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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to investigate the role of performance measurement systems (PMS)
within the context of digital servitization (DS), especially in collaborations involving multiple actors. The
paper adopts a bottom-up ecosystem perspective to gain insights into how companies can effectively manage
the complexities of digital transformation in the servitization domain.
Design/methodology/approach – This research draws upon a longitudinal case study within the wine
and spirit supply chain. It focuses on a logistics company, “GR”, which has promoted a DS strategy to offer
advanced services and enhance the competitiveness of the entire ecosystem.
Findings – The study offers valuable insights into the evolution of PMS roles throughout the DS journey,
promoting cooperation, coordination, collaboration and control among ecosystem actors, thereby facilitating
the development of a DS strategy.
Research limitations/implications – The study is focused on a logistics company with unique
capabilities and networks. Future research should include a broader range of contexts. Furthermore, our
analysis focuses on the initial stages of ecosystem emergence, particularly the initiation and momentum
phases. Further research should explore howDS impacts organizations in the following ecosystem phases.
Practical implications – This research offers valuable insights for managers, particularly in the
development of DS strategy. It underscores the significance of PMS as key facilitators in crafting DS
strategy and in the broader ecosystem evolution. The findings demonstrate that PMS is instrumental
across different phases of the servitization process, improving aspects such as performance monitoring,
resource allocation, collaboration and communication. Moreover, this study emphasizes the importance
for small and medium-sized enterprises manufacturers and logistics firms to build and nurture
collaborative relationships with various supply chain stakeholders to successfully implement a
servitization strategy. In the wine industry, embracing a multiactor perspective is crucial. The delivery
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of advanced services necessitates a wide spectrum of knowledge and skills on one hand, and
adaptability and flexibility in developing relationships on the other.
Originality/value – The study contributes to the literature on management accounting by exploring the role
of PMS in DS. It reveals that PMS acts as a fundamental enabler, promoting seamless coordination and
collaboration among various actors involved in DS. This sheds light on the transformative potential of PMS in
creating a collaborative environment, wheremultiple organizations work together to offer value-added services.

Keywords Performance measurement systems (PMS), Digital servitization (DS),
Multiactor collaboration, Platform ecosystem, Wine industry, Advanced logistics services

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
A significant transformation from product-centric to service-centric business models is
designing a new paradigm, emphasizing the benefits and positive outcomes (Baines et al.,
2009; Kowalkowski et al., 2017; Kamal et al., 2020; Lightfoot et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2023).
This paradigm shift, known as “servitization”, is characterized by companies enhancing their
core strategies by offering comprehensive customer-focused market packages through service
provision (Vandermerwe and Rada, 1988). In recent years, a new phenomenon called “digital
servitization” (DS) has emerged, wherein companies adopt digital technologies to expand the
boundaries of servitization (Palo et al., 2019; Paschou et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2021; Fu et al.,
2022; Kohtamäki et al., 2019, 2021). DS involves developing new services or enhancing
existing ones through digital technologies, harnessing data, developing new business models,
enabling value co-creation and gaining a competitive advantage (Paschou et al., 2020). The
success of DS often relies on multiactor collaboration, particularly in markets dominated by
small and medium-sized manufacturers, such as the agri-food industry. These manufacturers
need to establish collaborative partnerships with various actors to pursue their DS strategies
effectively (e.g. Coreynen et al., 2017; Rabetino et al., 2018; Zheng et al., 2021). In this
transformation, the concept of ecosystem has gained prominence as an effective lens to study
DS (Jovanovic et al., 2022; Kamalaldin et al., 2021; Sklyar et al., 2019; Tronvoll et al., 2020).
Ecosystems are characterized by a focal offer or value proposition, multilateralism involving
complex relationships among different actors, distributed decision-making, and modularity
with nongeneric complementarities (Adner, 2017; Iansiti and Levien, 2004; Jacobides et al.,
2018). Nowadays, different actors that intervene in such kinds of relationships are increasingly
organized around platforms, which facilitate the exchange of information and regulation of
interorganizational relationships, giving rise to a so-called “platform ecosystem” (McIntyre
and Srinivasan, 2017). This notion holds significant relevance in the DS as there is a growing
emphasis on the value of data and information over traditional physical products and
equipment (Tronvoll et al., 2020). Platforms facilitate DS by promoting cooperation and
coordination among actors, providing infrastructure for collaboration and empowering actors
to control their businesses effectively (Cenamor et al., 2017; Fu et al., 2022; Jovanovic et al.,
2022; Thomas et al., 2014). The success of DS ecosystem relies on the capability of companies
to develop and execute a successful ecosystem strategy (Adner, 2017). This strategy involves
bringing together actors and activities necessary for a value proposition to materialize (Adner,
2017; Talmar et al., 2020). The literature highlights top-down and bottom-up approaches for
ecosystem strategy deployment (Adner, 2017; Datt�ee et al., 2018). The top-down method
involves intentional design and implementation by an ecosystem designer, focusing on
creating a strategic blueprint. While effective in transitioning global companies to service-
oriented models, its application faces challenges in complex settings, like the wine industry
due to the involvement of numerous independent actors, and difficulties in designing a clear
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value blueprint in advance (Baines et al., 2009; Coreynen et al., 2017; Datt�ee et al., 2018). Given
these challenges, a shift toward a bottom-up approach is suggested, where an ecosystem
orchestrator collaborates with participants to co-develop an ecosystem blueprint and
architecture that meets all actor’s needs. Understanding the role of performance measurement
systems (PMS) is crucial for effectively leveraging the potential benefits of a bottom-up DS
ecosystem within this complex context. In the field of servitization, research on PMS has
yielded significant insights across various domains (Cinquini et al., 2018). Despite these
studies, the role of PMS in servitization has not been fully explored, even though it plays a
crucial role, facilitates the planning and execution of service-based offerings, justifies the
adoption of servitization strategies, evaluates progress and effectively manages contracts
related to service offerings (Legnani and Cavalieri, 2012; Laine et al., 2012; Kumar et al., 2006;
Meier et al., 2013; Pascual et al., 2017). The literature concentrates on the traditional role of
PMS in the planning and control aspects within companies (Cinquini et al., 2022; Tenucci and
Supino, 2020), perceiving PMS as hierarchical and based on control, characterized by
mechanistic attributes (Laine et al., 2012). Nonetheless, when it comes to ecosystem settings,
conventional approaches might encounter limitations. Few studies have identified PMS
characteristics essential for ecosystem strategies. Micheli and Muctor (2021) emphasized the
need for PMS adaptability to support dynamic ecosystems, suggesting PMS should represent
diverse ecosystem perspectives. Gomes et al. (2023) proposed a framework for PMS to fully
encompass ecosystem complexities, integrating various perspectives for strategic support.
Despite these insights, main research has applied a top-down approach to DS ecosystems,
overlooking the higher uncertainty levels and the complexity of defining roles and value
blueprints (Baines et al., 2009; Coreynen et al., 2017; Datt�ee et al., 2018).

To address this research gap, the study aims to examine the role of PMS in facilitating
the transition toward a DS ecosystem. It highlights the necessity for a bottom-up approach
and for PMS to facilitate the development of the DS ecosystem bymanaging uncertainty and
fostering the collaborative discovery of ecosystem strategy (Autio, 2022; Datt�ee et al., 2018).
A qualitative research design is used, conducting a longitudinal case study of a logistics
company within the wine industry. It probes into how PMS contributes to aligning goals,
orchestrating activities, fostering collaboration among diverse ecosystem actors and
enhancing inter-organizational control. The case study choice is informed by the distinctive
features of the logistics sector and the specific context of the company, designated here as
“GR”. This company has implemented a DS strategy, introduced advanced services and
achieved heightened ecosystem competitiveness on an international scale. The empirical
results of this study make significant contributions to the theory. First, this study offers
valuable insights into the specific dynamics of PMS in fostering inter-organizational
servitization, revealing that PMS serves as a fundamental enabler for seamless coordination
and collaboration among different organizations involved in the servitization process.
Second, it extends the understanding of factors influencing servitization success by
highlighting the overlooked role of PMS. This insight emphasizes the importance of PMS in
driving innovation and operational efficiency within servitization efforts. Third, numerous
scholars have critiqued current PMS practices (e.g. Melnyk et al., 2014; Pekkola and Ukko,
2016), pointing out the need to identify specific features that should be considered within the
context of ecosystems (e.g. Micheli and Muctor, 2021; Gomes et al., 2023). This study shows
that, contrary to expectations, while the metrics used in PMS remain the same, their
application has evolved. They now enable ecosystem evolution at different stages by
facilitating cooperation, coordination, collaboration, communication and control to bolster
the implementation of the DS strategy. Finally, this paper challenges the feasibility of a top-
down DS approach in agri-food supply chain logistics, presenting an emergent, bottom-up
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DS implementation approach. It highlights mediating role of PMS between traditional and
digitally diverse actors, underscoring its importance in navigating the complex servitization
landscape.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 outlines the literature on the DS, platform
ecosystem and PMS. Section 3 illustrates the research question and methods used for the
case analysis. Section 4 develops case analysis, from the characteristics of the case study,
and the flourishing of bottom-up ecosystem in DS, that highlights the roles of PMS in DS
strategy. Finally, Section 5 presents a discussion of the theoretical and practical implications
along with conclusions and suggestions for further research.

2. Literature review
2.1 Digital servitization and multiactor perspective
DS and multiactor collaboration are profound transformational processes, wherein
manufacturers are transitioning from a product-centric to a service-centric business model,
searching new benefits and positive economics returns (Baines et al., 2009; Kamal et al.,
2020; Kowalkowski et al., 2017; Lightfoot et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2023). This shift marks a
significant evolution in the industry’s approach, as it focuses more on delivering value
through service that cater to customer needs and preferences, fostering a dynamic and
customer-centric business environment. This phenomenon, classified as “servitization”,
denotes a trend where companies enhance their core strategy by offering comprehensive
customer-focused market packages through service provision (Vandermerwe and Rada,
1988, p. 314) [1].

Recent literature underscores that a growing number of leading manufacturers have
embraced the adoption of new digital technologies with a top-down approach (Adner, 2017;
Datt�ee et al., 2018) to expand the boundaries of servitization (Chen et al., 2021; Fu et al., 2022;
Palo et al., 2019; Paschou et al., 2020;). In this context, the authors often refer to the concept of
DS, which can be described as the process of:

[. . .] developing new services and/or enhancing existing ones through the utilization of digital
technologies. This includes enabling new (digital) business models, exploring innovative
approaches for (co)creating value, harnessing data to generate knowledge, improving operational
and environmental performance, and ultimately gaining a competitive advantage (Paschou et al.,
2020, p. 284).

The value co-creation stems from the so-called “advanced services”, with customer support
agreements and outcome contracts, which prioritize extending product lifecycle
responsibilities, delivering capabilities through performance and supporting customers’
dynamic and evolving activities (Baines et al., 2017; Cenamor et al., 2017; Lightfoot et al.,
2013;). These services include a diverse portfolio of offerings, such as leveraging data,
cybersecurity, risk reduction and innovative business strategy design (Bandinelli et al.,
2020; Coreynen et al., 2017; Rabetino et al., 2018; Zheng et al., 2021). The advanced services
allow companies to engage customers more proactively and offer comprehensive solutions
that cater to their evolving needs, ultimately fostering stronger customer relationships and
value generation throughout the product lifecycle. DS is a relatively new but rapidly
growing lens in recent years, when the convergence between digitalization and servitization
emerges (Wang et al., 2023). According to Struyf et al. (2021), the literature on DS can be
categorized into two main streams: one focuses primarily on internal, company-specific
challenges, while the other predominantly investigates external challenges associated with
changing dynamics of stakeholder relationships and the necessity of adapting to evolving
multiactor collaboration. While acknowledging the significance of a holistic approach that
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considers a multilevel view of DS (Struyf et al., 2021), this study specifically focuses on the
latter. The multiactor perspective holds particular significance, especially in those contexts
dominated by small and medium-sized manufacturers (e.g. agri-food context, especially in
Italian wine industry). In fact, given that offering advanced services demands a diverse
range of knowledge and expertise, such kind of businesses have the need to nurture
collaborative partnerships with various actors to pursue their DS strategies. These actors
typically include logistics suppliers, general agents, distributors, retailers and third-party
service providers (Coreynen et al., 2017; Rabetino et al., 2018; Zheng et al., 2021). These
partnerships can take the form of one-to-one interactions or, more commonly, many-to-many
collaborations. Through these multiactor collaborations, different actors combine their
resources and expertise, empowering small and medium-sized agri-food manufacturers to
enhance their advanced service offerings, provide comprehensive solutions and effectively
cater to the evolving demands of their customers (Fu et al., 2022). Leveraging growth
opportunities stemming from digital technologies and advanced services comes with
challenges due to the plethora of solutions and service providers available in the market
(Eloranta et al., 2021; Kapoor et al., 2021).

2.2 Digital servitization as an ecosystem strategy
Extensive research has been conducted to address the increasing need for a comprehensive
understanding of DS from a multiactor perspective, focusing on exploring the challenges
and distinctive elements of multiactor collaboration to attain successful outcomes in DS
(Wang et al., 2023). This has led to the employment of several theories or theoretical
perspectives into this field (e.g. network theory, service-dominant logic and value theory) to
investigate the mechanisms, outcomes and influential factors that characterize DS (Wang
et al., 2023). In recent years, the theory of ecosystems has gained prominence, with several
authors emphasizing that DS is fundamentally embedded within it (Jovanovic et al., 2021;
Kamalaldin et al., 2021; Sklyar et al., 2019; Tronvoll et al., 2020). Although there is no
universally agreed-upon definition of an ecosystem, the authors argue that ecosystems share
certain common characteristics. First, there is a “focal offer” or “value proposition” that
defines the (endogenous) boundaries of the ecosystem itself (Adner and Kapoor, 2010).
Secondly, ecosystems exhibit “multilaterality”, involving not only a diverse range of
partners but also a set of complex relationships that cannot be simply reduced to an
aggregation of bilateral interactions (Adner, 2017, p. 42). Thirdly, they are not unilaterally or
hierarchically controlled, meaning that decision-making processes are, to some extent,
distributed, although a hub often establishes standards, rules and interfaces (Jacobides et al.,
2018). Moreover, ecosystems are enabled by modularity and held together by partners’
investments that are not fully interchangeable (Jacobides et al., 2018). Actors within
ecosystem deal with nongeneric complementarities, necessitating the creation of specific
relationship structures and alignment to generate value (Jacobides et al., 2018, p. 2263).
Nowadays, different actors that intervene in such kinds of relationships are increasingly
organized around platforms, which facilitate the exchange of information and regulation of
inter-organizational relationships, giving rise to a so-called “platform ecosystem” (McIntyre
and Srinivasan, 2017; Kapoor et al., 2021). The concept of a “platform ecosystem”
encompasses the creation of “a shared architecture that facilitates the division of an
ecosystem into a stable platform and a complementary set of modules, while also governing
the interactions among these diverse components” (McIntyre and Srinivasan, 2017: 143).
This notion of a “platform ecosystem” holds significant relevance in the DS as there is a
growing emphasis on the value of information over traditional physical products and
equipment (Tronvoll et al., 2020). Within the ecosystem, actors known as “writers” hold a
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pivotal role as complementors, as they actively contribute essential information crucial for
the successful implementation of the platform’s objective, such as delivering advanced
services. Conversely, “readers” are empowered to access a diverse array of information
pieces contributed by each actor. The actors even have the autonomy to select and combine
these information pieces according to their specific requirements (Jacobides et al., 2018). A
platform approach facilitates manufacturers’ implementation of servitization, encompassing
the following aspects: cooperation and coordination, collaboration and control (Jacobides
et al., 2018). Firstly, a platform comprises both organizational and technological structures
that foster coordination and cooperation among actors working together toward a common
goal sharing information, resources and efforts (Cenamor et al., 2017; Jovanovic et al., 2021).
Based on a modular architecture, a platform provides a structure on which actors can
develop compatible standards and coordination processes to search, identify, combine and
share information and resources in the ecosystem in a way that leverages value co-creation
(Thomas et al., 2014). Second, the platform ecosystem provides infrastructure and
mechanisms for actors to continually expand and strengthen collaboration (Fu et al., 2022). A
platform ecosystem leverages architecture technologies to enable seamless interaction,
offering a common system for collaboration among actors in diverse industries (Jovanovic
et al., 2021; Tian et al., 2021). Finally, platform empowers actors to enhance their abilities in
controlling their business (Fu et al. in, 2022). In fact, platform acts as connector between
actors and consumers, tackling challenges related to service capacity management, cost
control and quality assurance (Fu et al., 2022).

While much has been written about the benefits that new technologies can bring to the
domain of DS, the literature agrees that a crucial element in an ecosystem is the capability of
companies to develop and execute a successful ecosystem strategy (e.g. Adner, 2017). To
this end, companies need to bring together actors and activities that are necessary for a
value proposition to “materialize” and, ultimately, to reap the benefits of business
ecosystems (Adner, 2017; Talmar et al., 2020). The implementation of this strategy
encompasses both technological and social aspects, leading to a comprehensive and complex
transformation journey (Tronvoll et al., 2020). In this context, ecosystem orchestration
presents unique governance challenges because it relies heavily on voluntary contributions
from participants who are hierarchically independent, aiming for the co-production of value
and the facilitation of benefits across the ecosystem. Effective ecosystem governance must
find a balance between standardization and variation, autonomy and control, individualism
and collectivism (Wareham et al., 2014). According to the literature, two basic approaches
have been suggested to address these challenges in ecosystem strategy deployment: the top-
down and bottom-up (Adner, 2017; Datt�ee et al., 2018). In the top-down approach, as outlined
by Adner (2017), the ecosystem architecture is deliberately designed and implemented by an
ecosystem designer. From this perspective, the primary responsibility of the platform owner
and the ecosystem implementor is to create an “ecosystem value blueprint”. This blueprint
is a strategic plan for the ecosystem’s architecture aimed at realizing the ecosystem value
proposition by specifying roles and delivery mechanisms to the customer. The ecosystem
designer then executes this blueprint in a top-down manner, by selecting ecosystem
participants and allocating specific roles to them.

While DS has been widely adopted, particularly through successful transitions of global
leading companies from a product-centric to a service-oriented approach via top-down
implementation, its application in complex settings such as the wine industry appears more
challenging (Datt�ee et al., 2018; Yadav et al., 2022). This context is characterized by the
presence of numerous independent actors, including producers, logistics suppliers, general
agents, distributors, retailers and third-party service providers. Such a diverse array of
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actors complicates the ability of focal companies to enforce the roles they have designated
for others. Furthermore, the focal company may not be able to design a clear value blueprint
in advance (Baines et al., 2009; Coreynen et al., 2017). Consequently, the effectiveness of a
top-down approach in designing and implementing an ecosystem strategy seems
increasingly limited in situations marked by high uncertainty (Datt�ee et al., 2018).

This complex reality of ecosystem creation appears to call for a more bottom-up
approach, wherein the ecosystem orchestrator initiates multisided conversations with
prospective ecosystem participants to co-discover an ecosystem architecture that is
palatable to all those concerned. In this vein, Autio (2022) identifies three key phases that
unfold in an ecosystem following a bottom-up approach: initiation, momentum building and
maturity. In the “initiation stage”, the focus is on creating a technology framework that
encourages participation and provides guidance on ecosystem roles (designing interfaces for
connectivity and a modular structure for complementary offerings), as well as creating
strategic and financial incentives for attracting participation is vital. During the
“momentum stage”, the focus shifts to maximizing generativity within the ecosystem by
attracting participation and facilitating their contributions. Economic orchestration
promotes ecosystem benefits through selective promotion of applications. During the
ecosystem maturity stage, the focus is on maximizing appropriation through technological
orchestration. Ecosystem benefits are established, roles defined and self-sustainability
achieved. Technological bottlenecks are managed, and data resources used.

2.3 The role of performance measurement systems in digital servitization ecosystem
strategy
In the field of servitization, PMS have received significant attention, providing valuable
insights across diverse domains [2]. Researchers have thoroughly explored the impact of
servitization on performance, considering both financial and nonfinancial indicators (e.g.
Ambroise et al., 2018; Visnjic Kastalli and Van Looy, 2013; Kohtamäki et al., 2013). They
have also investigated new performance metrics and management control tools that aim to
provide information about the emerging business objects in the servitization context, such
as the balanced scorecard (BSC) (e.g. Chirumalla et al., 2013; Pan and Nguyen, 2015), costing
and life cycle assessment (e.g. Datta and Roy, 2010; Settanni et al., 2014) and performance
measurement itself (e.g. Bustinza et al., 2019; Meier et al., 2013; Pascual et al., 2017).
Additionally, researchers have explored various customer-related aspects in servitization,
such as pricing, bidding, and value creation (e.g. Ng et al., 2012; Pasch et al., 2016), as well as
customer-perceived quality and satisfaction (e.g. Ghasemian et al., 2011; Hirons et al., 1998;
Kimita et al., 2009; Pasch et al., 2016; Pan and Nguyen, 2015). Sustainability aspects have
also been examined (e.g. Chou et al., 2015; Yang and Evans, 2019). Despite these extensive
explorations, the role of PMS in the context of servitization remains underexplored, even
though it holds critical importance in this domain (Cinquini et al., 2018). Existing research
that has explored this topic emphasizes that PMS play various functions in servitization.
PMS play a pivotal role in facilitating the planning and execution of service-based offerings,
ensuring efficient service delivery (Meier et al., 2013). Moreover, PMS provide the necessary
tools for justifying the adoption of servitization strategies, defining the scope and nature of
services and maintaining effective control over the servitization process (Laine et al., 2012).
They enable companies to evaluate their progress in the servitization journey, comparing
their performance internally or against external benchmarks to drive continuous
improvement (Legnani and Cavalieri, 2012). Finally, PMS effectively manage contracts
related to service offerings, providing valuable insights for assessing contract performance
and ensuring the fulfillment of contractual obligations (Kumar et al., 2006; Pascual et al.,
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2017). These studies have been conducted in the context of conventional servitization and do
not consider the role of PMS in servitization from a multiactor perspective (Cinquini et al.,
2022; Tenucci and Supino, 2020). The literature on servitization and PMS primarily focuses
on the conventional role of PMS in planning and control within the company (e.g. Meier
et al., 2013). Moreover, they portray PMS as a hierarchical and control-oriented system,
characterized bymechanistic features (Laine et al., 2012).

The effectiveness of hierarchical and control-oriented PMS, characterized by its mechanistic
approach (Laine et al., 2012), seems increasingly constrained in the ecosystem setting (Adner,
2017). In this vein, a limited number of studies have delineated specific characteristics of PMS
pertinent to ecosystems (e.g. Gomes et al., 2023; Micheli and Muctor, 2021; Ruggeri et al., 2023).
Ruggeri et al. (2023) study how digitalization, promoting the ambition of creating centralized
knowledge for all actors, may lead to the risk of de-contextualizing that knowledge. The
empirical research is focused on the performance measurement of the new product
development process in a multidivisional company. The case highlights the possibility to align
in a digital platform and promote a corporate accounting language game for the whole
organization, favored the combination of divisional accounting language games. Micheli and
Muctor (2021) undertook empirical research to investigate PMS’s role in executing strategies
within ecosystems. They highlighted the necessity of continually adapting PMS to align with
the dynamic ecosystem strategy. Furthermore, they argued that PMS should transcend their
traditional role as data collection tools to instead capture and represent diverse perspectives
within the ecosystem. Concurrently, Gomes et al. (2023) developed an empirically grounded
framework that expanded the scope of PMS to address ecosystem strategies comprehensively.
They underscored the importance of incorporating different perspectives, such as integrative,
interdependence, regulative and phased learning, into the PMS to accommodate the
complexities of ecosystem strategies. By doing so, the PMS can effectively support and enhance
the pursuit of strategic goals within the ecosystem context. While these studies offer a valuable
starting point for exploring the role of PMS in DS ecosystems, all these have predominantly
adopted a top-down perspective when approaching ecosystem strategy. The complex reality of
DS ecosystem, marked by the presence of higher levels of uncertainty (Datt�ee et al., 2018),
complicates focal companies’ efforts to enforce predefined roles and to develop a clear value
blueprint beforehand (Baines et al., 2009; Coreynen et al., 2017). This complex reality of DS
ecosystem creation calling for a more bottom-up approach, underlines the need for PMS to
embody unique characteristics crucial for managing the DS ecosystem effectively (Autio, 2022).
Specifically, PMS should be capable of supporting the entire DS ecosystem development
process – encompassing initiation, momentum building and maturity phases – by managing
uncertainty. This entails facilitating multisided dialogues and participatory decision-making
processes, thereby enabling a collaborative and organic co-discovery of an ecosystem value
blueprint and architecture that aligns with the needs and interests of all actors involved (Datt�ee
et al., 2018).

3. Research methodology
To develop the research question that is “How does PMS support the transition toward DS
ecosystem?” it is adopted a qualitative methodology based on a longitudinal case study (Yin,
2009). This method is particularly well-suited for addressing “how” research questions and
offering a comprehensive understanding of the multiactor collaboration perspective in the
context of DS. It allows to delve deeply into the dynamics of relationships and the evolving
nature of multiactor collaborations due to the abundance of rich data collected within this
specific framework (Hartley, 2004; Lee, 1999). It also allows to focus on the uniqueness of the
case to capture the influence factors of DS (Wang et al., 2023) over an extended time horizon
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providing advanced services for their customers (Weigel and Hadwich, 2018). Aligned with
the overarching research question and to ensure a comprehensive exploration, the analysis
is broken down into the following sub-questions: How does the PMS facilitate cooperation
and coordination to effectively deliver DS in agri-food industry? How does the PMS promote
collaboration among different actors? How does the PMS support inter-organizational
control, encompassing both the alignment of goals and the orchestration of activities within
the bottom-up ecosystem? Through addressing these sub-questions, our longitudinal case
study provides a detailed depiction of how the company develops and deploys a PMS to
underpin DSwithin the context of multiactor collaboration (Cooper andMorgan, 2008).

3.1 Case selection in the agri-food context
The paper explores this research question within the wine industry, a specific segment of
the agri-food sector. In the literature there are few studies that have investigated the
evolution of the wine supply chain process and the practices of the wine producers
(Bandinelli et al., 2020), which includes developing perspectives on PMS, identifying the
drivers, environmental barriers and indicators of sustainable performance (Govindan, 2018).
The PMS can open to innovation in: (i) warehouse management, (ii) handling the wine
bottles, (iii) meet demand, (iv) consumer price and (v) lack of consistency in supply. The
efficient design of wine supply chain is emerging through optimizing cooperation and
collaboration with actors, adopting more resilient and sustainable choices in all phases of
wine supply chain (Paciarotti and Torregiani, 2021). Moreover, the ability of a logistics
company is to mediate between the actors with advanced level of innovation in the
servitization (Ostrom et al., 2015). To bridge the research gap and address the research
questions, the study focuses on a multibusiness environment characterized by the
coexistence of large companies operating across different regions of the world and local
producers (Ruggeri et al., 2023). This research provides a comprehensive understanding
through a longitudinal qualitative investigation, spanning from 2014 to the present day,
focusing on a multiactor collaboration within the agri-food supply chain. Specifically, the
selection criteria for this case study are aligned with the key themes discussed in the
preceding sections to shed light on the uncertainties and dynamics of multiactor
collaborations in the agri-food industry. To contribute valuable insights to the existing body
of literature, the case study is representative to the distinctive characteristics of logistics
companies. Logistics companies play a crucial role in managing the flow of goods, services
and information between the point of origin (producers) and the point of consumption,
customers (Lummus, et al., 2001). Their primary focus is on planning, implementing and
controlling the efficient movement and storage of goods, ensuring they reach their intended
destinations in a timely and cost-effective manner (Winkelhaus and Grosse, 2020).
Multiactor collaboration is essential for logistics companies due to the complex and
interconnected nature of the logistics industry. Logistics operations involve multiple actors,
each playing a specific role in the supply chain process. These actors include suppliers,
manufacturers, carriers, freight forwarders, warehouse operators, retailers, customs
authorities and more. To reach these objectives multiactor collaboration is an essential to
assure because the coordination and cooperation among multiple actors involved in the end-
to-end supply chain process, including manufacturers, suppliers, logistics providers,
retailers and even customers (Hofmann and Rüsch, 2017). By working together, these
companies can achieve operational excellence, respond effectively to challenges, innovate
and deliver superior service to customers. In the given context, the adoption of new digital
technologies has become increasingly significant, especially following the pandemic period.
The pandemic highlighted the value of digital technologies in meeting increasingly
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sophisticated customer demands and gaining a competitive edge in the rapidly changing
business landscape. The current studies suggest that the adoption of algorithm and logistic
performance measurement do not necessarily offer advantage to both internal and external
actors (Al-Htaybat and Von Alberti-Alhtaybat, 2022). As a result, logistics companies are
proactively transforming themselves into systems integrators, seeking to establish
ecosystems capable of delivering innovative advanced services. Offering such advanced
services represents a fresh “value proposition”, not only fostering the creation of ecosystems
but also delineating their dynamic boundaries (Adner and Kapoor, 2010). In this attempt,
digital platforms play a pivotal role by facilitating advanced services and driving the
growth of ecosystem innovation. Key technologies, like the Internet of Things and big data
analytics, are instrumental in enabling real-time data collection, processing and sharing.
This heightened connectivity and data-driven approach enhance cooperation, collaboration
and control within the supply chain in an inter-organizational context (Ahumada and
Villalobos, 2009; Verdouw et al., 2016). The study delves deep into the intricate relationships
within the wine industry, with a particular focus on DS as a critical factor for achieving
competitiveness and sustainability. Moreover, the case study selection is closely tied to the
unique characteristics of the wine industry. This industry presents various distinctive
peculiarities arising especially from product nature and consumer preferences. First, wine is
perishable, requiring meticulous cold chain and temperature control management
throughout the supply chain (Behzadi et al., 2018). Then, demand is influenced by
seasonality, consumption trends and special events, necessitating a responsive and agile
supply chain to avoid inventory imbalances. Considering these specific traits in the supply
chain’s management is vital for ensuring efficiency, product quality and customer
satisfaction. It also fosters sophisticated and intricate collaborations among multiple actors
within the supply chain. Finally, the selection of the case study is closely tied to the
company’s unique characteristics and specific circumstances of the company under
investigation. The field study was conducted within a prominent logistics provider in the
“wine and spirit” industry, referred to as “GR” for anonymity. As a division of a renowned
multinational logistics player, GR has adopted a DS strategy (Raddats et al., 2019) by
offering advanced services to increase customer demand and foster a growing competitive
advantage in the industry (Kindström, 2010). This strategy follows a previous innovative
approach of co-creation value strategy developed with the collaboration of the wine
producers. The adoption of a digital platform played a crucial role in developing a bottom-
up ecosystem (as described by Adner and Kapoor, 2010), enabling GR to support other
actors, particularly wine producers, in realizing further growth in the international market,
optimizing resources, streamlining internal processes and enhancing their overall
competitive position. GR’s relevance lies in its ability to sustain the development of a
bottom-up ecosystem in a less structured market context where no existing agri-food supply
chain leader has established a top-down ecosystem architecture (Datt�ee et al., 2018; Thomas
et al., 2022). Instead, this complex ecosystem requires a bottom-up approach, due to each
independent actor engaging in collaborative conversations and forming contractual
cooperation (Garud et al., 2002). This strategic change is driven by an innovation ecosystem
perspective in digital platform development (Wang et al., 2023; Yin et al., 2020) in response to
changing customer needs and demands for coordination and cooperation. The new
mechanisms introduced by GR include increased disclosure around order status and
delivery, near-instant order fulfillment, information about product origin and quality and
supply chain sustainability. Additionally, the supply chain faces challenges from major
disruptions like extreme weather conditions, global health crises and supply shortages.
Furthermore, managers at GR have rearranged wine producer activities to address
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reporting normative requirements while preserving financial performance and fostering
corporate sustainability, contributing to the social implications of increased transparency in
the agri-food industry (Vitale et al., 2023). The selection of the case study is closely tied to
new business model opportunities, reductions of their digital gap, visibility in international
markets, reduction of their manufacturing costs and improvement of their revenues realize
further growth in an international market, increase sustainability targets (ESG measures)
(Kamble et al., 2020), rationalize scarce resources of its plants and of its partners (see
problems of shortage of truck drivers, shortage of containers for overseas shipping, etc.).

All these opportunities have an impact on the customers and their willing to pay. GR
offers advance service modular solutions to specific customer requirements of wine selling
(Rajala et al., 2019); consequently, GR co-creates value with multiactors (not only the
producers of wine) and develops sustainable logistics initiative.

3.2 Data collection
To gather data, it is designed a script for conducting semistructured interviews (Qu and
Dumay, 2011), which took place between 2014 and 2022. The selection of interviewees was
done purposefully, focusing on managers who had direct involvement with the logistics
company initiative and/or possessed a distinct perspective on its development (Patton, 2005). A
snowball technique was used in this study, wherein respondents were initially asked about
their knowledge of the company and its DS process. Later, the participants were questioned
regarding the role of PMS in fostering cooperation, coordination, collaboration and control in
the development of the ecosystem for DS (Struyf et al., 2021). Additionally, the snowball
sampling approach has been adopted to select interviewees. The initial round of interviews
took place between 2014 and 2018 with the former president of the GR and his direct
collaborators. A subsequent round of interviews was conducted after the COVID-19 period, up
until the last years, involving the CEO and previous owner (Beta), the CFO, the chief of
management control (now chief of logistics) and the chief operating officer. During these
interviews, we posed open-ended questions to allow the interviewees to elaborate on any
potentially interconnected events. The interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed after
each interview. In the case of short calls and contacts, detailed notes were taken (Table 1).

The triangulation of data from various sources was a fundamental aspect in ensuring the
validity of the analysis (Bamford, 2008). To complement the interviews, it was incorporated
archival data, which included annual reports, strategy documents, letters from the
chairman, websites, balance sheets, budget letters and corporate communications to
managers. Additionally, valuable insights were drawn from presentations in seminars and
informal meetings during on-site visits. Specifically, site visits were conducted to two plants
located in Tuscany. These informal meetings with key managers, along with regular
contacts and conversations, provided valuable qualitative evidence and informal insights
pertaining to the subject being investigated (Yin, 2009). All this data feeds developing
critical insights into the “social and linguistic complexities”, which should not be seen as
source of interviewer bias, but rather as something that needs to be examined in a complex
context (Alvesson, 2003; Qu and Dumay, 2011).

3.3 Data analysis
To code and analyze the data, a three-step process was followed according to themethod outlined
by Gioia et al. (2013). Initially, we crafted a narrative that detailed GR’s implementation of DS.
Subsequently, these descriptions were presented to key informants during the second round of
interviews, ensuring the accuracy, reliability and comprehensiveness of the unfolding events over
time, as recommended by Langley (1999). Then, a data structure was developed to identify the
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various stages of DS and ecosystem. This involved multiple iterations comparing and matching
factors derived from the data with the concepts found in the existing literature on DS. From this
iterative process, the main themes into aggregate dimensions were distilled. Next, a “temporal
bracketing strategy” was defined to segment the data collected into phases. This method
involved breaking down the timeline into successive periods, allowing to uncover a process
pattern (Chen et al., 2021). By using the temporal bracketing method, the process pattern was
organized and the time scale was decomposed into three distinct stages: stage 1 (before 2014),
stage 2 (2014–2020) and stage 3 (2020–present). This transformation of process data into discrete
yet interconnected blocks provided valuable insights into the evolution of DS and ecosystem.

4. Case analysis
4.1 The flourishing of ecosystem in digital servitization
The case study focuses on a logistics company, that was founded in 1947, since 1962 GR
evolved to become the leader in the supply of integrated logistics solutions for the “Wine and
Spirits” market of North America. Since 1989, it has been controlled by a multinational
logistics industry before being fully owned in 2014. GR offers a wide portfolio of customized
and tailored solutions. GR’s value proposition involve freight forwarding which includes
ocean freight, air freight, intermodal solutions and domestic transport. Then there are
warehousing and distribution service, which include sites located in strategic areas to allow
the shortest lead time to destination market and personalized and differentiated handling
techniques and procedures for serving the beverages industry. Finally, it offers advanced
service which include a wide range of tailor-made solutions to allow the wine producers to
store and ship products duty and/or vat suspended throughout the network, such as bonded
warehouses, excise tax warehouse and in-house customs procedure. In 2020, GR served

Table 1.
Sources of evidence

Interview
Type of
interview

Duration
(min)

Meetings and interviews [3]
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Chief
marketing
officer

Face to
face
(seminar)

120 X

Face to
face
(seminar)

120 X

Face to
face
(seminar)

120 X

Face to
face

120 X

Face to
face

120 X

Face to
face

120 X

Face to
face

120 X

Chief of
management
control

Face to
face

120 X

Subtotal: 8 960 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 3

Source:Authors’ own work
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more than 6,000 wine producers and 2,000 importers, shipping more than 110 million cases
of wine and hosting more than 40 million cases through its warehouse every year. GR has
ever tried to introduce new digital solutions to better identify and refine its business
processes. In the following sections, an analysis of the different stages of DS and bottom-up
ecosystem development is proposed.

4.1.1 Traditional agri-food supply chain (Stage 1 – before 2014). Traditionally, actors
are organized as a supply chain for both operating activities and exchanging information.
This chain involves several actors: producers, namely, wineries, that make, bottle and label
wine; customers, namely, importers or exporters, who are people or companies that buys
products from a country to sell them in another one (e.g. Tuscany Wines Imports) and are
responsible for the transport charges in the country of destination; intermediaries, mainly
transporters, who are companies that conveys products by air, road, rail or ocean (e.g.
Maersk) and distributors (or consignees), who are companies that supplies goods to shops or
other commercial businesses (distributors). Figure 1 describes the wine supply chain. In
general, operating activities consists of conveying goods from producers’ (wineries)
warehouse to the loading of the goods on the means of intermodal transport (e.g. truck, rail,
aeroplane and ship) up to the delivery to the consignee, passing or not through GR
warehouses.

This process is managed by GR and starts with a purchase order (or mandate) from the
exporter or the importer (customer), according to the sale conditions that regulate purchases.
It is possible to classify different types of orders that give rise to shipments whose
morphology changes according to the type of orders: orders from a single buyer to a single
seller; orders from a single buyer to multiple sellers; orders frommultiple buyers to the same
seller; orders from multiple buyers to multiple sellers, but all with the same destination.
Usually, the lowest common denominator that connects orders and deliveries is represented
by the container (or containers) needed to fulfill the shipping due to the demand for
optimizing loads. In this way, considering the relationship among orders, containers and
deliveries, it can range from a “1-1-1” liaison, where an order requires a single container to
fulfill a single delivery, to an “N-N-N” liaison, where the shipment is characterized by
multiple orders, multiple containers with multiple deliveries (Figure 2). Along this process,
GR offers some basic services which include: freight forwarding; intermodal solutions and
domestic transport; warehousing and distribution; and customs services (e.g. bills of lading,
customs bills, visas and seals).

In this stage, the actors collaborate according to relationship based on formal and
informal exchange of traditional logistics PMS (e.g. lead time, % of success) that are
developed for controlling operating activities and monitoring logistics information. GR
represents the main specialize actor of international wine supply and demand. Before 2014,
GR manages the entire process of exchanging information among actors through a proper

Figure 1.
The operating
activities of the wine
supply chain
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system that generates flow of communication to all actors. To this end, until 2014, the
information system used by GR is composed by three main blocks: an internally developed
operating system (OS) through which it manages orders, the transportation cycle, export,
import, warehouse and invoicing; a “track and trace system”, namely, a Web software-based
solution, developed in Oracle/Java technology, to track vehicles, loading units, shipments or
products throughout the entire supply chain, from supplier to consumer; an accounting
system. The role of friendship and trust cultivated by top managers and the previous owner
over an extensive period of both formal and informal contractual interactions with
customers in North America is of considerable significance. From the outset, GR’s
competitive strategy has been distinguished by a robust commitment to the co-creation of
value. This commitment extends not only to direct customers who avail themselves of its
services, but also to wine producers who may not be directly engaged in the payment for
warehouse and logistics services. The essence of the value co-creation strategy lies in
addressing logistical challenges with minimal costs, ensuring the efficacy and quality of
wines sourced from small - medium local producers.

4.1.2 The emergence of the platform and the latent ecosystem (stage 2 – 2014–2020). In
2014, customer needs experienced significant changes, demanding improved transparency

Figure 2.
The GR’s

relationships among
actors of the wine

supply chain
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in order status and delivery, faster order fulfillment, access to information about product origin
and quality and a stronger focus on supply chain sustainability. These shifts, combined with
external pressures (reduction in reliability) due to extreme weather conditions, global health and
military crises and supply shortages, presents challenges to the traditional logistics services.
Therefore, GR improves the value proposition, giving the importance of operating in a more
integrated manner to cater efficiently and resiliently to evolving customer expectations and
maintain a strategic competitive edge in comparison to other global agri-food logistics players:

The strategy for 2025 of our parent company is about delivering excellence in a digital world. In this
vein, their business plan by 2025 is to seek and push digitalization as much as possible. They have
already begun to change the systems for both the air and the maritime logistics, and then they have
started to push for a better integration with suppliers and customers, and in parallel we have started
to do the same thing. (. . .) “parallel”means that until now we have been left “independent” thanks to
our uniqueness. The value that GR has as a brand within the wine and spirit world is widely
recognized. So, we have our system which is tailor made for the wine and spirit industry, which
makes able us not only managing the order but also tracing every single bottle (CMO, GR).

In pursuit of this goal, GR actively engages in multisided conversations with its critical
actors to cultivate the new platform architecture while moving away from traditional
communication methods (Chen et al., 2021; Fu et al., 2022; Palo et al., 2019; Paschou et al.,
2020). GR emphasizes the necessity of adopting a data-driven approach, not only to enhance
existing advanced services but also to optimizing supply-chain operational performance
(Paschou et al., 2020). Given that the “orchestrator” (Shipilov and Gawer, 2020) or “platform
leader” (Khanagha et al., 2020) shapes but does not fully control the ecosystem, mediating
between the relative autonomy of ecosystem actors (Adner, 2017) and the absence of
hierarchical control mechanisms (Gawer, 2021), GR aims to foster an environment of open
dialogue and participatory decision-making to strengthen the platform architecture. This
approach involves engaging with a variety of actors to tailor the platform’s architecture to
their specific informational and technological requirements. Engagements with wholesalers,
for example, aim to comprehend their informational needs and synchronize the entire supply
chain to this end. Moreover, GR explores ways to facilitate information exchange between
wineries and other supply chain entities, such as trucking companies, particularly in
situations where technological underdevelopment might limit the ecosystem’s development:

We have initiated discussions with various actors in the supply chain about the significance of
enhanced integration among them and the adoption of a data-driven approach to maintain a
competitive edge in this rapidly evolving industry. By harnessing data in a more cohesive
manner, we not only have the potential to develop new services and enhance existing ones but
also optimize our operational performance. Consider a simple example: without integration,
especially with customers, there is always a person in the middle manually creating and updating
orders, leading customers to follow that inefficient logic. However, with integration, we can reduce
errors, enhance visibility along the supply chain, and provide real-time information to customers.
This enables us to deliver efficient and reliable services that align with ever-changing customer
expectations, giving us a strategic advantage over other global supply chains. (CMO, GR).

Aligned with this objective, GR views the technological layer (the technological platform) as
the fundamental basis for achieving integration. However, establishing a new technological
architecture is not a one-off or top-down decision. At this stage, the technological framework
must foster collaboration among supply chain actors, each equipped with diverse
information systems and technological maturity. Consequently, GR’s key decisions and
activities encompass designing a modular architecture to facilitate information sharing
among actors and creating interfaces that establish this collaboration, accommodating the
different technological maturity levels of the actors. Thus, the new digital platform takes
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shape as a “platform of platforms”, uniting various supply chain actors. Guided by a set of
specific principles, the implementation of this platform follows certain guidelines, providing
the foundation for designing and integrating the new way of collaboration. By adhering to
these principles, GR successfully enhances its operations and optimizes its processes:

The system is centralized at the Headquarter where GR has the IT function; the digital platform
must be scalable to support the growth of information volume at both the hardware and the
software level (e.g., allowing the development or replacement of a single module without affecting
the functioning of the others). (. . .) some modules must be opened to the actors outside (producers,
suppliers, partners, and customers) since the integration of the entire supply chain is the key to
streamlining processes and offering advanced solutions to those partners mature enough to use
them. (CMO, GR).

From 2014, GR starts to develop the previous information system (the old OS) that manages
orders, the transportation cycle, export, import, warehouse and invoicing. The new OS
presents an opportunity to engage with actors involved in the shipping process. Then GR
develops a warehouse module (WM) that works in real-time with the new OS, providing
inventory information, such as inventory availability. Also, the Track and Trace Module
becomes able to work in real-time with both the new OS and the WM. During this stage, the
strategy is to create the condition to supply a new module that is now open to customers
(exporter and importer) who can consult available information directly. Figure 3 describes
the new digital platform.

The implementation of the new digital platform established connectivity accommodating
the different technological maturity levels of the supply chain actors. However, the exchange

Figure 3.
The new platform

implemented by GR
to integrate all the

actors in the supply
chain

Performance
measurement

systems

301

Downloaded from http://www.emerald.com/qram/article-pdf/22/3/286/10299915/qram-11-2022-0185en.pdf by guest on 30 October 2025



of information with some customers and producers (wineries) remains traditional means (e.
g. e-mail and phone calls) because these partners lack the technological and digital maturity
to use more advanced systems, leading GR to manually enter this information into the
system:

Shipping and carrier companies are integrated at 95%. A different speech must be done for
customers (or importer/exporter) and producers. (. . .) The integration of customers depends on
their size and digital maturity. (. . .) The nodes that enter are only those of a certain size. Very big
customers are what interests us now, even if we should go in that direction with all the customers.
Now, we will be around 75% of them. It would be useful to offer this service [expanding the nodes
and actors to the platform] even to small and medium-sized customers. We should find a way to
offer this type of service usable for everyone. (. . .) The situation with producers presents a
different scenario. While some of them are integrated into our system, there is a common trend
where they do not provide us with information regarding their production plans. (. . .) On the other
hand, communication and information exchange with other producers tend to rely more on
manual processes.. (CMO, GR)

The implementation of the new platform gives rise to a latent platform ecosystem, where
participating actors function as complementors, sharing information that revolves around
the creation and advancement of new advanced services. Leveraging this collaborative
environment, GR seeks to unlock fresh opportunities and propel the development of cutting-
edge solutions:

Before the implementation of the new platform, we did not share information related to the
warehouse stock, the shipping status, forecasts on the departure, etc. with other actors in the
supply chain. After the implementation all the actors have access to this information. As an
illustration, the integration of customers as fully integrated actors provides them with
comprehensive visibility. Moreover, the system automatically notifies relevant information,
ensuring that customers are promptly informed without any manual intervention required on
their part. (CMO, GR).

In this context, the new platform enhances the value proposition of the entire latent
ecosystem. First, it improves customer trust toward GR and other ecosystem actors by
enhancing transparency in supply chain operations (e.g. shipment status). Second, it boosts
effectiveness by fostering customization and flexibility of services, tailoring experiences to
meet the unique needs of clients, such as real-time tracking and personalized insights. Third,
it improves efficiency by promoting integration through seamless communication,
streamlining processes, reducing errors and thus saving time and resources for both the
ecosystem actors and customers. Finally, the platform supports improved responsiveness
with online shipment tracking capabilities, enabling more effective planning, introducing
timely corrective actions and ensuring the delivery of goods:

Customers now have access to the system, allowing them to track their containers and orders
in real-time. Each order comes with regular updates, providing crucial information such as its
departure from the port of Livorno, the expected arrival at the port of New York on the 10th,
and any potential delays that might push the arrival date to the 15th. These updates are of
utmost importance for customers. Prior to 2016, this kind of information had a lesser impact
as shipping companies generally adhered to their schedules once the goods left the
warehouse. However, the situation has changed dramatically since then. Presently (just after
the pandemic period), punctuality has seen a significant decline, plummeting from an 85% on-
time delivery rate to merely 3%. Such differences and delays have become increasingly
frequent. Given this current reality, it has become vital for customers to be well-informed
about the arrival status of their products and any potential variations in the delivery date.
The system updates play a critical role in ensuring that customers can plan and manage their
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logistics efficiently, especially in light of the prevailing uncertainties in shipment timelines.
(CMO, GR).

Through the integration of these advanced services, the platform seeks to elevate the
comprehensive customer experience, offering heightened transparency in their transactions.
This has proved especially pertinent amid the COVID-19 pandemic and its subsequent
phases, which have brought about extended delivery times and occasional lapses.
Nevertheless, the real-time information exchange has effectively counteracted these
challenges, bolstering customer resilience. With up-to-date information readily available,
customers make decisions having a higher level of trust in GR service. Ultimately, these
improvements contribute to increased customer satisfaction and loyalty.

It is difficult for a person to go to the supermarket and buy three boxes of 12 bottles of the same
wine. Maybe the person takes two bottles of white, two bottles of red, and maybe he takes
different brands. (. . .). Contrary to what happens for the beer market where a person goes to the
supermarket and take a box of the same brand. (.) So the information and visibility that we give to
customers on the warehouse, the tracking of shipments, and so on, is something that certainly
gives value to the supply chain because it allows our customers to have fundamental information
in real time in such a way that they can order by doing just in time inventory and minimizing
stocks, knowing the exact time of delivery, and so on. (CMO, GR).

The case study reveals the transformative impact of the new platform ecosystem designed
to provide advanced services. Through this platform, customers gain access to a wide range
of information contributed by different actors. Notably, these actors have the autonomy to
choose and combine specific information pieces based on the unique needs of each customer
(Jacobides et al., 2018). This empowerment of customers within the platform ecosystems
allows them to tailor the information they receive, ensuring that they obtain the most
relevant and valuable insights for their specific situations. By leveraging this flexible and
customer-centric approach, the platform ecosystems can enhance customer satisfaction and
overall service effectiveness. Such platforms have the potential to revolutionize the way
businesses engage with their customers, allowing for more tailored and impactful solutions
to meet individual demands:

Some customers gather little information; other customers want much more detailed information.
So, it is very subjective, and they can tailor information on their needs. (. . .) There are some
customers who do not want to know anything but only when their products arrive. Others want
to know more detailed information such as inventory conditions, the timing for the preparation of
the order, how long it takes them to the destination and so on (CMO, GR).

Overall, according to the findings above, the case study shows a complex process of
developing a traditional supply chain into a platform ecosystem able to offer advanced
services. During this initiation stage, GR establishes a technology framework that promotes
active participation and provides clear guidelines on the roles within the ecosystem. This
involves developing interfaces that facilitate seamless connectivity, considering the
technological maturity of each participant. Additionally, a modular structure is created to
encourage participants to offer complementary services. From an economic perspective, GR
focuses on attracting participation by emphasizing the strategic benefits for all actors
involved. By showcasing the advantages of being part of the ecosystem, GR aims to
encourage more actors to join and actively contribute. By fostering an environment of
cooperation and coordination among the actors, GR and other digitally advanced actors
(with their platforms) can leverage each other’s strengths and resources. This collaborative
approach enables the creation of a bottom-up platform ecosystem capable of offering
advanced services and enhancing its overall value proposition.
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4.1.3 Developing the platform and crafting a digital servitization strategy (stage 3 – after
2020). As of 2020, the new platform is completed and operational. GR starts considering
how to make the most out of the platform and the valuable data being exchanged among the
different actors in the ecosystem. The emphasis now moves to identifying opportunities to
harness the platform’s capabilities and insights from shared information. This represents a
pivotal moment for GR, as it starts to strategically use the strength of the digital platform
and the collaborative atmosphere it fosters:

The act of sharing information among actors and with customers holds significant importance.
Up until now, communication efforts have primarily focused on providing customers with
relevant information regarding the arrival locations and times of products. However, within a
business context like ours, this information can serve a broader purpose in terms improving
efficiency and effectiveness of the entire supply chain. For instance, having knowledge of the
arrival of goods, maintaining visibility of warehouse stock levels, and being aware of container
arrival times enables producers to effectively coordinate their production with the entire system,
and vice versa. By leveraging this shared information, a seamless coordination between different
actors can be achieved, benefiting both producers and the overall operational efficiency and
efficacy of the system. (CMO, GR).

GR has adopted a broader perspective by embracing an explicit ecosystems approach.
Rather than actors in the supply chain as isolated entities, GR now considers them as part of
an interconnected ecosystem that requires collective evolution of capabilities and roles
(Moore, 1993, 1996). Adopting an ecosystem perspective, GR aim to unlock new
opportunities by harnessing the collaborative strengths of supply chain actors. First, this
approach fosters real-time interorganizational control by enabling mutual oversight of the
activities of individual partners, basing feedback on objective data of their performance.
This system not only enhances control across the ecosystem but also encourages continuous
improvement among all actors. By leveraging data-driven insights, partners can identify
inefficiencies, streamline operations and tailor their strategies to better meet the collective
goals of the ecosystem. Second, this approach drives innovation, as the ecosystem
collaboration facilitates the exchange of knowledge, technology and best practices. GR
develops new logistics solutions introducing innovative, advanced digital services that are
tailored to meet the evolving needs of the wine industry. These new services further bolster
efficiency and effectiveness, incorporating strategies such as just-in-time inventory
management, streamlined production and delivery planning and the automation of critical
decision-making processes. Additionally, GR is addressing environmental challenges and
sustainability concerns related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through collective action.
This approach not only benefits the environment but also aligns with the growing consumer
demand for sustainable practices, thereby enhancing its market appeal. The business model
strategy, emphasizing a well-coordinated and agile supply chain, is central to competitive
advantage. In the fast-paced and evolving market, the ability to quickly adapt and satisfy
customer demands offers GR a significant edge over competitors (Behzadi et al., 2018):

In the present day, the notion of the business model extends beyond mere transparency in the
process, which is now considered a basic requirement. It encompasses a focus on optimizing the
effectiveness and efficiency of all actors engaged in the supply chain. This optimization ranges
from just-in-time inventory management to streamlining production and delivery planning, all the
way to automating decision-making processes, such as order and production management.
The goal is to create an integrated ecosystem that involves all three crucial actors: the producers,
the intermediaries, and the final customers. By fostering this integration, companies can enhance
coordination and collaboration across the entire supply chain, leading to improved overall
performance. This holistic approach to the business model emphasizes the importance of a well-
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coordinated and agile supply chain, ultimately contributing to the organization competitiveness
and long-term success in the ever-evolving market landscape. (CMO, GR).

The focus of GR shifts toward facilitating and maximizing generativity. GR acknowledges
that “building momentum” requires both continued interest and setting creative processes.
As a result, GR begins to incorporate additional functionalities into the platform that
enhance its value for both supply-side and user-side actors:

We’ve learned that we received information from shipping companies with data discrepancy on
the status of the delivery. As a result, we are implementing a module that conducts a search on
various websites (platforms), comparing the most relevant information in order to share a more
reliable information on our platform. As you probably know, the same information about the
delivery status different companies, such as MAERSC and MSC, for the same ship with two
different bills of cargo. So, we compare and triangulate what MAERSC says, what MSC says,
what a site called Marin Traffic says, and trying to publish the most reliable information on our
platform (CFO, GR).

GR acknowledges that through the strategic allocation of resources, skills and knowledge
across various facets of the ecosystem, the network as a unified entity can harness the
advantages derived from the distinct abilities possessed by its members:

In our industry, having products available on the shelves when a customer intends to make a
purchase is crucial. If a product is unavailable, that potential customer may be lost forever, as
they may choose an alternative product that better suits their preferences. (. . .), having a
competitive advantage lies in the supply chain’s ability to make products available on the market
precisely when they are demanded. This capability is not attributed to a single actor but rather
requires the collaboration of all actors involved in the ecosystem. To achieve seamless
coordination throughout the supply chain, information sharing becomes indispensable. If you
expand this process by “n” importers and “m” orders, the manufacturers may ideally arrange
their manufacturing process to optimize efficiency and effectiveness. (. . .) Efficiency because it
allows for the forecast-based planning of a certain capacity and its exploitation. Effectiveness
because producers must cut down on the amount of time between production and consumption if
they want to guarantee the greatest quality possible. In general, (. . .) wine must be drunk within a
year since a new wine is released the next year, so planning an inventory for six months is bad for
the wine quality and increases the likelihood that it won’t be sold. (CMO, GR).

Furthermore, by actively promoting an explicit ecosystem strategy, GR is leveraging the
specialized, knowledge-based resources of various partners within the ecosystem to enhance
the entire supply chain’s capacity. This approach aims to address more intricate challenges
and deliver innovative, advanced service solutions. Embracing a data-driven approach,
known as “supply chain data-driven,” allows GR to leverage valuable data for informed
decision-making and enhanced operational performance, further solidifying its position as a
frontrunner in the industry. Building on this foundation, GR has initiated plans to use data-
driven insights for detecting new information, which will enable new digital services such as
strategic consulting, cybersecurity systems, risk consulting andmore:

We would charge for business intelligence services. Using data to perform analysis and extract
new information, such as knowing how many bottles of Chianti you have sold or how much
Chianti is stored in the warehouses of New York, or how the performance of your products has
progressed can be valuable for our customers. (. . .) We have sold it to few customers, (. . .). But to
be valuable for customer there is still a lot of work in improving integration, since our platform
had a lot of data on it that had been manually entered. With a better integration, including
producers, customers, customs and carriers, the platform will have a more information making us
capable of extracting data that may be more interesting and, in turn, capable of piloting a project
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in conjunction with customers, determining which information may be of interest to them and
how they may use it. (CMO, GR).

The DS ecosystem provides new opportunities, allowing GR to bridge digital gaps, enhance
its visibility in international markets, lower operational costs and boost revenue, thereby
supporting further expansion in global markets. Regarding key logistics players, GR
optimizes the limited resources of its intermodal logistics facilities, addresses challenges
such as the shortage of truck drivers and containers for overseas shipping and steps up its
sustainability goals (ESG measures). This enhanced value proposition affects customer
willingness to pay by offering modular service solutions tailored to the specific
requirements of wine selling (Rajala et al., 2019).

4.2 The role of PMS in digital servitization strategy
The case study enables an understanding of the role of PMS in the journey about DS
strategy, it describes reasons and origins in the supporting the GR orchestration of the
ecosystem and the provision of advanced services. Building on the research by Rajala et al.
(2019) and Micheli and Muctor (2021), it is feasible to identify unique attributes
corresponding to three distinct phases.

Prior to 2014, GR used PMS as a traditional control tool focused on internal organization.
The emphasis is on using conventional logistic performance measurement to monitor both
financial and operational performance. Under this approach, the main goal of PMS is to
collect data and generate reports for managerial decision-making and overseeing supply
chain activities. Furthermore, PMS plays a crucial role as a well-known mechanism in
supporting and choosing basic logistics service and dependable partners. GR monitors the
quality and efficiency of its services:

Before the implementation of the new platform, we didn’t share information related to the KPI
such as lead time, on-time performance, % of usage of the container capacity, % of complaint on
each order, failed orders, warehouse stock, the shipping status, forecasts on the departure, etc.
(. . .) These indicators served as crucial tools for guiding decision-making processes,
encompassing aspects such as the identification of dependable carrier services, prioritizing the
most efficient and direct transit times with minimal delays, and monitoring the performance of
other actors within the supply chain, such as carriers. (CFO, GR).

Furthermore, at this stage, trust emerges as a vital and complementary mechanism of
control that adeptly navigates through various challenges. Many facets of transactions rely
on mutual confidence in each other’s intentions and capabilities, thereby fostering robust
personal relationships and collaborative efforts:

Before the advent of digitalization, a simple handshake was often the primary foundation of trust
in business interactions. A long-standing relationship-based goodwill trust played a vital role in
filling the information gap left by formal measurements and metrics. This aspect of trust allowed
parties to have confidence in one another intentions and capabilities, fostering strong
relationships and effective collaboration. (CFO, GR).

Since 2014, GR has recognized the significance of embracing a more integrated approach to
meet the ever-changing customer expectations and gain a strategic competitive advantage
over other global logistics actors. These challenges encompass issues such as information
asymmetry, limited digitalization, inadequate management practices, inefficient supply
chain operations and complexities related to financing. To face these challenges, GR
identifies the new technological platform as the cornerstone. Therefore, a latent platform
ecosystem emerged, where participating actors collaborate as complementors, sharing
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information focused on the development and advancement of new advanced services to
provide value to customers. However, this process of integration presents high levels of
uncertainty (Datt�ee et al., 2018) because GR is not able to enforce predefined roles and to
develop a clear value blueprint beforehand (Baines et al., 2009; Coreynen et al., 2017). This
ecosystem creation calls for a more bottom-up approach and underlines the need to
reconsider the role of the PMS in effectively facilitating the development of the platform
ecosystem (Autio, 2022):

Since 2014, GR has been keenly aware of the importance of adopting a more integrated approach
to meet the dynamic demands of our customers. Recognizing the pivotal role of technology, we
strategically identified and implemented a digital platform as the foundation of our integration
efforts. This transformative move thrives on the exchange of information, specifically geared
towards the development of innovative advanced services, all designed to enhance the value we
deliver to our customers. (. . .) Our PMS play an enabling role in shaping the trajectory of our
digital platform. We rely on traditional metrics to guide our selection and sharing of pertinent
information that are valuable for customers. (CMO, GR).

Thus, GR begins to use the PMS to support the ecosystem by facilitating multisided
dialogues, thereby enabling a collaborative and organic co-discovery of an ecosystem value
blueprint. GR gradually designs the internal digital information system and its date-base,
and the external architecture that aligns with the needs and interests of all actors involved
(Datt�ee et al., 2018). Traditional KPIs such as lead time, on-time performance, container
usage rates, order complaint rates, failed orders, warehouse stock levels, shipping statuses
and departure forecasts become the basis for the development of the digital platform. The
traditional PMS guide the selection of information to be shared with customers. PMS, in this
regard, primarily respond to growing customer demands and the actors involved in logistics
services. By representing a guide for the sharing of relevant information across the entire
supply chain, the role of PMS transcends its traditional boundaries of GR, assuming a
transformative stance in facilitating not only the alignment of goals but also the
orchestration of activities across the spectrum of advanced services. This orchestration
includes managing relationships and collaboration, coordinating activities and continuously
monitoring performance based on data-driven insights provided by the PMS. Thus, PMS
assumes the role of a strategic compass guiding the continuous refinement and expansion of
advanced service offerings. The data-driven insights gleaned from PMS contribute to a
virtuous cycle of improvement, influencing not only customer interactions but also refining
operational efficiency and service quality.

By 2020, the platform was fully developed and functional. GR began exploring ways to
maximize the benefits of the platform and the significant data being shared between various
participants in the ecosystem. Attention has shifted toward leveraging the platform’s
features and the intelligence gathered from the data exchange. This marks a crucial phase
for GR in strategically capitalizing on the digital platform’s potential. This enables GR to
view ecosystem actors as a collective of organizations that are mutually enhancing their
abilities and roles, all the while aligning their investments to create extra value and enhance
operational efficiency. In line with this approach, GR recognizes the new role of the PMS as
an ecosystem facilitator, not only to define relevant information for sharing but also to
promote inter-organizational control among all actors. Specifically, GR has started sharing
information with the support of the digital platform and expanded the role of PMS to
consider the entire system’s responsiveness to customers in comparison to rival competitors:

With the new integrated system, it is impossible for each actor to lie about performance as the
customer has complete visibility of what happens. As a result, the relationships among actors
have changed in the sense that there is much more transparency and there is a request for much
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more professionalism and not improvisation. (. . .) Every actor must take its own responsibility
and knows how its activity affect the performance of the entire process basis of concrete data.
(CFO, GR).

In this new era, the role of PMS is to enable actors to analyze cross-side impacts across
ecosystem patterns and assess whether ecosystem actors are enhancing their skills and
expanding co-specialization to establish a unique value proposition compared to competing
ecosystems.

The rise of real-time data allows the shift from forecasting to nowcasting offers new
predictive opportunities, and significant progress in data visualization that can improve in
different way the use PMS among actors who are with or without latent information needs
(Knudsen, 2020). The new real-time approach to PMS represents a fundamental innovation
to address the uncertainties inherent in ecosystems (e.g. Datt�ee et al., 2018) allowing an
experimental and interactive, rather than linear, methods (Gomes et al., 2023; Ott and
Eisenhardt, 2020; Micheli andMuctor, 2021):

We have KPIs on partners because we encourage them to improve their performance to assure the
highest level of efficiency and effectiveness. So, we have a KPI that we look at on how our
partners performs (e.g. on-time performance). (. . .) With the new platform, we can monitor key
performance indicators and assess how each order is managed. Each actor is graded depending
on the services they deliver and their proactivity. This is also crucial since no one wants to know
if everything is going well, but everyone wants to be prepared for a problem (what it is and when
it will occur) and find a solution.

In this new context, the platform, by granting open access to information, redefines the
boundaries of relationships because it enables all actors to access information that was once
exclusive to individual companies. This information, and consequently the PMS, facilitates
multicollaboration by promoting real-time controls and faster dispute resolution (Ruggeri
and Rizza, 2017). While the introduction of the platform ensures that both a friendly attitude
and trust retain their significance, the heightened transparency and real-time controls
increase the risk of fostering impersonal and codified relationships:

Before the digitalization, a handshake was the only thing that mattered. (. . .) The promise is still
made today with a handshake, but the results and KPIs are far more significant. (. . .) I believe
that these KPIs are unquestionably far more precise now. Prior to that, we had data that was
presumably collected manually, but using the platform gives us the opportunity to have timely,
accurate information while eliminating human errors. (. . .) In the end, since the customer and
other players have practically perfect insight into the process today, lying about it is no longer an
option. (CFO, GR).

Furthermore, the PMS plays a crucial role in supporting the development of the ecosystem’s
value proposition, serving as a foundational pillar for unlocking new opportunities by
harnessing the collaborative strengths of supply chain actors. Embracing a data-driven
approach, the PMS allows GR to leverage valuable data that drives innovation, as the
ecosystem collaboration facilitates the exchange of knowledge, technology and best
practices. GR develops new logistics solutions introducing innovative, advanced digital
services that are tailored to meet the evolving needs of the wine industry. These new
services further bolster efficiency and effectiveness, incorporating strategies such as just-in-
time inventory management, streamlined production and delivery planning and the
automation of critical decision-making processes. Furthermore, PMS will enable GR to
introduce new digital services such as strategic consulting, cybersecurity systems, risk
consulting andmore.
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In conclusion, our analysis reveals that GR has successfully implemented the PMS over
an extended period to enhance business communication among actors and customers to
promote real-time control and the development of advanced digital services. As a whole, GR
serves as an illustration of a local actor that effectively uses its traditional logistics PMS,
aligning it with the ecosystem requirements, enabling collaborations that contribute to the
transition from a local to a global digitalized agri-food supply chain through DS (Goretzki
et al., 2018; Knudsen, 2020; Ruggeri et al., 2023) (Table 2).

5. Concluding discussion
This research undertakes a thorough analysis of DS by exploring its development within an
ecosystem (Datt�ee et al., 2018). Additionally, it aims to comprehensively analyze the role of
PMS in dynamic and complex contexts (Bourne et al., 2018; Cardinal et al., 2017). The
analysis of GR elucidates the diverse roles of PMS in the development of a bottom-up
ecosystem. Initially, PMS acts as a catalyst for cooperation and coordination in DS. As the
process evolved, PMS further supported these initiatives by promoting collaboration and
control, orchestrating a strategic cause-and-effect relationships among actors and
flourishing the ecosystem growth.

5.1 Theoretical contributions
The empirical results of this study provide significant theoretical contributions. First,
various authors have investigated the role of PMS in servitization highlighting its various
functions within organizations. In this vein, PMS has been regarded as playing a pivotal role
in facilitating the planning and execution of service-based offerings, justifying the adoption

Table 2.
Main insights of the

roles of PMS in
digital servitization

strategy

Stage
1 – Traditional agri-food
supply chain

2 – The emergence of the
platform and the latent
ecosystem

3 – Crafting a digital
servitization strategy

Types of
relationship in
logistics strategy

Traditional supply-
chain relationships

A latent platform
ecosystem aimed at
providing transparency
for both customers and
wine producers to
enhance the efficiency and
effectiveness of their
activities

Expand the bottom-up
platform ecosystem to
include various actors at
different stages of digital
maturity, promoting real-
time control and advanced
digital services innovation

Role of GR A specialized logistics
operator for the wine
industry, adopting a
new approach to value
co-creation with supply-
chain actors

Developer of the
innovative digital
platform

A developer of digital
servitization,
collaborating with key
platform-focal players

Role of PMS PMS as a traditional
control tool

Enhance effectiveness,
efficiency and trust of the
ecosystem by fostering
cooperation and
coordination among
actors

Promote real-time control
and the development of
advanced digital services

Source:Authors’ own work
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of servitization strategies, defining the scope and nature of services, monitoring their
progress along the servitization process, as well as managing contracts related to service
offerings (Pascual et al., 2017; Kumar et al., 2006; Meier et al., 2013; Laine et al., 2012; Legnani
and Cavalieri, 2012). However, all these studies do not consider the role of PMS in inter-
organizational servitization (Cinquini et al., 2022; Tenucci and Supino, 2020). This study
provides valuable insights into the specific dynamics of PMS in fostering inter-
organizational servitization. The findings reveal that in this context, PMS acts as a
fundamental enabler, facilitating seamless coordination and collaboration among different
organizations involved in the servitization process. By integrating management practices,
companies can effectively align their efforts, share information and jointly develop and
deliver advanced services to customers. The roles of PMS in the servitization journey
ensures that each organization within the ecosystem contributes its unique information to
create a comprehensive and value-added service offering. PMS goes beyond traditional
boundaries, emerging as a pivotal element steering the collective efforts across the advanced
services. It acts as a strategic beacon, guiding the ongoing refinement and expansion of
these services. The CFO of GR highlights a significant shift toward a more integrated and
transparent approach to digital information sharing, facilitated by the PMS. In essence, this
study sheds light on the transformative potential of PMS in the context of
interorganizational servitization. It emphasizes the importance of leveraging PMS to foster a
collaborative and cooperative environment, allowing multiple organizations to work
cohesively toward a shared value proposition. As businesses continue to embrace DS as a
strategy for growth and differentiation, understanding the role of PMS in this process
becomes increasingly crucial for achieving sustainable success in a highly competitive and
dynamic business landscape.

Second, previous studies on servitization have extensively examined various lenses of
servitization, such as sustainable product-service systems, traditional servitization and DS.
These studies have highlighted the importance of multiactor collaborations and explored
different influencing factors, including relationship-related, information-related, knowledge/
capability management-related, governance-related and customer-related factors.
Additionally, they have explored both positive and negative outcomes, whether business or
strategic in nature (Wang et al., 2023). However, in this context, the role of PMS has been
overlooked among the factors influencing servitization outcomes. Considering the role of
PMS in the servitization process allows to gain valuable insights into the key drivers that
contribute to the success and effectiveness of servitization development and delivery. In a
digitalized context, the traditional PMS provides a structured approach for monitoring
performance metrics, enabling ecosystem actors at all levels to identify areas for
improvement and make data-driven decisions. This opens new opportunities for GR,
fostering innovation and operational efficiency. GR complements and enhances the overall
ecosystem’s performance by sharing knowledge and improved logistics solutions for the
wine industry. Moreover, the implementation of digital use of PMS facilitates better
collaboration and coordination among various actors involved in the DS process. By
providing a clear understanding of role, responsibilities and performance expectations, PMS
promotes alignment across the supply chain, fostering seamless integration and reducing
perceived communication gaps. Furthermore, PMS contributes to enhancing customer
satisfaction by enabling organizations to measure and track customer-related metrics.
Understanding customer needs, preferences and feedback empowers companies to tailor
their services to meet evolving demands, ultimately leading to higher customer satisfaction
levels. Perhaps even more crucially, the strategic utilization of PMSwithin an ecosystem can
play a pivotal role in establishing or enhancing sustainable results. By continuously

QRAM
22,3

310

Downloaded from http://www.emerald.com/qram/article-pdf/22/3/286/10299915/qram-11-2022-0185en.pdf by guest on 30 October 2025



monitoring performance metrics and adapting strategies based on real-time data, actors can
stay ahead of the competition andmaintain relevance in the fast-pacedmarket landscape.

Thirdly, numerous scholars have critiqued current PMS practices (e.g. Melnyk et al.,
2014; Pekkola and Ukko, 2016), highlighting the need to identify specific features that
should be considered when dealing with such strategies within the context of ecosystems
(e.g. Micheli and Muctor, 2021; Gomes et al., 2023). For instance, in their recent research,
Micheli and Muctor (2021) emphasized the necessity of making adaptive modifications to
PMS over time to align with the evolving ecosystem strategy. Similarly, Gomes et al. (2023)
emphasized the significance of incorporating different perspectives, such as integrative,
interdependence, regulative and phased learning approaches, into the PMS to accommodate
the complexities of ecosystem strategies. However, this study highlights that, contrary to
expectations, while the metrics used in the PMS remain the same, their utilization has
changed. They act as enablers of ecosystem evolution at different stages by facilitating
cooperation, coordination, collaboration, communication, and control to bolster the
implementation of the DS strategy. The platform, by granting open access to information,
redefines the boundaries of relationships because it enables all actors to access information
that was once exclusive to focal or more important actors. This information, and
consequently the PMS, facilitates multicollaboration by promoting real-time controls and
faster dispute resolution (Ruggeri and Rizza, 2017). Furthermore, the real-time approach to
PMS represents a critical innovation to address the uncertainties inherent in ecosystems (e.g.
Datt�ee et al., 2018) allowing an experimental and interactive, it continuously leads to
unforeseen changes, both positive and negative, on various ecosystem actors (Helfat and
Raubitschek, 2018). Thus, the complexity of multiactor context requires innovative uses of
PMS that try to integrate distinctive features vital for guiding ecosystem strategies (Gomes
et al., 2023; Ott and Eisenhardt, 2020; Micheli andMuctor, 2021).

Fourthly, the literature underscores that DS has achieved widespread adoption,
largely propelled by global industry leaders who have effectively shifted from a
product-centric to a service-oriented approach through a top-down implementation.
This study investigates a case study in the context of logistics companies operating in
the agri-food supply chain, where this approach is found to be unfeasible. Indeed, GR
faces a distinct set of challenges that make a top-down approach impractical for
implementing DS. In particular, the GR context is characterized by numerous small and
medium actors, including producers, logistics suppliers, general agents, distributors,
retailers and third-party service providers. The presence of multiple actors complicates
GR’s ability to mandate the roles they have designated. In this transition, the case
study engages with various actors to define the platform’s architecture in a manner
that addresses the diverse communicational and technological needs. This includes
discussions with wholesalers to understand their needs exploring how information can
be exchanged with wineries and other actors (e.g. trucking companies), especially in
scenarios where limited technological development could hinder ecosystem growth.
Moreover, implementing DS in the agri-food supply chain encounters heightened
complexity, particularly due to the challenges in defining and delivering new, advanced
logistics services. GR is not able to design a clear value blueprint in advance, leading to
additional complexities (Baines et al., 2009; Coreynen et al., 2017). The intricate nature
of multiactor collaboration creation lends itself to a bottom-up approach, necessitating
open and inclusive conversations with participants to organically discover a satisfying
architecture (Datt�ee et al., 2018), conventional “plan-and-execute” strategies are likely
to be ineffective (Fuller et al., 2019; Melnyk et al., 2014; Bourne et al., 2018). To this end,
this study explores the key phases that unfold in an ecosystem following a bottom-up
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approach: initiation and momentum building. From a DS perspective, This study
highlights that the process of development and implementation was planned but not
linear; it emerged as highly iterative. The ability of the new way of use PMS is to
mediate between its traditional nodes-actors of the supply chain and a wide and
completely different group of actors with different levels of digitalization. Furthermore,
the impacts of PMS on the agri-food sector are multifaceted and significant for
sustainability issues (Vitale et al., 2023). Adopting an ecosystem perspective allows GR
to effectively address sustainability concerns by collaborating with partners to
implement eco-friendly practices and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This proactive
approach not only benefits the environment but also meets the growing consumer
demand for sustainable services.

5.2 Practical implications
This study also has significant implications for managers. First, when developing a DS
strategy, managers should consider the importance of PMS as potential enablers to the
development of the DS strategy and of the ecosystem itself. Greater consideration
should be given to the roles played by PMS in different stages of the servitization
process in term of cooperation and coordination, collaboration and control (Jacobides
et al., 2018).

Second, small and medium enterprises, such as those in the wine industry, should
positively adopt a multiactor perspective. This is because offering advanced services
requires a diverse range of knowledge and expertise. These services need to establish
and foster collaborative partnerships with various actors within the supply chain to
effectively pursue a servitization strategy. Through these collaborative efforts, they
can pool their resources and expertise, thereby enhancing their capacity to provide
advanced service offerings, offering comprehensive solutions and effectively meeting
the evolving needs of their customers (Fu et al., 2022). Leveraging multiactor platforms
offers them the opportunity to bolster their visibility and competitive position within
the globalized and digitized landscape. GR’s unique value proposition centers around
providing integrated logistics solutions specifically tailored for the wine market. They
offer advanced services including freight forwarding, warehousing and distribution,
customs services and information technology. Their approach emphasizes
customization and specialization, ensuring products are maintained in their original
condition through a worldwide network. GR services are designed to offer secure,
competitive access to the market with features like online monitoring, temperature-
controlled facilities and dedicated handling techniques.

Finally, the traditional approach to servitization views producers as the focal company
leading the process through a top-down approach, assuming they can intentionally design
the ecosystem. However, in contexts involving numerous small and independent actors, like
the agri-food supply chain, this approach is less feasible due to the challenges of
coordinating roles. Global leaders have successfully adopted a top-down implementation of
DS, transitioning from a product-focused to a service-oriented approach. However, in
complex contexts, like agri-food supply chains, a bottom-up approach is more suitable, as it
allows for organic discovery of a collaborative architecture through open conversations
among participants. This approach requires new actors to conceive strategy differently and
acknowledges that ecosystems can emerge unpredictably with loosely connected actors.
Traditional “plan-and-execute” strategies may be ineffective in such scenarios and new
players as logistics companies can play a relevant role.
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5.3 Directions for future research
This study has limitations that can help to identify further research topics and does not
reduce the effectiveness of the contribution in an emerging scenario. First, we conducted a
longitudinal case study of a specific logistics company as the primary focus, which has
unique capabilities and networks with identifiable nodes and relationships. To enhance
generalizability, future research could validate the findings by including other actors and
exploring diverse contexts. Confirmatory case studies could be used to test and validate the
results. Second, while this study explicitly considered aspects related to multiactor
collaboration, such as the ecosystem, we chose to analyze the promoter of one platform
ecosystem as our unit of analysis. Future research could focus on a broader examination of
the perspectives of other relevant organizations within the ecosystem, exploring not only the
impact of DS on an organization’s PMS but also the collaborative dynamics among
ecosystem partners. Third, it is important to note that this study does not explicitly
investigate the specific impacts of servitization on the operational and financial performance
of wine producers. While we have observed GR’s improvement in financial results and its
capability to expand into new markets and even acquire competitors in the same sector,
further research is needed to gain a more comprehensive understanding of how various
phases of servitization can impact performance outcomes for other actors within the
ecosystem. Such future studies could shed more light on the relationship between
servitization and the overall performance of these companies. Fourth, our study primarily
focused on the initial stages of ecosystem emergence, specifically initiation and momentum.
As ecosystems evolve through different lifecycle phases, particularly the maturity stage,
different results and dynamics may emerge. Therefore, future research could delve into the
impact of DS on organizations within mature ecosystems to gain a comprehensive
understanding of their development and performance. Finally, the insights derived from this
case study could serve as a foundational step in advancing the understanding of the role of
PMS within emerging research areas. These include (i) the intersection of agri-food supply
chain dynamics and PMS (Yadav et al., 2014), (ii) the correlation between collaboration and
sustainability initiatives (Beske et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018), (iii) the implications of
uncertainty and risk management (Behzadi et al., 2018; Borodin et al., 2016) and (iv) the
exploration of resilience factors (Davis et al., 2021). The role of performance measure
systems in DS landscape through multiactor collaboration has garnered significant interest
across various domains including management, management accounting and service
studies, yet the corresponding research is still in its nascent stage.

Notes

1. In addition to the definition presented earlier, various scholars have offered their perspectives on
the concept of servitization (e.g. Brax and Visintin, 2017; Lewis and Roehrich, 2009; Slack, 2005;
Wise and Baumgartner, 1999; White et al., 1999). The term “servitization” describes a trend in
which companies are adding value to their core corporate strategy through service providing
“fuller customer focused market packages” (Vandermerwe and Rada, 1988, p. 314).

2. Our study embraces a comprehensive perspective on PMS, drawing inspiration from the
approach suggested by Melnyk et al. (2014). By adopting this broader definition, the paper not
only incorporate the traditional functions of assessing a company performance but also
encompass the management aspects of performance measurement (Melnyk et al., 2014).

3. Prior to 2015, there were informal meetings and seminars held with the former owner of the
company (Beta).
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