendations to corporations who 

want to open their competencies. 

Research method of Customer side 

In order to investigate the research question of customer side which is about the customers’ 

reaction towards open competency, we will apply a survey method. Robert et al. insisted 

that survey is characterized as a method of gathering information from a sample of 

individuals. (FerberRobert, 1991) They used to use survey method when the main contents 

of subjects or events cannot be easily perceived. According to Basha et al, the research 

targets should be a small group of people who own at least one common attribute.  (Busha, 

Charles H., and Stephen P. Harter, 1980) As Yin suggested four steps of case study, we 

designed sequential steps to follow to well implement our survey analysis. 

 

 Design the survey analysis  

 Generate the questionnaire  

 Data collection  

 Analyze the survey results  

 Develop Conclusions and Implications 

(YinRobert, 1984) 

The first step is to design a survey analysis. We will make a draft about the general plan of 

survey analysis which includes research goal, pre-interview with technical students in 

Linköping University to formulate specific research questions and research targets. The 

second step is to generate questionnaire. Since we aim to find out Apps-developers’ 

behaviors toward platform providers’ open competency, we will frame a qualitative 

questionnaire which will help us to study their behavior. Also, we will combine the open-

end questions with multiple-choice questions in order to get proper answers. The third step 
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is to collect data. Researchers used to collect data through questionnaires or interviews. 

Due to the limitation of time and location, we will not able to get access to Apps’ 

developers directly. Hence, we will send questionnaires through email to the research 

targets. However it is true that response rate will not be relatively high if we send 

questionnaire through email. We expected response rate to be around 10%, so we decided 

to send 1000 questionnaires with the hope to get 100 answers. The fourth step is to analyze 

the survey data which is also considered as the most important part. We will use the 

quantitative analysis method to analyze the qualitative data (subjective answers). From the 

data, we will figure out relevant results and compare with our hypotheses to prove whether 

they are reasonable or not. The last step is to develop conclusions and implications. We will 

try to formulate a theoretical model from behaviors of Apps-developers. And finally we 

will provide organizations a clue to control customers more effectively. 

3.1.4 Specific Research Question & Hypothesis 

As we derived general research questions from previous chapter (Refer to Chapter 1.2), it 

became necessary to figure out more specific research questions. The specific research 

questions help researchers to focus on clearly defined study and uncover deeper layers of a 

problem. (Varkevisser et al, 1991) To design specific research questions and hypothesis for 

the research, we launched a pre-survey and a pre-interview. Both of pre-survey and pre-

interview have been designed to analogy more specific research questions from general 

research questions. The pre-interview, it has been launched with Cyworld at 2nd March 

2011. Through interview, the founder answered about internal issues carefully. (Detail data 

will be shown in appendix) In case of the pre-survey has been launched with technical 

students in Linköping University at 15th March 2011. Through the survey, respondents 

provided us some of their opinions as well as ideas for new research questions. As a result, 

we decided to arrange a case comparison based on the answers from Cyworld. And also we 

decided to carry out survey analysis based on the answers from pre-survey. Finally, we 

were able to analogize specific research questions and highly possible answers. Following 

are specific research questions and general hypotheses. 
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Organization side 

SRQ1. If any organization should open their competency, what competency is to be open 

and what to be closed? How they decide the boundary between them? 

H1. Organizations open any competencies which need to be diversified and they 

close any competencies which are related to core profitability. 

 

SRQ2. What are the advantage and disadvantage from opening competency?  

H2. Organizations can achieve various derivative economic values by operating 

platform. However, there are disadvantages as well. For example, customers‟ 

participation provides diversity to the platform but it makes platform unstable at the 

same time. 

 

SRQ3. What are determinants differentiate open competencies from closed competencies? 

H3. Most of organizations classified competencies clearly based on their core 

competency.  

 

SRQ4. If organizations opened their competencies for free, what is their revenue model? 

H4. Most FPOs (For-Profit-Organization) have alternative revenue model. For 

example, customers have to purchase platform to use derivative products.  

 

SRQ5. How do organizations protect competencies from competitors? 

H5. Organizations have protection from imitators like patents, secured protocols, etc. 

 

SRQ6. How organizations monitor customers‟ activities? 

H6. It is possible to predict customers‟ activities by monitoring customers‟ 

derivative products. 

 

SRQ7. Why some organizations failed for open innovation from customer side? 

H7. They might have internal or external issues. 
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Customer side 

SRQ1. What are criteria for customers to select a platform provider? 

H1. Brand value of platform or the number of end users shall affect the customers‟ 

selection. Easiness of use or openness also can be considered. 

 

SRQ2. Why customers create (develop) derivative products?  

H2. Some of customers are creating derivative products just for fun. But many of 

customers are doing it for profit. 

 

SRQ3. Are customers satisfied with their platform provider?  

H3. Customers‟ satisfaction may be related with the openness of platform. 

 

SRQ4. Is platform open from customers‟ side? 

H4. The platform might be not open enough from customers‟ perspective. 

 

SRQ5. What are required criteria to design derivative products? 

H5. Customers shall design derivative products based on their interests or ideas. 

 

SRQ6. What is the general process of customers‟ activities?  

H6. Customers tend to imitate others derivative products to design their own 

products. 

 

SRQ7. Why do they use platform? 

H7. Customers use platform and derivative products because it is easy to use and they 

can find various products. 
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3.2 Organization Research  

This research is to find out a proper open innovation method for the organizations. Among 

them, this research provides an answer to the question “What to open and what to close”. In 

this part of paper, we provide several case studies to explain why organizations are going to 

semi-open.  

 

3.2.1 Research Model 

The case studies have been consisted of four different organizations. We established 

hypotheses with specific research questions. However, we decided to not judge based on 

hypotheses, since data is a case-comparison. Instead, we will analyze research data in 

Chapter 4 (Findings) as colligation. Following Research Model describes relation between 

case organizations and research questions. 

 

 

Figure 8 Research Model for Organizations 

 

 

3.2.2 Data Collection 

As we already selected some organizations to research, we arranged a case comparison 

based on the answers from Lee, the founder of Cyworld. In case of the other data for the 

case studies, mostly we used data from internet, research journals, text books, and 

management report data from the organizations. Since there are plenty of data about Apple, 

Google and LEGO, it was not problematic to collect data about them. 
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3.2.3 Data Analysis 

There are already many organizations that have opened their competencies to the customers.  

However they are using different strategic settings as a consequence of different intentions. 

Some organizations fully opened their competency, some opened only half. As we already 

mentioned, we define those organizations that opened only some of competency as semi-

open organizations. In this part of the paper, we will introduce four different case 

organizations as comparison of their different platform strategies. Some of case 

organizations successfully opened their competencies to the customers and finally attained 

their goals and some did not. To analyze case data effectively, we arranged them as a case 

comparison. 

 

Google Android 

Google Inc. is an internet service provider, founded by Larry Page and Sergey Brin in a 

garage, Menlo Park, California, 1998. They brought the search engine from school project, 

named BackRub in March 1996 when they were studying at Stanford University. In 1997, 

they gave their search engine a new name “Google” which has the same pronunciation with 

the word “googol” with the hope to provide limitless information on the websites. The 

English word, googol means a cardinal number; “Equivalent to ten raised to the power of a 

hundred (10100)”. (googol, 2010) Shortly after its foundation, Google experienced swift 

growth. It went public in 2004 and moved headquarter to Mountain View, California. And 

Google announced that they began as a technology company and have evolved into a 

software, technology, internet, advertising and media company all rolled into one in their 

annual report 2004. (Google, 2004) And now Google occupied 40% of the U.S. 

advertisement market share. (SchonfeldErick, 2007) To talk about smart phone market, 

Google acquired Android incorporated which provides operating systems and applications 

for mobile devices in 2005. (ElginBen, 2005) And currently Android is competing with 

Apple’s iOS. In order to compete against Apple, Google brought smart phone with its own 

brand to the market in 2008. However it did not go well according to the research data from 

Flurry. Google only generated 0.135 million sales during 74 days since Google launched 
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Nexus One while Apple sold out 1 million of iPhones in the same period. (FaragoPeter, 

2010) Accordingly, Google focus on full-open O/S platform and hardware vendors like 

Samsung and LG are selling Google’s Android O/S installed phones. Google and several 

other organizations established Open Handset Alliance in 2007 with a hope to establish 

standards for mobile devices. (Open Handset Alliance, 2007) Through the agreement, 

Google opened the full source code of Android. And under Apache license, any 

organization or individual can use Android for free. (BoultonClint, 2009) Hence, hardware 

vendors began to introduce Android operating system to its mobile devices. As a result of 

full-open platform strategy, Android’s market share is raising rapidly. According to 

research carried out by Canalys, Google’s Android operating system was proved to be the 

most popular smart phone platform in 2010. (AltoPalo, 2011) One on hand, the full-open 

platform strategy does help Google to generate more market share. But on the other hand, 

many authors argued that it will also bring numerous potential damages to Google as well. 

For example, according to research of Robert W. Baird & Co., due to Google’s full-open 

platform strategy, there are too many different versions of Android which leads to nearly 55% 

of Android developers encounter compatible problem. (Edward, 2011) James Allworth 

insisted that Google’s open strategy will be challenged soon. In March 2010, Google retreat 

from Chinese market which result in the inaccessible of Google service to many hardware 

vendors in China. So many hardware vendors began to search for substitute supplier to 

replace Google service, such as Baidu which is a Chinese search engine provider. Also, 

Google needs to pay Apple to make iPhone customers use Google’s search engine. And 

later on, other hardware vendors who use Android operating system will realize that they 

can also charge Google for using Google search engine on their phones. (AllworthJames, 

2010) However we cannot say that Google opened 100% of their competency. Although 

Google opened full-source of Android O/S, Google did not open advertisement service. It is 

because most of Google’s profit is coming from advertisement and Google’s profit rose as 

companies increased advertising. (WomackBrian, 2010) 
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Apple iOS 

Apple Incorporated is a computer manufacturer founded in 1977 by Steve Jobs, Steve 

Wozniak and Ronald Wayne. They developed the Apple I, which was one of the first 

personal computers and later, they introduced many personal computers like Macintosh. 

However Steve Jobs lost his position in a power struggle between him and John Sculley. 

(ThomasHormby, 2006) After Jobs was out of Apple he was operating Pixar. During this 

period, Apple did not introduce anything new and they dwindled day by day. And finally 

they faced bankruptcy in 1996. To overcome this crisis, Apple called Jobs as CEO again. 

As Jobs became the CEO of Apple, Apple once again became a creative organization. They 

created iPod and iTunes. However, App store was the center of attention for many business 

scholars which quoted App store as an open innovation case. For example, Ben Verleg 

mentioned Apple as a very unique case company having innovation in their corporate DNA. 

He also mentioned that “Apple is the highest level of innovation maturity a company can 

reach and it is a very strong asset that other companies have a hard time competing against.” 

(VerlegBen, 2010 ) However App store is not the first mobile software store ever. Nokia 

and Samsung also had similar stores. The difference was that Apple opened their store to 

customers unlike Nokia and Samsung who only allowed their allies to upload their software. 

As a result, Apple achieved a big success through App store. According to International 

Data Corporation, the market share of Apple iOS has been rapidly increased from 9.1% in 

2009 to 25% in 2009. (BrooksAlex, 2010) To talk about it based on hardware, Apple’s 

profit share reached up to 50% even though the marker share of iPhone is only 4%. (Elmer-

DeWittPhilip, 2010) Moreover they keep first place on customers‟ satisfaction rate. 

(DalrympleJim, 2010) However, Apple is not only praised, but their open strategy has also 

been criticized. For example, Chris Grams insisted that Apple is by no means a good 

example of open innovation and Google has been making a much bigger deal about their 

openness recently. (GramsChris, 2010) 
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LEGO Mindstorm 

The name "LEGO" comes from the Danish words "leg godt" which means "play well" in 

English. The LEGO Group was originally producing wooden toys and the company was 

established in 1932 in Denmark. They developed their business and shifted production into 

plastic bricks. Nowadays LEGO has expanded their product segment as well as business 

worldwide. For example the LEGO collection now includes movies, video games and 

theme parks. After a long time in business LEGO faced competitors trying to imitate 

LEGO‟s business models. Other organizations started to produce similar plastic bricks, but 

at a cheaper price. To handle this challenge, LEGO collaborated with MIT (Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology) and finally they introduced Mindstorm in 1998. The Mindstorm, 

which is a robot, differs from the classical LEGO bricks. It contains motors, sensors, a CPU 

and software. LEGO expected Mindstorm to be a scientific and educationally effective toy. 

However, they were faced by an unexpected crisis. Only two weeks after the introduction 

of Mindstorm, students of Stanford University hacked the RCX (Robot Control System) 

which is the main controller of the toy. They posted the source code of the operating 

systems on internet, and further on other hackers developed a different Operating System, 

named LEGOS. Since the RCX system was meant to be LEGO's new core competency, this 

could potentially be a serious crisis. However, after several weeks, LEGO decided that 

"Limiting creativity is not LEGO" and they even opened SDK to allow customers to change 

the original operating system. This way it became easier to make different types of robots 

with LEGO bricks. As a result, many hackers developed amazing LEGO products, such as 

robots that can walk up stairs, pick up things and even manage poker games. Currently, 

LEGO only has 120 R&D employees but as much as 120,000 hackers improving LEGO 

products. Unlike other toy manufacturers who have kids as their main customer group, 70% 

of LEGO customers are grown-ups.  (Joe Tidd, John Bessant, 2009) 
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Cyworld   

Cyworld is the world first SNS (social network service) organization which was established 

by Lee, Dong-Hyung in 1999. Four years after it was launched, SK Communications (the 

largest mobile telecommunications service organization in Korea) acquired Cyworld. 

Shortly after the acquisition, Cyworld experienced swift growth. It was reported that nearly 

90% of teenagers (DMC, 2010) and 82.8% of Korean internet users were using Cyworld 

(SooyeolMeng, 2011) at that time. As they were hugely successful in their home market, 

Cyworld started to expand to other countries like the United States, Germany, Japan, 

Taiwan, China, and Vietnam. But the results turned out to be unsatisfactory. As a pioneer in 

the SNS field, Cyworld did not repeat its success while latecomer Facebook became a 

dominant player all over the world. As Facebook became prevalent, many Korean users 

started to shift to Facebook as well and that damaged Cyworld prestige. In other words, 

while Facebook and Twitter were acquiring 1533% and 1787% of growth in Korean market 

between 2009 and 2010, growth of Cyworld was -21.9% and their position faced big 

challenge. (Chahyangmi, 2010) There are several reasons that Cyworld achieved very poor 

results while other SNS organizations were growing fast. One of the causes is that it failed 

to involve customers’ participation and miss the opportunities to receive numerous open 

sources from customers. Lee, the founder of Cyworld left SK Communications in 2008 and 

started another SNS company called Now Profile of his own. Now Profile is a different 

open social network service. From the interview and the fact that he opened an open social 

network service, we can say that he is basically a proponent of open policy but he failed to 

implement openness in Cyworld. According to Lee, they could not afford to do everything 

by themselves when Cyworld was just founded because they were just a small venture 

organization. So Cyworld managed only social networking (profile, friendship, and 

customers’ activities) and trusted their business partners with offering designing services 

(skin and avatar) and music content services. Lee, founder of Cyworld, answered that they 

tried to open skin and music contents shop to the customers and let customers design their 

own skin and music and sell them. But they failed for the following reasons. On one hand, 

Cyworld had a monopoly position at that time and they thought that they were able to 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SK_Communications


Linköping University 

 38 

provide best products that meet the customers’ demand. On the other hand, they did not 

want to give up their business partners who helped them with designing services from the 

very beginning phase without enough profits. Simply speaking, Lee wanted to use open 

strategy but it was not easy to accomplish openness. As a very conservative organization, 

SK Communication pushed him to focus on current profit instead of long-term investment. 

There is one more story for this. The Town is the world first social network service for 

organizations, not individual. Cyworld opened Town to draw organizations into the social 

networks. And finally they wanted to constitute a co-community of individual and 

organizations. However, Cyworld had to more focus on short-term profit because they are a 

subsidiary of SK Communication. Hence, the Town service focused only on the marketing 

service of some major organizations which becomes big profit. As most of small 

organizations avoided the Town service, Town service had to be closed earlier than they 

expected. As a conclusion, we can say that the monopoly market condition and enough 

capital resource de facto became an obstacle for Cyworld to change their strategy. 

Accordingly, Cyworld stayed as a closed organization till now.  

 

3.2.4 Organization Research Result 

We compared different platform providers in empirical study part to take a look at semi-

open more carefully. Through different case organizations, we found the fact that 

organizations have different platform strategies from different business environment. 

Google focuses on full-open platform and Android O/S after Gphone’s sales slump. As 

hardware vendors like Samsung selected Android O/S, market share is increasing. On the 

other hand, Apple closed most of competencies like hardware and O/S. They opened only 

partial competencies which are required for the customers to be motivated to create 

derivative products. In case of LEGO, they opened whole software including O/S. However 

derivative products work only on LEGO’s Mindstorm device unlike Google O/S which 

works on every kind of hardware. The profitability of LEGO is from device. Hence, we can 

classify LEGO as semi-open. Cyworld tried to open their competencies to the customers. 

However they did not achieve it because of internal condition. That case means that 
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organization cannot achieve long-term strategy when they focus on short-term profit only.   

In general, we researched organizations based on specific research questions. However, we 

found that it is hard to say that hypotheses are clearly proved because our research target is 

a case-comparison. Research result came out differently based on business environment.  

Hence, we decided that enumerating whether each of hypotheses are proved or not is 

insignificant. Instead, we will synthesize research result with models in chapter 4. 

 

 

3.3 Customer Research  

This research contains customer side to attain data to support the main strategy of platform 

provider. The main reason why this research includes customer side is to secure proper data 

to support platform providers‟ strategy. In this part of paper, we provide the question “Why 

do customers use the platform?” And we acquired customers opinions based about that 

question.  

 

3.3.1 Research Model 

The main survey consisted of 14 questions. (Detail data will be shown in appendix) 

Following Research Model describes relation between specific research questions (Refer to 

Chapter 3.1.4) and survey questions. Questions in the middle are our specific research 

questions and Q1 ~ Q14 are the numbers that linked to the survey questions. Survey 

questions 1 and 14 are basic survey questions which are to ask which platform provider 

they chose. The survey questions 2 and 3 are designed to ask about specific research 

questions 1 and 2 directly which are “What are criteria for customers to select a platform 

provider?” and “Why do customers create (develop) derivative products?”  Survey 

questions 4 – 13 are designed to ask interacting specific research questions together. Survey 

questions 4 – 7 are to ask about platform provider customer side and survey questions 8, 9, 

and 12 are to ask about the method to create derivative products. And survey questions 10, 

11 and 13 are to ask about the reason for using a platform. 
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Figure 9 Research Model for Customers 

 

 

3.3.2 Data Collection 

The main survey for the research has been launched between 20 March, 2011 and 1 April, 

2011. To communicate with participants effectively, we used Google survey format. Most 

of contacts of survey targets are collected from app developers‟ web community. The 

survey has been launched with two languages which are Korean and English. However, we 

did not separately analyze or consider language differences, since the difference was 

ignorable and the main purpose of research was not to compare propensity of customers 

between countries.  

 

After we finished a survey, we were able to achieve 111 valid sample answers out of 1000 

questionnaires we sent through email. Actual answers were 120. However we excluded any 

insincere or non-related answers. To count them by languages, Korean answers were 69 

and English answers were 42. To divide them by platforms, answers from Apple developers 
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were 66, answers from Android (Google) were 41 and answers from Facebook and Adobe 

developers were 4. We tried to acquire answers from other platforms like LEGO. However 

we did not include them into final data, since those answers were not properly answered. 

 

 

 
Number of answers 

Apple 66 

Google 41 

Others 4 

Total Answers 111 

Table 2 Number of Customer Respondents 

 

 

3.3.3 Data Analysis 

As already mentioned, there are many customers who are creating derivative products. In 

this part of the paper we analyze customers‟ derivative products producing activity pattern 

based on results of the survey. Since answers were different by platform‟s characteristic, 

we analyzed answers separately based on platforms. We also had answers of Facebook and 

Flash developers. However we did not divide them from others because the number of 

samples was only 4 in total that it was hard to tell the difference.  

 

 

Question about the factor of “platform selection” 

This part of survey is connected to the research question, “What are criteria to select 

platform provider?” To acquire proper answers, we suggested the Survey question as “Why 

did you choose that platform provider?” Likewise, we suggested following options as 

multiple choices. And we allowed subjective answers as well. 
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1. Brand Value 

2. Number of End Users 

3. Stability of platform 

4. Openness & Applicability 

5. Easiness of use 

 

 

Following is the result of survey. 

  Total Apple Google Others 

Brand Value 49 (0.19) 33 (0.22) 14 (0.14) 2 (0.25) 

Number of End Users 77 (0.29) 52 (0.34) 22 (0.22) 2 (0.25) 

Stability of platform 49 (0.19) 38 (0.25) 10 (0.10) 0 - 

Easiness of use 40 (0.15) 20 (0.13) 18 (0.18) 2 (0.25) 

Openness & Applicability 44 (0.17) 7 (0.05) 34 (0.34) 2 (0.25) 

Others (Profitability) 3 (0.01) 2 (0.01) 1 (0.01) 0 - 

Total 262 1 152 1 99 1 8 1 

Table 3 Answers for Platform Selection 

 

 

From the result, we can say that the Apple developers tend to put the number of end users 

(Profitability) on the first priority when they choose the platform. However, in case of 

Google developers, they put the Openness and Applicability on the first priority. To take a 

look in opposite way, Apple developers chose Openness & Applicability least and Google 

developers chose the stability of platform least. Based on the data, we can say that Apple 

developers think that Apple platform is not open enough and Google developers think that 

Google is not stable enough. As a conclusion, As 34% of Apple developers chose the 

number of end users and 34% of Google developers chose the Openness & Applicability, 

the survey hypothesis 1 (Brand value of platform or the number of end users shall affect the 
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customers‟ selection. Easiness of use or openness also can be considered) has been proved 

only for Apple developers. 

 

 

Question about the factor of “Derivative products creation” 

This part of the survey is connected to the research question, “Why they create (develop) 

derivative product?” To acquire proper answers, we suggested the Survey question as 

“What is your purpose to use that platform or develop software?” Likewise, we suggested 

following options as single choices. And we allowed subjective answers as well. 

 

1. for profit 

2. just for fun 

3. to learn things 

4. to gain reputation 

 

 

Following is the result of survey. 

  Total Apple Google Others 

for profit 57 (0.51) 39 (0.59) 16 (0.40) 1 (0.33) 

just for fun 22 (0.20) 12 (0.18) 8 (0.20) 1 (0.33) 

to learn things 25 (0.23) 11 (0.17) 14 (0.35) 0 - 

to gain 

reputation 
7 (0.06) 4 (0.06) 2 (0.05) 1 (0.33) 

Total 111 1 66 1 40 1 3 1 

Table 4 Answers for Derivative Products Creation 

 

 

From the result, we can generally say that, half of answers chose “for profit” in total. And 

rest of half chose “personal interests”. Hence, the survey hypothesis 2 (Some of customers 
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are creating derivative products just for fun. But many of customers are doing it for profit) 

has been proved. To take a look more specifically, the answers of Apple developers are 

concentrated on profitability while the answers from Google developers are more 

distributed. It means that Apple developers joined the platform because they recognized 

high profitability. And Google developers joined to the platform for more various reasons. 

 

 

Question about the platform provider from customers’ perspective 

This part of survey is connected to the following two research questions, “Are customers 

satisfied with their platform provider?” and “Is platform open from customers‟ side?” To 

acquire proper answers for the “satisfaction” question, we suggested following two Survey 

questions “Are you satisfied with platform provider?” and “If you are not satisfied, why 

not?”  

 

For the first question (Are customers satisfied with their platform provider?), we inquired to 

mark up their satisfactory grade by 5 point likert scale.  

 

 

Following is the result of survey (5 is highest).  

  Total Apple Google Others 

1 5 (0.05) 3 (0.05) 1 (0.03) 0 - 

2 15 (0.14) 10 (0.16) 5 (0.13) 0 - 

3 20 (0.18) 13 (0.20) 4 (0.11) 1 (0.33) 

4 38 (0.34) 21 (0.33) 16 (0.42) 1 (0.33) 

5 33 (0.30) 17 (0.27) 12 (0.32) 1 (0.33) 

Total 111 1 64 1 38 1 3 1 

Mean 3.71   3.65   3.92   4 

 Deviation 1.16   1.17   1.05   0.82 

 Table 5 Answers for Customer Satisfaction 
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From the result, we can say that they are mostly satisfied with their platform providers. To 

say more specific, Google platform received higher answers. However the difference was 

only 0.27 in average which is statistically insignificant.   

 

For the second question (If you are not satisfied, why not?), we inquired to answer 

subjectively for the reason why they are not satisfied with their platform. As a result, we 

attained different answers from Apple developers and Google developers. After we 

classified them according to subject, we found 7 answers from Apple developers expressing 

about Closedness as highest dissatisfaction factor. 4 answers were about Lack of 

information, 3 answers were about high cost, and we found 1 answer about unstable 

platform.  

 

 

Apple Google 

Closedness 7 Unstable platform 3 

Lack of information 4 Lack of variety 2 

High Cost 3 Difficulty of use 1 

Unstable platform 1 Lack of profitability 1 

Table 6 Subjective Answers for Satisfactoriness 

 

 

On the other hand, 3 of Google developers expressed about unstable platform as highest 

dissatisfaction factor, and 2 answers were about lack of variety, 1 answer was about 

difficulty of use, and we found 1 answer about lack of profitability. As we found that 

developers‟ satisfaction ratios are similar between closed platform and full open platform, 

survey hypothesis 3 (Customers‟ satisfaction may be related with the openness of platform) 

has been proved as wrong. 
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To acquire proper answers for the “openness” question, we suggested following two Survey 

questions “How open is the platform?” and “Would you provide us some more details 

about your opinion about Openness?” For the first question (How open is the platform?), 

we inquired to mark up their opinion about openness by 5 point likert scale.  

 

 

Following is the result of survey (5 is highest).  

  Total Apple Google Others 

1 16 (0.15) 14 (0.22) 1 (0.03) 0 - 

2 20 (0.18) 16 (0.25) 3 (0.08) 0 - 

3 27 (0.25) 22 (0.34) 3 (0.08) 0 - 

4 17 (0.16) 6 (0.09) 9 (0.24) 2 (0.67) 

5 29 (0.27) 6 (0.09) 21 (0.57) 1 (0.33) 

Total 109 1 64 1 37 1 3 1 

Mean 3.21   2.59   4.49   4.33 

 Deviation 1.4   1.18   0.77   0.47 

 Table 7 Answers for Openness 

 

 

According to the survey result, we can say that Apple developers think that their platform is 

not open and Google developers think that their platform is quite open. However, deviation 

of Apple side is bigger than Google. That means that Apple developers do not agree on the 

openness of their platform-opinions range from “mostly open” to “mostly closed”. In case 

of Google developers, 21 out of 37 chose 5(highest). Based on that, we can say that most of 

Google developers chose Google platform because of its openness. 

 

For the second question (Would you provide us some more details about your opinion 

about Openness?), we inquired to answer subjectively for their opinion about openness with 

their platform. As a result, 25 of Apple developers expressed that Apple is too closed and 
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they need to be more open. And 15 of answers expressed that although Apple is closed, 

there are benefits from closedness. Hence, they should not open.  

 

 

Apple Google 

Too closed,  

it should be more open 
25 Open enough 4 

Although Apple is closed, still there 

are benefits from closedness 
15 

It is too open  

and it is unstable 
2 

Table 8 Subjective Answers for Openness 

 

 

On the other hand, 4 of Google developers expressed that Google platform is open enough 

and 2 answers expressed that it is too open. Based on the result, we can say that Apple 

developers think that Apple platform is closed and Google platform is open. However, 

many developers expressed that Apple‟s closedness is beneficial and Google‟s openness 

leads to the platform being unstable. As a result, many s customers tend to accept 

closedness. We found that many of Apple developers are satisfied with the platform and 

they are insisting that the Apple platform should remain closed. Moreover many of Google 

developers also insisted that Google platform have to acquire closedness. Hence, we can 

say that the survey hypothesis 4 (The platform might be not open enough from customers‟ 

perspective) has been proved as partially wrong. 

 

 

Question about the derivative products designing method 

This part of survey is connected to the research questions, “How they create a derivative 

product?” and “What is the general process of customers‟ activities?” To acquire proper 
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answers, we suggested following three survey questions which are “How did you design 

your software?”, “Have you ever downloaded and used others‟ software from the same 

platform?” and “Do you monitor and imitate others‟ software when you develop your own 

software?” For the first survey question (How did you design your software?), we 

suggested following options as single choices. And we allowed subjective answers as well. 

 

1. based on ideas 

2. based on customers' needs 

3. based on my own interests 

4. I do not have any right to decide. 

 

 

Following is the result of survey. 

  Total Apple Google Others 

based on ideas 54 (0.49) 29 (0.46) 18 (0.49) 2 (0.50) 

based on customers' needs 25 (0.23) 16 (0.25) 5 (0.14) 1 (0.25) 

based on my interests 29 (0.26) 17 (0.27) 12 (0.32) 1 (0.25) 

I do not have right to 

decide 
3 (0.03) 1 (0.02) 2 (0.05) 0 - 

Total 111 1 63 1 37 1 4 1 

Table 9 Answers for Derivative Products Design 

 

 

For both of platform developers, the answer “based on ideas” has been chosen most. And 

“based on my own interests” came second highest. The result represents that most 

developers design their products based on their own ideas, not companies‟ decisions. To 

take a look more specifically, only 5 of Google developers chose “customers‟ needs” which 

means most of Google developers who answered are private developers, not employees of a 

company. However 16 of Apple developers chose “based on customers‟ needs” which 
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means they tend to focus more on profit while Google developers tend to focus more on 

their own interests. As a conclusion, most Google developers answered that they are 

designing derivative products based on their own interest. However about 25% of Apple 

developers answered that they are designing derivative products based on customers‟ needs. 

Hence, survey hypothesis 5 (Customers shall design derivative products based on their 

interests or ideas) has been proved as differently by characteristic of platform. 

 

For the second survey question (Have you ever downloaded and used others‟ software from 

the same platform?), we suggested Yes and No as options to achieve clear answers from 

respondents.   

 

 

Following is the result of survey.  

 
Number Ratio 

Yes 102 0.93 

No 8 0.07 

Total 110 1 

Table 10 Answers for Using Others’ Products 

 

 

We did not divide them by platforms, since the ratio difference between Apple and Google 

developers was similar. According to the result of survey, most people used others‟ 

derivative products. From the result, we can infer that others‟ derivative products affect to 

platform selection.  

For the third survey question (Do you monitor and imitate others' software when you 

develop your own software?), we suggested Yes and No as options to achieve clear answers 

from respondents.  

 

 



Linköping University 

 50 

Following is the result of survey.  

  Total Apple Google Others 

Yes 74 (0.73) 51 (0.80) 59 (0.84) 0 0 

No 27 (0.27) 13 (0.20) 11 (0.16) 3 1 

Total 101 1 64 1 70 1 3 1 

Table 11 Answers for Imitating Others' Products 

 

 

According to the result of survey, most of developers monitor and imitate others‟ products 

when they design their own products. That means derivative products affect others‟ 

derivative products. As about 80% of developers answered that they monitor and imitate 

others‟ software, the survey hypothesis 6 (Customers tend to imitate others derivative 

products to design their own products) has been proved. 

 

 

Question about the reasons to use platform 

This part of the survey is connected to the research question, “Why do they use the 

platform?” To acquire proper answers, we suggested following three survey questions 

which are “What is the benefit to use others‟ software on the platform?”, “What is the 

drawback to use others' software on the platform?” and “What is the obstacle to develop 

your own software on that platform?” For the first survey question (What is the benefit to 

use others‟ software on the platform?), we suggested following options as multiple choices. 

And we allowed subjective answers as well. 

 

1. It is cheaper than without platform 

2. The platform is standard!! easy to use 

3. There are various software 

4. Developers are making money easily 
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Following is the result of survey. 

  Total Apple Google Others 

Products are cheaper  27 (0.15) 15 (0.13) 10 (0.19) 2 (0.25) 

It is easy to use 64 (0.36) 38 (0.33) 24 (0.44) 2 (0.25) 

There are various software 54 (0.31) 37 (0.32) 15 (0.28) 2 (0.25) 

It is easy to purchase 32 (0.18) 25 (0.22) 5 (0.09) 2 (0.25) 

Total 177 1 115 1 54 1 8 1 

Table 12 Answers for Benefit of Using Platform 

 

 

According to the result of the survey, most of developers chose ease of use as most 

important benefit. And they chose variety of software as second important benefit. The 

ratios were similar for the different platforms. As 67% of developers in total chose easy to 

use or various software, survey hypothesis 7 (Customers use platform and derivative 

products because it is easy to use and they can find various products) has been proved. 

 

For the second question (What is drawback to use others' software on the platform?), we 

inquired to answer subjectively for their opinion about others‟ software on the platform. As 

a result, we attained 14 answers related with limited functionality (platform provides 

limited functions), 6 answers were about lack of completeness (developers are customers, 

not professionals), and 5 answers were about imitation (too many similar derivative 

products). Difference between platforms was ignorable. 

 

 
Number of answers 

Limited Functionality 14 

Lack of completeness 6 

Imitation 5 

Table 13 Subjective Answers for Drawback of Using Platform 
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We can simply say that many developers think that it is uncomfortable to use products 

based on a platform because of limitation. Moreover, many answers mentioned that 

developers are just customers, not professionals. Derivative products lack of completeness. 

Also, they mentioned that many people try to imitate others‟ better idea rather than create 

their own product. 

 

For the third question (What is the obstacle to develop your own software on that 

platform?), we inquired to answer subjectively for their opinion about obstacles to work on 

the platform. As a result, we attained 10 answers related to cost and time (takes too much 

time and cost), 9 answers were about closedness and limited functionality, 8 answers were 

about different standards between platforms (they had to learn from the first because 

protocol standard is different by platforms), 5 answers were about unstable platform, 4 

answers were about lack of information, and 2 answers were about uncertainty of market 

condition. Difference between Apple and Google was ignorable. 

 

 

 
Number of answers 

Closedness 9 

Time and Cost 10 

Uncertainty of market  2 

Lack of information 4 

Different standards 8 

Unstable platform 5 

Table 14 Subjective Answers for Obstacle of Developing Products on Platform 
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We can simply say that many people think that it costs too much to develop a product. 

Moreover, they also mentioned that it is hard to learn new standard protocols when they 

changed platform. It happens because each platform establishes different regulation as 

standard. 

 

3.3.4 Customer Research Result  

We suggested various questions to the survey with customers. As a result, we received 

some expected answers as well as some unexpected ones. To sum up answers from 

customers, we can say that the answer was roughly what they think about platform. First of 

all, most of respondents chose “Number of end-user” for the factor of choosing a platform.  

As an end-user, most of respondents chose “various S/W” with “ease of use”. Accordingly, 

we found that the criteria to choose platform is not much different between developers and 

end-users. In case of reasons for creating derivative products, most of respondent answered 

profitability as major purpose. While customers’ satisfaction came out as excellent, they 

answered that Apple is too closed and Google is too open. In case of method to design 

derivative products, more than half of respondents answered personal idea which means 

most of respondents are individual developers. And most of respondents answered that they 

are monitoring and imitating others’ derivative products when they design their own 

products. 
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4 Discussions and Findings 

 

We divided platform strategies into three categories in the previous chapters. They are Full-

open, Semi-open and Closed. Organizations have different platform strategies based on 

their business environment. Google acquired 30% of market share by supplying hardware-

vendors free full-open O/S platform. That means the value of Google also is increasing. 

(Trefis Team, 2011) However, there are different opinions about openness and platform. 

While some people say Google is too open, some people think Google is not open. 

(FrommerDan, 2011) We found the same aspects in Apple‟s case as well, while survey data 

from customers answered that Apple is too closed, some scholars are insisting Apple as a 

representative of open innovation. (VerlegBen, 2010 ) Why do opinions become that 

different on the same issue? Basically Apple opened App store and closed hardware and 

O/S. The main reason why Apple did not open hardware and O/S is that profitability comes 

from hardware. Apple‟s profit share was even higher than all over profits of Google‟s 

hardware vendors. (Elmer-DeWittPhilip, 2010) Google and LEGO are in a similar situation 

in that respect. While Google opened full-source of their O/S, they left advertisement 

service closed because that is where their profitability comes from. And LEGO opened full-

source of their O/S like Google but derivative products works only on LEGO‟s Mindstorm 

chipset. Hence, customers should buy LEGO Bricks to use derivative products. We can say 

that LEGO‟s strategy is basically the same as Apple‟s. To sum up our case studies, with the 

exception of Cyworld which did not achieve openness, the difference of competencies 

between what organizations opened and closed is clear. Organizations closed competency 

which is related with profitability and they opened competency which is related with 

diversification. We can describe this more clearly if we focus on the semi-open concept. As 

we mentioned, there are three different kinds of platform strategies; full-open, semi-open 

and closed. This chapter aims to provide answer to the general research questions (Refer to 

Chapter 1.2) with relevant models we elaborated from the result of research. The results we 

suggest in this chapter are derived from research results based on specific research 
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questions and hypotheses (Refer to Chapter 3.1.4). To create relevant models, we set the 

factors from research result as input of inference. And we tried to find general conclusion 

based on the factors we have. To find out common phenomenona within factors we derived 

from research result, we analyzed them from different angles. And we tried to substitute 

various organizations like Quirky, 4food, and GPH as well as Google, Apple, LEGO, and 

Cyworld into the models to secure universal validity. However we did not add substitution 

result of Quirky, 4food and GPH to this paper because they are not selected case 

organizations. To have more professional advice about the models, we also asked for the 

opinion of Lee, the founder of Cyworld for the validity. After the models have been 

confirmed by different case organizations and advisors, we decided select models as our 

findings from the research. In this part of our paper, we will suggest several relevant 

models. With the first model, competency pyramid, we will analyze competencies to divide 

them and finally find out what to open and what to close. With the second model, customer 

participation process, we describe how customers react to the platform providers. To 

compare research results from case organizations carefully, we will use those models with 

specific case organizations. And we will also suggest a balance map between openness and 

stability. With this map, we will suggest which of our case organizations are in ideal 

position based on our research. And finally we will present a “circle of success platform” 

model which describes the prerequisite factors to make a successful platform. All models in 

this chapter are created by us, not derived from literature. 

 

 

4.1 Competency Pyramid 

As we mentioned, organizations both take risks and obtain benefits when they decided to 

open their competency. Hence, they have to stop and answer the following two questions 

which are “what competency should be open?” and “what competency should be closed?”  

There are three different sectors to be divided clearly when organizations are trying to open 
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their competency. They are Standard Platforms, Diversified Applications and Derivative 

Products.  

 

Standard Platform sector is a closed competency setting and it is the base for the 

Diversified Application sector. This sector is critically connected to the organization‟s core 

competency 
3
 and profitability. Hence, organizations are trying to protect competency in 

this sector. 

 

 

 

Figure 10 Competency Pyramid 

 

 

 

                                                 

3
 Core Competency is about analyzing the internal first and secondly the external environment (Inside-out 

perspective) unlike the traditional strategic planning process, where organizations analyze the external 

environment before the internal. (Outside-in perspective) (JavidanMansour, 1998) To exploit resources 

effectively, organizations should realize their core competency. And to achieve sustainable competitive 

advantage, the core competency should not be easily imitated by competitors. 
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Diversified Application sector is a competency which is open to the customers. Customers 

can access the information or technology and they have authority to change. However the 

property still belongs to the organization; the customers are just allowed to use it.  

 

Derivative Products sector is a result created by customers, and therefore organizations 

can t́ claim any property rights. Customers can use it as they want or they can make profit 

by selling to others. However, from the organizations‟ perspective, all Derivative Products 

aim to strengthen the organization‟s core competency (Standard Platform) by achieving 

diversity. Hence, the organization should be able to foresee potential derivative products, to 

be prepared for compatibility problems and potential customers‟ needs as well.  

 

4.1.1 Standard Platform 

Standard Platform is the competency that the organization vigorously protects from 

competition. At the same time, it is the base of competency which is open to the customers. 

Once organization open their competency, it is hard to control because it will spread out 

between customers. However, Standard Platform is still under control, since it is closed. 

And customers develop derivative products under the control of Standard Platform. Hence, 

organizations can drive the direction of customers‟ development trends by influencing and 

limiting Standard Platform. This is necessary for the evolution of the platform. If the 

Standard Platform becomes obsolete while customers‟ ideas and needs continuously evolve, 

the customers will probably be unsatisfied. In other words, the Standard Platform sector 

should also evolve. However it is better if it is developed by internal employees, since this 

sector should be closed. There is a potential security issue when a Standard Platform sector 

is developed by external customers.  

 

4.1.2 Diversified Application 

Diversified Application is the competency which is open to the customers. Customers 

accept this sector and use it when it is open. In case of usual IT organizations like Microsoft 
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or Apple we include SDKs in this sector. The quality of this sector indeed decides the 

quality and quantity of Derivative Products. Hence, the contents in this sector should be 

easy to use, containing usability for various purposes at the same time. Organizations can 

support customers‟ Derivative Products development activities by controlling Diversified 

Application when customers ask for change. For example, Mark Zuckerberg of Facebook 

announced at F8 (Facebook Conference), 2010 that Facebook is going to get rid of the 

policy “You must not store or cache any data you receive from us for more than 24 hours” 

to support customers‟ activities. (McCarthyCaroline, 2010) However, the organization 

should consider whether the changes affect the Standard Platform, when they face 

customers‟ request. If the changes of Diversified Application affect the Standard Platform, 

they have to consider the organization policy again. Customers do not like a fluctuating 

platform. 

 

4.1.3 Derivative Products 

Derivative Products, products being created and changed by customers are based on 

Standard Platform and Diversified Application. Organizations are motivating customers to 

create this because they want to achieve diversity by maximizing possible combinations. 

Organizations understand how derivative products are enhancing the value of the Standard 

Platform. Basically, organizations have no control over Derivative Products, because they 

are created by customers not organizations. It is the customers who are managing and 

driving most of the process. However, from organizations‟ perspective, all Derivative 

Products aim to strengthen the organization‟s core competency (Standard Platform) by 

achieving diversity. Hence, organizations should be able to foresee potential derivative 

products, to be prepared for compatibility problems and potential customers‟ needs as well. 

Moreover, organization can cut potential undesired inputs as well. 
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4.1.4 Cases and Competency Pyramid  

When we were comparing the cases organizations, we found that the same shape of the 

competency pyramids is applicable in all of them. They established a core competency 

(Standard Platform to secure a stable profitability) before they opened their competency 

(Diversified Application). All of the case organizations showed a good understanding of 

“What to open?” and “What to close?”  

 

First of all, Apple gave up various application S/W developments. They used to develop all 

S/W by themselves. The reason why they opened App store was because they understood 

that they could not develop thousands of different software applications by themselves. 

Hence, Apple opened the App store as Diversified Application sector. Instead, they kept the 

copyright for O/S and physical devices like CPU and iPhone. Moreover they are strongly 

against Cydia which is an alternative App store. We can say that O/S and patents for 

devices are their Standard Platform. Hence, we can say that Apple is an ideal example of 

semi-open innovation. In case of LEGO, they opened and allowed customers to use both 

SDK and O/S which belongs to Mindstorm. Yet, they did not give up their patents of the 

Mindstorm chip. And they are asserting their patents against competitors who are 

producing bricks with the same standard. It is true that LEGO the opened full source of 

Mindstorm SDK and O/S. However, customers have to buy LEGO‟s Mindstorm bricks to 

use LEGO‟s derivative products. From the pyramid, we can see that they have Mindstorm 

chip and Bricks as Standard Platform. Hence, we can say that LEGO is an ideal example of 

semi-open innovation. In case of Google, they opened the full source of their Android O/S 

and allowed hardware vendors to change the O/S. Accordingly, hardware vendors made 

various different versions of Android O/S and this fact became an obstacle for the Google 

platform to some extent. Still, customers are creating various Apps as derivative products 

like in the Apple case. However we were not able to find any strong competency to put into 

the Standard Platform sector. It is true that Google creates some profit from advertisement 

service. However, we can also say that having only advertisement as their Standard 

Platform is not strong enough. Hence, we can say that Google is not an ideal example of 
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semi-open innovation, since they have no competency as Standard Platform. In case of 

Cyworld, they tried to open some competencies including skin design and music contents. 

However they could not open them because of internal issues. Accordingly, what they 

opened to the customers is only non-modifiable personal webpage. Cyworld is creating and 

operating contents they serve by themselves. Simply speaking, they keep all of their 

competencies closed. And therefore no derivative products have been created. We had to 

put the whole platform and services in the Standard Platform sector. Hence, we can say that 

Cyworld is a closed platform. 

 

 

Figure 11 Competency Pyramid of Apple 

 

Figure 12 Competency Pyramid of LEGO 

 

Figure 13 Competency Pyramid of Google 

 

Figure 14 Competency Pyramid of Cyworld 
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In other words, semi-open organizations (Apple and LEGO) opened competency which 

does not affect their profitability, rather they enhance core competency. By letting 

customers work only on “Diversified Application” sector LEGO facilitates for greater 

variation. With this business model, they were able to maximize variation while the strong 

patents for the chips remains their main source of profitability. In summary, LEGO‟s open 

innovation is not fully open. Their open innovation is just a variation in addition to their 

Standard Platform. The crucial issue when opening competency is to establish a Standard 

Platform. Both Apple and LEGO had a Standard Platform which is providing stable 

profitability. It is through the Standard Platform, organizations are able to control how 

much they should open innovation to enhance their value. Organizations will succeed when 

they understand how to set Standard Platform properly.  

 

 

4.2 “What to open?” and “What to close?” 

Lessig suggested that it is clear that Opening competency is critically important. However 

closed societies are innovating as well. (LawrenceLessig, Open Code and Open Societies, 

2000) Finally, the most important issue from this paper is the balance between openness 

and closedness as well as the question “What to open and what to close?” Organizations 

should be aware of what kind of competency should be placed in the Diversified 

Application sector (open) and what kind of competency should be placed in the Standard 

Platform sector (closed) before they open up competency. For example, if competency is 

wrongly placed into the Diversified Application when it should have been in the Standard 

Platform, it will lower the entry barrier to the industry and as an effect the organization‟s 

profitability and value will be decreased. On the other hand, if competency is placed in the 

Standard Platform sector when it should have been in the Diversified Application sector, 

customers cannot achieve autonomy appropriately and limited autonomy will in turn limit 

variation. Therefore, the incentive for customers to make derivative products will decrease 
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and the result will be no or less derivative products. Then how do we know what to open? 

There are several factors to be considered.  

 

What to open? (Diversified Application) 

The items to open are the ones that organizations want to see diversified. The competency 

opened should have only a slight or no effect on profitability, even if competitors imitate. 

Once organizations open their competency, there might be market fluctuations such as 

competitors appearing or disappearing. Newly appearing competitors should not be able to 

create the same product by using the opened competency. Even though they create similar 

products, it should only have a slight effect on the profitability of the organization. Further 

on, when a competency is open it should strengthen the organization‟s Standard Platform 

(core competency). The main target is to enhance core competency. If an opening does not 

enhance core competency or profitability, opening competency is of no use and will only 

imply risks. An opening requires various ideas to be developed. When an organization 

opens their competency, they are expecting to acquire various ideas from customers. If they 

can develop core competency entirely by themselves internally, it is not necessary to open 

their competency. 

 

What to close? (Standard Platform) 

Organizations should not open any competency that makes core profits for the organization. 

Once they open their main source of profitability, organization‟s profitability will be 

decreased. Then they should reset core competency. Second, organizations should not open 

anything which has a seriously effect on core competency if competitors imitate. There is 

possibility that Derivative Products attack the organization‟s core competency when 

Diversified Application has been set incorrectly. One of best example is Cydia which is 

attacking Apple‟s core competency by providing an alternative Free App store. In this case, 

the organization should have an appropriate method to protect profitability from being 

under attack by their Derivative Products. In the case of Apple, they are updating firmware 

continuously to block Cydia spreading. Third, the organization should not open anything 
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that destroys Diversified Applications‟ compatibility when it has been changed. Standard 

Platform should be standard and stable to let customers have stability and compatibility 

when they are trying diversity. If Standard Platform changes itself, there is a possibility that 

old Derivative Products do not work on new Platform. And that spoils diversity. 

 

 

4.3 Benefits and risks  

The main reason why organizations open up their competency to the customers is because 

they believe that opening will increase the value of the organization as well as the 

profitability. But how can organizations increase their value through opening competency 

to the customers? And what are the benefits and the risks of opening? What are benefits and 

risks for the customers who use the competency? 

 

Organization’s Benefits of opening up competency are related to communication 

processes with customers. Through opening up competency, they can achieve various 

sources of ideas and raise the organization‟s opportunity to make a better decision and 

increase customer loyalty at the same time. (BillkopfGregorio, 2003) While customers 

customize products themselves, organizations will achieve various derivative products and 

ideas. Moreover, Opening gives customers a strong impression that “the organization is 

communicating with them” From the customers‟ perspective they might feel involved in the 

process when an organization opens their competency. Yet, not many organizations are 

listening to their customers and are monitoring competitors to imitate successful products 

or processes. Hence, the organization who open the decision making process to the 

customers can strongly make a stand on brand image saying that “We are different, we are 

listening” and finally brand image and customer satisfaction improves. As a result, it 

realizes customer retention. (R.Grant, 2010) This is similar to what Teece (2007)
 
defined as 

“Customer Lock-in” Opening makes more and more customers involved in the product, 

finally it will drive organization to an industrial standard. (D.J.Teece, 2007) To make a 
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comparison between Apple and LEGO, there is one common factor between their 

customers which is that “Once they become a customer, they stay there forever.” Apple has 

thousands of application S/W developers as stakeholders who are making profit through the 

App store. Those developers strengthen Apple‟s platform further. LEGO opened their 

decision making process through introducing “LEGO ambassador”. Before LEGO opened 

Mindstorm, LEGO was faced by many competitors producing similar kind of plastic bricks. 

Mindstorm allowed LEGO to be in a unique position in the toy industry. 

 

Organization’s Risks are somehow related to openness itself. When realizing the benefits 

of opening competencies, more and more organizations are trying to bring customers into 

the decision making process. However, on the other hand, there are also risks when 

organizations open up their competency. It is true that sometimes organizations decide to 

take those risks to achieve their target. However, they need to secure enough 

complementary assets in advance to ensure profitability. The reason is that their 

competency is not only visible for the customers but for the competitors too. Hence, it 

becomes easier for late movers to imitate with less investment in R&D. To prevent this, 

organizations should consider appropriate solutions to protect their competency such as 

business model patents or copyrights. Customers also can be potential competitors or 

potential obstacles when organizations want to increase price or change their policy in the 

long run because the competency somehow belongs to the customers when it is open. 

Customers‟ various ideas also can be a risk. As customers create derivative products, they 

may face unexpected compatibility problems. For example, if LEGO‟s customers create 

uniquely shaped bricks, they might not fit together with old bricks. To prevent this problem, 

Apple is using only standardized components for iPhone and LEGO produces limited 

species of bricks with standardized holes. Moreover, their competency can sometimes 

motivate certain customers to attack organizations‟ core competency which is closed to the 

customers. For example, Jay Freeman developed a jail-breaking tool, named “Cydia 

pomonella” which means a worm in the apple, because Apple rejected to enroll his 

application software on the App store. (ChenBrian, 2009) 
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Customers’ Benefits are basically the fact that they can use organizations‟ competency. 

The competency which is open to the public is much easier to use and customize because it 

is already highly standardized. In case of the customers, they are participating in the open 

innovation process to raise their own value like having fun by trying various options when 

creating new products themselves. This can also be an opportunity for some of them to 

make profit by making derivative products and selling them to others. At the same time, 

derivative products also provide other customers an opportunity to grasp derivative 

products in a cheaper price. Since millions of technicians entered Apple‟s App store and 

enrolled their own application software, the average price of application software in App 

store is 0.99$/each which is much lower compared to the average price of 3.5$ offered by 

AT&T or Samsung. 

 

Customers’ Risks to use organization‟s competency are occurring because most 

organizations open their competency only when they can create a stable platform. As we 

already mentioned, organizations try to keep customers’ activities on their platform. In 

other word, customers depend on to the organization. Once an organization decides to stop 

their platform service, customers‟ products will not work anymore. Hence, customers who 

want to create their own products based on organization‟s competency are sensitive to the 

organization‟s policy change. Moreover, what customers can create is limited. Since the 

platform is a closed system, customers cannot change or recreate many of their functions 

which are not approved by the organization even though they create their own products. 

Finally, although the products are created by customers, somehow they belong to the 

organization. Those products work only on the platform which means the products are just 

increasing the value of the organization. Fred analyzed the iPhone Developer Program 

License Agreement and criticized that “All Your Apps Are Belong to Apple”. 

(LohmannFred, 2010) According to him, customers cannot upload apps anywhere else, they 

cannot change apps once they upload it, customers cannot open others‟ program, and Apple 

can delete your app anytime. 



Linköping University 

 66 

4.4 Customer Participation Process 

As already mentioned, organizations have no control over Derivative Products, because 

they are created by customers, not organizations. Then, how can organizations control and 

understand Derivative Products? Considering about this question, organizations have to 

understand how customers react to the open innovation and try to foresee the subsequent 

process that is what customers are about to create. 

 

Figure 15 Customer Participation Process 

 

When customers are faced by open innovation, first they will make recognition of the 

organization. Customers will then consider if their competencies will match the value 

inherent in the organization, to decide whether they will make a contribution or not. They 

also consider organization‟s brand value and number of end-users as well as whether the 

organization is stable. Second, they accept competency. Customers accept the technology, 

ideas and business models opened by the organization. In this step, customers start to 

participate to strengthen organization‟s core competency. Third, Customers who accepted 

competency will fulfill their own needs, acquire Others‟ product and eventually they might 

combine their ideas with others. Their own reasons for example, emerging ideas, fun, profit, 

etc. will be their foundation to be involved into open innovation.  Fourth, customers create 
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New Derivative Products from their own needs. And the Derivative Products created by 

customers in turn enhance organization‟s value. Hence, organizations should motivate 

customers to create various Derivative Products. 

 

4.5 Balance between Openness and Stability 

As we already mentioned in the research background, Open innovation is neither new nor 

extraordinary; rather it has gone towards becoming a business paradigm. 

(ChesbroughHenry, 2005) Through opening their competency to the customers, 

organizations can save resources and receive numerous ideas from customer side. For 

example, organizations can increase the value of their core competency and establish a 

better brand image without increasing costs by letting customers participate in the decision 

making process or product development process. Simply speaking, customers create 

derivative products by themselves by using the open platform and those derivative products 

add value to the platform at last by attracting more end-users. However organization should 

understand what to open and what to close for the platform strategy as well as the following 

potential result (Derivative Products) from that specific opening. Since openness does not 

always bring benefits only, the organizations should be able to monitor customers‟ 

activities and potential derivative products as well. Otherwise the organizations will have 

some critical risks from the open platform they created. The Competency pyramid is 

providing a good indication for the questions “what to open and what to close”. It clarifies 

organizations‟ competencies to be divided in open competency and closed competency. 

Organizations should establish a firm and strong Standard Platform as their core 

competency before they open some competencies as Diversified Application sector. Once 

organizations release the competency on the platform as diversified application sector, 

customers will begin to learn and accept it. If Customers are content with open innovation, 

they will participate in the product development process and create Derivative Products 

which add value to the organization. And by customers participation you could assume that 

customers might feel more emotionally attached to the organization which could increase 
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loyalty. However, it is not to simply say that organizations just have to open their 

competencies. When an organization tries to open their competency, it is important to have 

a balanced openness, secured core competency, customers‟ active participation and proper 

platform operation. The following figure (balance map between openness and stability) 

describes relationship between open competency and closed competency. We created this 

figure as a modification of Gupta‟s Exploration and Exploitation Model. As we already 

mentioned, openness is necessary to motivate customer participation. However 

organizations have to consider the stability of platform as well. Hence, organizations should 

have a well-balanced platform between openness and stability. The model shows us that 

how organizations have a well-balanced semi-open strategy. The X-axis shows how open 

the platform is. Accordingly, it is related with the open competency what organization 

opened for the customers. And the Y-axis shows how stable (how closed) the platform is. 

The upper-left side of the model is highly stable which provides highly standard and closed 

platform. And lower-right side of the model is highly open which provides highly open but 

not enough stable. We suggest that well-formed semi-open strategy is to be in the middle of 

the model, i.e. in the center of both axes of the figure. 

 

 

Figure 16 Balance Map between Openness and Stability 

(The figure is a modification of Gupta, 2006 model) (GUPTAANIL, 2006)  



Open Innovation: What to open? What to close? 

 

 

 

 

 69 

The model has been proved by case organizations. For example, Cyworld did not achieve 

openness while they were focusing on stable platform especially profitability and firm 

relation with subsidiary partners. Hence, we can position Cyworld on the upper-left side. 

On the other hand, Google was pursuing to have a full-open source policy. However they 

are changing their standpoint recently. Especially they achieved closed advertisement 

platform. Hence, Google‟s position on the model is a bit higher than simply full-open. 

Apple was basically a closed platform. However they opened App store recently. And 

many scholars are arguing for Apple as an open organization. Hence, we can position 

Apple on the mid-left side of the model. In case of LEGO, they announced that limiting 

creativity was contrary to its mission of encouraging exploration and ingenuity. (Joe Tidd, 

John Bessant, 2009) And they opened the full source of Mindstorm platform. However, the 

software from customers works only on Mindstorm chipset. Moreover, they kept strong 

patents for the bricks until they became expired in 1988. (ElliottElizabeth, 2005) Hence, we 

can position LEGO on the upper-right side, which is the most ideal location.  

 

 

 

Figure 17 Case Organizations on Balance Map  
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4.6 Successful Platform 

Then what will be factors of a successful platform? As we found from our survey, 

developers count the number of end-users as most important factor to select platform and 

end-users count the number of software as most important factor. However developers 

create software as derivative products and end-users consume derivative products from the 

platform they selected. As a result, we can conclude that it is a circulation spiral relation 

between the compositions of platform.  

 

 

 

Figure 18 Circle of Successful Platform 

 

 

Many customers (developers) will select a platform based on the number of end-users. And 

once they develop their own derivative products based on the platform, end-users will 

select platform based on the number of derivative products. Accordingly, customers and 

end-users will consume various derivative products and this fact becomes the base of 

successful platform.   
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5 Overall Conclusion and Implications 

 

 

5.1 Overall Conclusion 

Through the paper, we learnt about various business paradigms and three different platform 

strategies. When an organization tries to achieve open innovation from customer side, they 

used to choose a platform strategy. However, organizations should have closed competency 

no matter which platform strategy they chose. Closed competency protects not only 

organizations‟ profitability but also the core value of a platform as well. On the other hand, 

there are competencies to be opened as well. That open competency motivates customers to 

participate in derivative products creation process. And customers‟ activities on derivative 

products creation raise the value of a platform by securing diversification. Hence, 

organizations should carefully divide their competencies before they choose strategies. We 

suggested Competency Pyramid Model as a tool in the previous chapter. Competency 

Pyramid Model helps organizations to divide competencies into to be open (Diversified 

Application) and to be closed (Standard Platform). On the other hand, we also suggested 

Customer Participation Process Model. It is important to understand what kind of pros and 

cons coming from platform and how customers react to the platform. Understanding those 

answers helps organizations to manage a platform in better way. 

 

As a conclusion, we will say that following four factors are critically important to establish 

a successful platform. 

 

1. Understanding the reason why customers select any platform. 

2. Understanding the reason why customers create and buy derivative products. 

3. Opening competencies which are required for the customers to create derivative 

products. 

4. Protecting competencies which are required for a stable platform. 
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5.2 Limitations 

The research targets for our case studies were global organizations. Those case 

organizations helped us to bring a clear case comparison. Still, there are some limitations 

on the research. First of all, Apple, Google and LEGO might not be a representative sample 

of general platform providers. Especially, we selected Apple and Google because we 

thought that they are the best case organizations to be compared as competitors that are 

working in the same market. However, more careful research is required to make sure 

whether the model is still applicable for general organizations. Second, it was not easy to 

compare Apple and Google even though they are competing in the same market because 

they are using different data source of market share. Apple’s market share is higher than 

Google on device share or profit share. However, Google’s market share is higher than 

Apple on O/S market share. Hence, somehow it is hard to clearly say that Google’s full-

open strategy is always bad. Again, it is hard to clearly compare Google and Apple as a 

result. Third, Google expresses itself as a full-open organization like GNU Project. 

However, Google did not open advertisement service. Hence, it is to be questioned whether 

we really can say that Google is truly a full-open organization.  

 

 

5.3 Suggestions for future research 

Our research work is a contribution to the study of organizations that are trying to 

implement open innovation strategy and customer participation process. For the research, 

we used IT platform providers as sample case organizations. However open innovation is 

not only for IT platform providers. Hence, we highly recommend future researcher to carry 

out a study of other industries such as manufacturing. For example, what will happen if 

Samsung introduces a customer participation process? Will we have hundreds of different 

types of televisions? Secondly, we were able to collect only about 100 samples from 

customers. A larger survey samples should be taken into consideration to have more 

various and exact results. Thirdly, we used Google and Apple as case comparison. However, 
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we could not finish comparison because their competition is still ongoing. Moreover, 

Microsoft began to participate in the competition. Hence, more research about mobile O/S 

platform providers in line will be necessary including Microsoft and other O/S providers as 

well. And the result of competition between platform providers also will affect to the 

analysis. Till now, they are competing on the same level. However, who will win at last? 

And which platform strategy is right at last? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you 

 

 

  



Linköping University 

 74 

6 Bibliography 

 

A. Dubey, J. Mohiuddin, A. Baijal. (2010). Emerging Platform Wars in Enterprise Software. 

McKinsey&Company, Inc, 

http://www.mckinsey.com/clientservice/hightech/pdfs/Emerging_Platform_Wars.pd

f. 

Adegoke, Y. (2011, Feb 25). News Corp kicks off Myspace sale process. Retrieved from 

Reuters: http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20110225/wr_nm/us_myspace 

Allworth, J. (2010, Nov 16). Did Google Arm Its Own Enemies With Android? Retrieved 

from Harvard Business review: 

http://blogs.hbr.org/cs/2010/11/did_google_train_its_own_enemi.html 

Alto, P. (2011, Jan 31). Google‟s Android becomes the world‟s leading smart phone 

platform. Retrieved from Canalys: http://www.canalys.com/pr/2011/r2011013.html 

Arrington, M. (2009, Jan 22). Facebook Now Nearly Twice The Size Of MySpace 

Worldwide. Retrieved from Techcrunch: 

http://techcrunch.com/2009/01/22/facebook-now-nearly-twice-the-size-of-myspace-

worldwide/ 

Barker, J. (2010). The New Business of Paradigm. Retrieved from 

http://www.thenewbusinessofparadigms.com/ 

Barrett, R. (2010). A New Business Paradigm. http://valuescentre.com/uploads/2010-07-

06/A New Business Paradigm.pdf: Barrett Values Centre. 

Billkopf, G. (2003). Empowerment and Delegation. Labor Management in Agriculture. 

Boulton, C. (2009, Sep 03). Google Open-Sources Android on Eve of G1 Launch. 

Retrieved from eweek: http://www.eweek.com/c/a/Mobile-and-Wireless/Google-

Open-Sources-Android-on-Eve-of-G1-Launch/ 

Brooks, A. (2010, Feb 10). Apple Scores 25% Smartphone Market Share. Retrieved from 

Apple News: http://news.worldofapple.com/archives/2010/02/10/apple-scores-25-

smartphone-market-share/ 



Open Innovation: What to open? What to close? 

 

 

 

 

 75 

Busha, Charles H., and Stephen P. Harter. (1980). Research Methods in Librarianship: 

Techniques and Interpretation. Orlando: Academic Press. 

Carliss Y.Baldwin, C.Jason Woodard. (2009). The architecture of platforms: a unified view. 

In A. Gawer, Platforms, Markets and Innovation (p. 20). Cheltenham: Edward 

Elgar Publishing. 

Cha, h. (2010, 10 19). 해외 SNS 가파른 „성장‟ 속 국내 SNS 부진 . Retrieved from IT 

Daily newspaper: http://www.itdaily.kr/news/articleView.html?idxno=24585 

Chen, B. X. (2009, Aug 6). Rejected By Apple, iPhone Developers Go Underground. 

Retrieved from http://www.wired.com/gadgetlab/2009/08/Cydia-app-store/ 

Cheng, J. (2011, Jan). Android tops everyone in 2010 market share; 2011 may be different. 

Retrieved from ars technica: http://arstechnica.com/gadgets/news/2011/01/android-

beats-nokia-apple-rim-in-2010-but-firm-warns-about-2011.ars 

Chesbrough, H. (2003). The era of Open Innovation. MIT Sloan Review, vol. 44, No. 3, 

pp.35-41. 

Chesbrough, H. (2005). Open Innovation: A New Paradigm for Understanding Industrial 

Innovation. Berkely: Oxford University Press. 

Chiaroni, Chiesa & Frattini. (2010). Unravelling the process from Closed to Open 

Innovation: Evidence from mature. asset-intensive industries, R & D Management, 

40(3), 222-245 . 

Choi, B. (2003). Inductive Inference by using Information Compression. Computational 

Intelligence, Volume 19, Number 2. 

D.J., T. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of 

(sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28, 1319-

1350. 

Dalrymple, J. (2010, Sep 23). Apple No. 1 in smartphone satisfaction survey. Retrieved 

from CNet News: http://news.cnet.com/8301-13579_3-20017417-37.html 

Darrell Rigby, Chris Zook. (2002). Open Market Innovation. Harvard Business Review, 

Vol. 80 Issue 10, p80-89, 10p. 



Linköping University 

 76 

Di G. Paul, Wasko Molly. (2009). Steal my idea! Organizational adoption of user 

innovations from a user innovation community: A case study of Dell IdeaStorm. 

Decision Support Systems, Vol. 48 Issue 1, p303-312, 10p. 

DMC. (2010). 인터넷 서비스 동향 (Internet Service Trend). Seoul, 

http://www.dmcreport.co.kr/report/report_view.php?type=media&keyfield=i_title&

keyname=%C0%CE%C5%CD%B3%DD%20%BC%AD%BA%F1%BD%BA&nu

m=220: DMC Media. 

Dutta, S. (2010). Retrieved from http://www.evancarmichael.com/Business-

Coach/348/What-Is-a-Paradigm.html 

Edward. (2011, Apr 23). Android Fragmentation vs Control: Is It Too Open? Retrieved 

from Are you reading?: http://www.ajun.org/android-fragmentation-vs-control-is-it-

too-open/ 

Elgin, B. (2005, Aug 17). Google Buys Android for Its Mobile Arsenal. Retrieved from 

Bloomberg Businessweek: 

http://www.businessweek.com/technology/content/aug2005/tc20050817_0949_tc02

4.htm 

Elliott, E. (2005). LEGO BLOCKED. Retrieved from Macera & Jarzyna: 

http://www.macerajarzyna.com/pages/publications/LEGO-Blocked.pdf 

Elmer-DeWitt, P. (2010, Oct 30). iPhone: 4% of market, 50% of profit. Retrieved from 

Foutune: http://tech.fortune.cnn.com/2010/10/30/iphone-4-of-market-50-of-profit/  

Farago, P. (2010, Mar 16). Day 74 Sales: Apple iPhone vs. Google Nexus One vs. Motorola 

Droid. Retrieved from flurry, Inc.: http://blog.flurry.com/bid/31410/Day-74-Sales-

Apple-iPhone-vs-Google-Nexus-One-vs-Motorola-Droid 

Feagin, J., Orum, A., & Sjoberg, G. (1991). A case for case study. Chapel Hill, NC. 

University of North Carolina Press. 

Ferber, R. (1991). What is a survey? statistics for business: data analysis and modeling, 

PWS/Kent. 366-376. 

Ferenczi, P. (2011, Jan 03). Sophisticated Trojan Virus Targets Android. Retrieved from 

http://www.mobiledia.com/news/78716.html 



Open Innovation: What to open? What to close? 

 

 

 

 

 77 

Ford, H. (1922). My life and work. Doubleday, Page & Company. 

Frommer, D. (2011, Feb 28). How 'open' is Google, really? Retrieved from CNN: 

http://edition.cnn.com/2011/TECH/web/02/28/google.open.frommer/index.html 

Galliers, R. D. (1991). Choosing Appropriate Information Systems Research Approaches: 

A Revised Taxonomy. Information Systems Research, 327-345. 

Ghemawat, P. and Ghadar, F. (2000). The dubious logic of global megamergers. Harvard 

Business Review, 78(4): 65. 

Ghoshal, S., Bartlett, C. A. and Moran, P. (1999). A new manifesto for management. Sloan 

Management Review, 40(3): 9-20. 

Göktürk, E. (2011). What is “paradigm”? http://folk.uio.no/erek/essays/paradigm.pdf: 

Department of Informatics, University of Oslo, Norway. 

Google. (2004). Google Annual Report. Retrieved from Google: 

http://investor.google.com/pdf/2004_google_annual_report.pdf 

Google. (2009, Sep). Our philosophy. Retrieved from 

http://www.google.com/intl/en/corporate/tenthings.html 

googol. (2010, Apr). Oxford Dictionaries. Retrieved from Oxford University Press: 

http://oxforddictionaries.com/view/entry/m_en_gb0342980 

Grams, C. (2010, Feb 1). The Apple exception: where open innovation theory breaks down. 

Retrieved from http://opensource.com/business/10/2/apple-exception-where-open-

innovation-theory-breaks-down 

GUPTA, A. K. (2006). THE INTERPLAY BETWEEN EXPLORATION AND. Academy 

of Management Journal, Vol. 49, No. 4, 693–706. 

Jacques R.B. ; Chui, M.; Johnson B. (2008). The Next step in open innovation. McKinsey 

Quarterly, Issue 4, p112-122, 11p. 

Javidan, M. (1998). Core Competence: What Does it Mean in Practice? Long Range 

Planning, Vol. 31, No. 1, pp. 60 to 71. 

Joe Tidd, John Bessant. (2009). Case Studies - LEGO. Managing Innovation, 

http://www.managing-innovation.com/case_studies/Lego.pdf. 



Linköping University 

 78 

Kimmy Wa Chan, Chi Kin (Bennett) Yim, & Simon S.K. Lam. (2010). Is Customer 

Participation inValue Creation a Double-Edged Sword? Evidence from Professional 

Financial Services Across Cultures. Journal of Marketing, Vol. 74 (May 2010), 48–

64. 

Kuhn, T. S. (1962). The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. In T. S. Kuhn, The Structure of 

Scientific Revolutions. University Of Chicago Press. 

Lawrence, L. (2000). Open Code and Open Societies. 

http://www.lessig.org/content/articles/works/opensocd1.pdf. 

Lawrence, L. (2007, Nov 15). How creativity is being strangled by the law. Retrieved from 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7Q25-S7jzgs 

Lessig, L. (2010, June 4). Seoul, Korea: Keynote at the CC Asia Conference. Retrieved 

from http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KBTWoCaNKn4 

Lindkvist, L. (2008). Project organization: Exploring its adaptation properties. 

International Journal of Project Management, 26, 13–20. 

Lohmann, F. v. (2010, Mar 9). UPDATED: All Your Apps Are Belong to Apple: The iPhone 

Developer Program License Agreement. Retrieved from Electronic Frontier 

Foundation: https://www.eff.org/deeplinks/2010/03/iphone-developer-program-

license-agreement-all 

Lusch, Robert F., Stephen W. Brown, and Gary J. Brunswick. (1992). A General 

Framework for Explaining Internal vs.External Exchange. Journal of the Academy 

of Marketing Science, 20 (Spring), 119–34. 

Luttrell, M. (2010, Feb 06). Samsung owns 90% of 3D TV market . Retrieved from Tgdaily: 

http://www.tgdaily.com/consumer-electronics-brief/50031-samsung-owns-90-of-

3d-tv-market 

McCarthy, C. (2010, Apr 21). Facebook F8: One graph to rule them all. Retrieved from 

CNET: http://news.cnet.com/8301-13577_3-20003053-36.html 

McCracken, H. (2010, May 24). Too Many Android Versions Creating Confusion. 

Retrieved from http://www.pcworld.in/news/too-many-android-versions-creating-

confusion 



Open Innovation: What to open? What to close? 

 

 

 

 

 79 

Mill, J. S. (1843). A system of logic, ratiocinative and inductive: being a connected view of 

the principles of evidence and the methods of scientific investigation. In Volume 1. 

John W. Parker. 

Miyoung Kim, Kiyoshi Takenaka. (2010 , May 24). Samsung, Sony chiefs may discuss 3D 

TV deals, LCD supplies. Retrieved from Reuter: 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/05/24/us-sony-samsung-

idUSTRE64N1V920100524 

Normann, Richard and Rafael Ramírez. (1993). FromValue Chain to Value Constellation: 

Designing Interactive Strategy. Harvard Business Review, 71 (July–August), 65–77. 

Open Handset Alliance. (2007, Nov 05). Industry Leaders Announce Open Platform for 

Mobile Devices. Retrieved from Open Handset Alliance: 

http://www.openhandsetalliance.com/press_110507.html 

Porter, M. E. (1998). Competitive Advantage: Creating and Sustaining Superior 

Performance. Free Press. 

Prahalad, C. K., & G. Hamel. (1990). The Core Competence of the Corporation. Harvard 

Business Review, Vol. 82, May-June, pp. 79-91. 

Prahalad, C.K. and Venkatram Ramaswamy. (2000). Co-opting Customer Competence. 

Harvard Business Review, 78 (January–February), 79–87. 

Project, G. (2011, Jan 10). Philosophy of the GNU Project. Retrieved from 

http://www.gnu.org/philosophy/philosophy.html 

R., G. (2010). Contemporary Strategy Analysis (7th ed., Vol. 9780470972229). Wiley. 

Ray, B. (2010, Mar 9). What's so bad about Samsung's Bada? . Retrieved from 

http://www.reghardware.com/2010/03/09/samsung_bada/ 

Reilly, E. T. (2007, Sep 11). Sustainability: An Evolving Business Paradigm. Retrieved 

from American Management Association: 

http://www.amanet.org/training/webcasts/Sustainability-An-Evolving-Business-

Paradigm.aspx 

Rothwell, R. (1994). Towards the Fifth-generation Innovation Process. International 

Marketing Review, Vol. 11 Iss: 1, pp.7 - 31. 



Linköping University 

 80 

Schilling, M. A. (2009). Protecting or diffusing a technology platform: tradeoffs in 

appropriability, network externalities, and architectural control. In A. Gawer, 

Platforms, Markets and Innovation (p. 193). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Schonfeld, E. (2007, Oct 5). Google's Share of U.S. Online Ads Hits 40 Percent. Retrieved 

from TechCrunch: http://techcrunch.com/2007/10/05/googles-share-of-us-online-

ads-hits-40-percent/ 

Sooyeol, M. (2011, 4 19). 네티즌 82.8% SNS 이용…싸이월드 이용률 74.9% 1위 . 

Retrieved from Seoul Newspaper: 

http://www.seoul.co.kr/news/newsView.php?id=20110419500011 

Stevens Holly, Christy Pettey. (2009, Nov 12). Gartner Says Grey-Market Sales and 

Destocking Drive Worldwide Mobile Phone Sales to 309 Million Units; Smartphone 

Sales Grew 13 Per Cent in Third Quarter of 2009. Retrieved from Gartner: 

http://www.gartner.com/it/page.jsp?id=1224645 

Talha Yalta, Iccardo Lucchetti. (2008). The GNU/LINUX Platform and freedom respecting 

software for economists. JOURNAL OF APPLIED ECONOMETRICS, 23: 279–286. 

Teece. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management 

Journal, 18(7), 509-533. 

Thomas R. Eisenmann, G. Parket, M. V. Alstyne. (2009). Opening platforms: how, when 

and why? In A. Gawer, Platforms, Markets and Innovation (p. 131). Cheltenham: 

Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Thomas, H. (2006). Growing Apple with the Macintosh: The Sculley years. Low End Mac, 

http://lowendmac.com/orchard/06/john-sculley-years-apple.html. 

Thomke, Stefan; von Hippel, Eric. (2002). Customers as innovators. Harvard Business 

Review, Vol. 80 Issue 4, p74-81, 8p. 

Toffler, A. (1980). The Third Wave. Bantam. 

Trefis Team. (2011, Jan 3). Google Market Share in Search to Grow From Android. 

Retrieved from Trefis: http://www.trefis.com/articles/33326/google-market-share-

in-search-to-grow-from-android/2011-01-03 



Open Innovation: What to open? What to close? 

 

 

 

 

 81 

Varkevisser et al. (1991). Analysis and statement of the problem Module 4 In: Designing 

and conducting Health Systems Research Projects. Health Systems Training Series, 

Volume 2 Part 1 International Research Development Centre. 

Verleg, B. (2010 , June 7). Apple: The Open Innovation Exception. Retrieved from 

http://www.15inno.com/2010/06/07/apple/ 

Vickers, J. (2010, Jun 21). The Problem of Induction. Retrieved from The Stanford 

Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2010 Edition): 

http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2010/entries/induction-problem/ 

West, J. (2005). Patterns of Open Innovation in Open Source Software. Open Innovation: 

Researching a new paradigm, Oxford University Press, 

http://openinnovation.haas.berkeley.edu/ranp_chapters/05.pdf. 

Wilhelm, A. (2011, 02 21). Microsoft to blow open the Kinect with personal-use SDK. 

Retrieved from http://thenextweb.com/microsoft/2011/02/21/microsoft-to-blow-

open-the-kinect-with-personal-use-sdk/ 

Womack, B. (2010, Oct 14). Google Profit Rises as Companies Increase Advertising. 

Retrieved from Bloombern Businessweek: 

http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-10-14/google-profit-rises-as-companies-

increase-advertising.html 

Yin, R. K. (1984). Case study research: Design and methods. Sage Publications. 

 

  



Linköping University 

 82 

7 Appendix 

 

7.1 Interview Data 

 

Interview data from Cyworld.com  

1. From entrepreneur‟s perspective, do you think our model and pyramid (Platform, 

Open competency, Customers‟ participation) is relevant?  

 Yes, I think it is meaningful to be divided in that way. Open policy of organization 

is somehow similar with national trading policy. I think managers should consider 

about this model to create better platform than competitors‟. I am interested in 

decision making process after making monopoly platform. However, it is true that 

there is vertical competition on platform but there is horizontal relation as well. 

Platform is just like cumulating communication protocol. You can see that sometimes 

new platform occurs on old platform and newer platform also is coming. It is just like 

that there is a land. And there is a road on the land. And there is a communication on 

the road. And there is a computer on the communication. And there is an internet on 

the computer. And there is SNS on the internet. And other stuff will be created on 

SNS. I support openness because one or two companies cannot create control all over 

the platform. 

 

2. Did you have same or similar analysis when you were operating Cyworld? How did 

you treat customers‟ participation?   

Cyworld is consisted of three different companies. Cyworld managed only Social 

Networking (Profile, Friendship, Customers activities). We had two business partners 

for Designing services (Skin and Avatar) and Music Contents services. At first time, 

when I was opening Cyworld in 1999, it was ranked at #10. Hence, it was not 

possible to be the best alone. Moreover there were no SNS services yet. So I thought 

that it is okay to give services to other companies. Surely, we cooperated with other 
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companies but I think it was not so related with your models. All of sub-partners had 

to visit us and negotiate on face to face. Since Cyworld platform was free to use, we 

had Design service and Music contents to create profitability. But I think finally it 

became obstacle to grow. We were thinking to open skin designing shop and music 

shop to let customers design their skin or music by themselves. And to let customers 

sell their own skins and music contents. But we could not do that because we had 

designing company as a business partner. They helped us without enough profit when 

we were not the best. So I thought we should help our partners to grow up. But I think 

that also was another obstacle for Cyworld because we failed to acquire more 

participation from customers. 

 

3. Based on our model, what were your competencies to open or to close? And what 

did you expect as derivative products?  

 We tried to open skin shop and music and other contents. And we tried to keep 

customers‟ personal pages, friend network and activities (pictures, etc.). We were 

passive to open our competencies to let them use and create new opportunities. It was 

because Cyworld were on monopoly position. We thought we could create every 

service and we thought that is the best for customers. 

 

4. How did you plan to open or protect your competencies?  

Since Cyworld was on monopoly, contents partners came to us without any sweat. 

We were trying to enlarge our social network power from person to person to 

business network services. We wondered how to make companies to participate in 

Cyworld, not only individuals. Town service was an example. 

 

5. What happened when you tried to do that?  

 However, we made critical mistakes when we were doing. Pursuing profitability, 

we did only major business partners‟ marketing pages. Finally most of business firms 

did not participated and we failed. 



Linköping University 

 84 

 

6. If you think it is successful or fail, why is it?  

 The core of social network service is spontaneity of participant. That is how SNS 

diffusing. However we were following profitability too much. And we lost managing 

participation. That was how we failed. 

 

7. What would be important to consider when an entrepreneur tries to use this model?  

 First of all, they should consider in what kind of condition platform is located. If the 

platform is the best now, then they should open to accept partners. But if they are 

followers, they should not have same platform as what market leaders have. I think 

having same platform will be poisonous.  

 

8. What would be limitation / difficulty when an organization create platform?  

 In case of contents competition, they can have benefits from price or quality. But 

platform is a little bit different. Being a platform means that others have a reason to 

use that platform for themselves. At first period, Openness will not be useful because 

nobody want to use your platform. To grow-up, you should well-use others‟ platform 

and create new value on it. Just following one or two specific business model might 

be too ideal because other platforms already occupied the market. 

 

9. You mentioned that Cyworld should not imitate Facebook why did you think so?  

 If Cyworld try to imitate Facebook, then they might fall in ambiguity of identity. 

Cyworld is not just a technology, it is cultural space created by customers. Hence, 

Cyworld is a platform. If they found that there is a new platform which is upper or 

lower level of Cyworld, then it clearly is a competitor. I can say the same thing for 

Facebook as well. It also will not be an answer to follow Cyworld way when Cyworld 

is still bigger in Korean market. I mean, imitating cannot make bigger platform. 

Cyworld can do one of the following three: (1) maintain current value (2) Create new 

value on current platform. (3) Do both of them 
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10. If you could time travel to 1999, would you make Cyworld in different way?  

 I think it will not be so different. Cyworld is a valuable cultural space in Korea. 

And I think it is Korean people who created Cyworld. It is different from telephones 

or cars. I do not think I can make Cyworld in different way. But maybe I would 

prepare new platform in advance. And that would be a new and open platform 

competing against other platforms based on Cyworld platform. 

 

 

 

7.2 Questions for Data Collection 

 

Questions for Organizations 

1. What is their general strategy to win? 

 

2. What does their platform provide to the customer? Why did they open them?  

What is the advantage they gain from opening that competency? 

 

3. Are Customers using them for free? Why is it free?  

 

4. If the platform is free to use, then how do they make money? Are there any 

competencies that they want to keep closed from customers?  

 

5. How do they keep that closed competencies from being imitated by competitors? 

 

6. Are they able to foresee derivative products what customers created? 
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7. What do they expect as the derivative products from customers? Do they have to 

protect them from competitors? If so, how do they protect? 

 

8. Are they winning the competitors by opening competency? Then why? 

 

9. Do they have to open the entire competency to customers? Why? 

 

10. Sometimes customers ask for the changes of platform. But some of platforms change 

too much, some never changes. Is stability of platform is more important? Or 

upgrading of platform is more important? Why? 

 

11. Do they have competitors who are providing similar platform? Who? Are they 

competing or cooperating with them? 

 

 

 

7.3 Survey Questionnaire 

 

Questionnaire for S/W Developers 

1. Which platform provider are you currently using to develop Software?  

a) Apple's App store & iOS 

b) Google's Android 

c) Bada (Samsung) 

d) Nokia (Simbian) 

e) LEGO's Mindstorm NXT 

f) Facebook's API 

g) Other:  
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2. Why did you choose that platform provider? 

a) Brand 

b) Number of End Users 

c) Stability of platform 

d) Easiness of use 

e) Openness & Applicability 

f) Other:  

 

3. What is your purpose to use that platform or develop software?  

a) for profit 

b) just for fun 

c) to learn things 

d) to gain reputation 

 

4. Are you satisfying with platform provider? 

Yes       1   2  3  4  5      No 

       

5. If you are not satisfying, why is that? 

 

6. How open is the platform? 

They are open     1      2      3      4      5      They are totally closed  

       

7. Would you provide us some more about your opinion about Openness?  

 

8. How did you design your software? 

a) based on ideas 

b) based on customers' needs 

c) based on reputations 

d) based on my own interests 



Linköping University 

 88 

e) I do not decide anything! My boss decides for me!! 

f) Other:  

 

9. Have you ever download and use others‟ software from the same platform? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

c) Other:  

 

10. What is benefit to use others‟ software on the platform? 

a) It is cheaper than without platform 

b) The platform is standard!! easy to use 

c) There are various software 

d) Developers are making money easily 

e) Other:  

 

11. What is drawback to use others' software on the platform? 

 

12. Do you monitor and imitate others‟ software when you develop your own software? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

c) Other:  

 

13. What is obstacle to develop your own software on that platform? 

 

14.  Do you have any suggestions for that platform provider? 
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7.4 Subjective Answers  

 

Subjective answers about Dissatisfaction factors       

1. Apple platform  

1.1.Closedness 

 Exclusive API 

 We do not have choice, even though we are not using only one platform. 

 Coercive and late answers 

 Although they are platform provider, it is an excessive restriction that setting a 

guideline and inspect all Apps by themselves. For example, they allow Apps 

used Apple‟s SDK but they restrict any of web technology. Apple‟s SDK takes 

too much time to update!!  If they do not accept web technology, they will lose 

convenience of Mobile device 

 Slow inspection 

 Too much restriction.  I feel like I can only completely implement what I would 

like if I was to hack the software which is not good.   They have pages upon 

pages of what you are not allowed to do and it is annoying. Plus, they restrict 

their hardware too much as well. They do not even allow developers access to 

the Bluetooth stack etc.   

 

1.2.Time & Cost 

 Too much cost to start developing Apps  

 They charge 100$ for testing Apps on device. Plus, 200$ for annual membership 

as a developer and still we have to pay 30% of total sales for registration fee. I 

think we are paying twice. 

 

1.3.Lack of information 

 Lack of related documents 
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 None of documents are translated into Korean 

 Not enough information about profitability 

 They are not providing many information for API's which can make better apps 

 

1.4.Stable platform 

 I found many Bugs 

       

2. Google platform  

2.1.Stable platform 

 Toooooooo many errors !!!!! 

 Market is not stable at all, compare to Apple store 

 It is not easy to develop Apps, since the platform is not applicable between 

different devices. I want Google platform to be stable 

 

2.2.Variety  

 Compare to Apple platform, Google platform does not various functions and 

quality. To script the same program, I have to code tree times longer than Apple 

platform. 

 It lags a lot! And it does not provide enough! 

 

2.3.Difficultness of use 

 Although it is a standard platform, still it is not easy. Somehow it is easy and 

fun to use the platform but somehow it is too complicated. 

 

2.4.Lack of profitability 

 Payment methods 
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Subjective answers about Openness factors       

1. Apple platform  

1.1.Too closed, should be more open 

 Open iOS much more, make it more flexible. Like Android with custom 

launchers for example 

 Make the platform more open. iOS is too restricted. you have to pay money 

even to get the SDKs and the development kits unlike Android or BB 

 They should allow for API's and some open source code which they are using to 

build their built in app's 

 Refer to Honeycomb's source code for a good definition of Android Openness 

please... 

 Allow developers access to all of the parts of the hardware.   

 They did not let developer use 3rd party frame works, in one hand I am with 

them to keep it clean and without regulation it will be messed, in the other 

sometimes you need to see others component and code to have more experience. 

 They never support other companies‟ products. If you want to develop anything, 

you have to buy Apple device which is expensive.  

 It should be like Google platform 

 As everybody knows, Apple is closed. We can only use APIs. We cannot even 

touch other folders or any other functions. 

 We cannot make what we want. So many people post their apps on Cydia, not 

app store. 

 Apple should allow developers work on different computers. 

 Compare to Google, Apple did not allow data communication between 

application programs. For example, I posted two Apps for same service. And 

each of apps cannot access to the data from other app. 

 We can use only C as a developing language. I used to use Java. 
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 They sometimes change their policies. Many of functions have been released 

once. But they restricted again. 

 I need Macintosh to develop Apps. 

 Openness is depends on perspective. But iOS actually restricts. 

 Restricted API 

 Apple itself is closed. 

 Monopoly apps inspection by Platform provider.  

 We can get money only through Apple. 

 We need Macintosh 

 We should learn and buy Apple‟s hardware to do it. 

 Single SDK, single platform, single OS, single language 

 Once developers make creative apps, Apple tends to restrict them or develop 

similar apps to provide as basic software. I think Apple opened platform to 

attain people‟s idea in easy way.   

 If you do not have connection with them, it is hard to collect information.  

 

1.2.Although Apple is closed, still there are benefits from closedness 

 Openness is a double-edged sword. Open platform only gives confusion to the 

developers. Because when they try to install them on hardware, they will see 

bunch of problems. To say about applicability, Apple is a closed platform which 

means it has 100% applicability.  

 Apple‟s closed policy is for sure! 

 We can say that Apple platform is a closed platform, since they do not open 

some of APIs. However, those closed APIs are restricted for platform stability. 

Still we can do develop most of products without restricted APIs. 

 Apple is a closed platform, but closedness has its benefits. That means, the 

company that releases the software can be held accountable. It can be expected 
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to develop and expand as time goes. Plus, with Apple, they are known to make 

superb hardware and software. 

 Make the platform open enough so anyone can develop, but not too wide open 

so developers will change the soul of the operating system itself. 

 For example, Android is cool and nice, BUT, the developers can do everything 

with the OS, that's why you do not see any 2 devices with the same UI, which 

makes the OS loses it real identity 

 iOS can be seen as a closed platform. However they provide various APIs. And 

their O/S is quite stable. 

 Although iOS has more restrictions, I still think that kind of platform policy is 

better for customers.  

 I think Apple is open enough. They made an easy way to access to the software 

market. It is true SDK has many restrictions, but I do not feel uncomfortable 

because it is stable. 

 When we have too many path ways, we may feel like a maze. However if we 

have only one path to the destination, we do not need to consider. I do not say 

closedness as a bad meaning. 

 Apple usually opens for everything but their O/S. I agree with closed O/S 

because it provides stable platform. 

 Once we stay in Apple platform, then we may have enormous opportunity.  

 None of platform is full-open actually.  

 Closed O/S is a kind of advantage. If they just open everything, they will not 

able to manage the platform. 

 I think the decision whether it is open or closed should be made by end-users. 

Most of customers do not recognize that it is closed.  

 To say about profitability, it is really open. 

 Apple tries to keep their brand value. There is only one way and one market. For 

developers, it is easier to sell their software.  
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2. Google platform  

2.1.Open enough 

 It is easier to develop software with open source platform 

 Most of APIs are open. 

 Openness is very important in order to let people be creative. Openness is 

different from free and I think a lot of people do not understand that. 

 A lot of sources are open  

 

2.2.It is too open and it is unstable  

 Since it is too open, actually I feel it is not stable. 

 Yes it is comfortable to develop. But I sometimes it returns error. 

 Android and Google themselves are quite open, however the Carriers and their 

insistence on loading crap-ware onto devices and locking down various parts of 

the phone software make Android as a whole as delivered to consumers less 

open than it could be given Google's intent. 

 

 

7.5 Glossary  

Notes: 

1. This glossary defines some technical terminologies as the authors intend them to be interpreted in the context of this Report. 

2. Following glossary definitions are taken from Britannica encyclopedia to keep accuracy. 

 

HTML Tag 

HTML, in full hypertext markup language, a formatting system for displaying text, 

graphics, and audio retrieved over the internet. Each retrieval unit is known as a Web page 

(from World Wide Web), and such pages frequently contain hypertext links that allow 

related pages to be retrieved. 
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I-frame tag 

The <iframe> tag defines an inline frame that contains another document.  

For example:   <iframe src="google.com" width="100%" height="300"> </iframe> 

 

Open source 

Open source, social movement, begun by computer programmers, that rejects secrecy and 

centralized control of creative work in favor of decentralization, transparency, and 

unrestricted (“open”) sharing of information. Source refers to the human-readable source 

code of computer programs, as opposed to the compiled computer programming language 

instructions, or object code, that run on computers but cannot be easily understood or 

modified by people. 

 

Copyleft 

The Free Software Foundation has used its resources to support the development of free 

software and to develop a legal contract, the GNU General Public License (GNU GPL), 

commonly known as a copyleft agreement. Copyleft agreements are an alternative to 

placing software in the public domain or under traditional copyright laws.  

 

O/S 

Operating system (OS), program that manages a computer’s resources, especially the 

allocation of those resources among other programs. Typical resources include the central 

processing unit (CPU), computer memory, file storage, input/output (I/O) devices, and 

network connections. Management tasks include scheduling resource use to avoid conflicts 

and interference between programs. Unlike most programs, which complete a task and 

terminate, an operating system runs indefinitely and terminates only. 

 

iOS 

(IPhone OS) The operating system in the iPhone and iPod touch.  
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Android O/S  

Android, operating system for cellular telephones. Android, which is based on Linux, an 

open source operating system for personal computers, was first developed by the American 

search engine company Google Inc. The first cellular telephone to feature the new 

operating system was the T-Mobile G1, released on Oct. 22, 2008. 

 

Software Development Kit (SDK) 

A set of development tools that are required to create applications for an OS, hardware or 

other similar platforms.  They usually include debugging tools, a compiler, a linker, APIs, 

libraries, other programming aids, sample code and documentation. 

 

Social Network Service (SNS) 

A social network service is a web-based service that provides users with the opportunity 

interact with each other via email, instant messaging and other online forums. MySpace and 

Facebook are examples of social network services. 

 

Application Programming Interface (API) 

API, in full application programming interface, sets of standardized requests that allow 

different computer programs to communicate with each other. APIs establish the proper 

way for a developer to request services from a program. They are defined by the receiving 

programs, make working with other applications easier, and allow programs to 

communicate across different computing platforms. A program without an API would not 

be able to work with other applications very effectively. 

 

Nexus One 

In January 2010 Google broke into the mobile handset market with the Nexus One. 

Nicknamed the “Google Phone” and widely perceived to be a direct competitor to the 

iPhone, the Nexus One debuted to mostly positive reviews. 

 


