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aToulouse School of Management, TSM-Research (CNRS UMR 5303), Toulouse University 1 Capitole, Toulouse, France; bCentre for Empirical 
Research, Baden-Württemberg Cooperative State University Stuttgart (DHBW), Stuttgart, Germany

ABSTRACT
Purpose: Transformative marketing (TM) has reached considerable attention of both academic 
and practitioner communities. Being defined as the “confluence of a firm’s marketing activities, 
concepts, metrics, strategies, and programs that are in response to marketplace changes and future 
trends” (Kumar 2018, 2), TM aims at fostering beneficial customer-solutions and providing compe-
titive advantages for firms and their stakeholders. However, five notable research gaps persist 
within TM to date: First, inadequate consideration of B2B contexts despite being a uniquely 
disruptive market constellation. Second, a lack of empirical TM studies hindering substantial 
insights on generalization. Third, scarcity of contextual foundations such as the prototypical, yet 
highly transformative application context of mobility ecosystems. Fourth, absence of a holistic view 
capturing TM instruments, strategies, and success metrics. Fifth, unexamined aspects of the 
Resource-Based View (RBV) in TM enabling further insights into firm’s transformation readiness. 
A distinctive feature of this research is its deliberate focus on B2B mobility firms, a domain 
characterized by high levels of disruption yet surprisingly neglected in TM literature. By delving 
into this overlooked sector, we aim to address critical knowledge gaps and unravel the intricate 
dynamics of disruptive B2B mobility ecosystems. For this purpose, we firstly delineate the mor-
phology of disruptive B2B mobility ecosystems, shedding light on their structure and components. 
Secondly, we aim to develop a robust frame for assessing the “transformation readiness” of B2B 
mobility companies, crucial for navigating disruptive landscapes effectively. Thirdly, we endeavor 
to identify and scrutinize the TM instruments deployed within B2B mobility, with a view to 
constructing a comprehensive typology of TM strategies tailored to this context. Finally, we aspire 
to establish metrics for measuring the success of TM initiatives within B2B mobility companies, 
providing valuable insights for practitioners and scholars alike.
Methodology/Approach: This work presents a comprehensive qualitative study involving 30 in- 
depth expert interviews conducted between July-September 2023 in Europe and the U.S. 
Capturing the perspectives of multiple firm types active in B2B mobility, as suppliers, technology 
firms or mobility service providers (MSPs), the study takes a deep look into the TM phenomena of 
this turbulent environment. In addition to 14 managers with leadership experience in marketing, 
strategy and sales, our study incorporates 11 distinguished professionals from management 
boards encompassing CEOs, CFOs or CDOs. Further, we engage 5 leaders specialized in innovation 
and digitalization. The findings are derived through a thematic analysis employing both structural 
and open coding techniques (Saldana, 2013, Strauss & Corbin, 1998).
Findings: Our study involves six major findings related to the questions defined. First, suppliers in 
B2B mobility have not yet transformed from a value-based toward an ecosystem-based acting and 
lack a customer-centric perspective (RQ1). Second, a company’s readiness for transformation is 
notably influenced by its commitment to design a market-oriented and integrated organization, its 
adoption of a transformative culture and its success to acquire software-oriented human capital 
(RQ2). Third, the transformative marketing (TM) instruments applied in B2B mobility markets relate to 
six thematic categories and are dominantly characterized by strategic levers – a facet, which has so far 
received limited theoretical and conceptual attention (RQ3). Fourth, there are four foundational TM 
strategies evident, namely dependent, progressive, reactive, and evasive approaches, distinguishable 
through their intensity and proactivity (RQ3). Fifth, the selection of TM success indicators remains 
largely independent from organizational types and management levels, with a primary focus on 
financial and profitability metrics (RQ4). And sixth, explaining the success measurement of TM in B2B 
mobility companies requires the consideration of a firm’s foundational TM strategy (RQ4).
Research Implications: Our research advances the theoretical understanding of B2B TM, lays the 
foundation for further generalizing research and theory-building and enhances the current B2B TM 
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perception toward a more strategic perspective. Additionally, we seek to contribute to a greater 
consideration of B2B marketing in contexts of turbulent environments. We emphasize that the 
integration of TM with the Business Ecosystem (BES) and the Resource-Based View (RBV) increases 
further explanatory power of transformational phenomena. In terms of the BES, we show that the 
perception of a turbulent environment varies depending on company type and has a major 
influence on a firm’s transformation. In relation to the RBV, our results demonstrate that within 
the B2B TM context, a stronger focus should be placed on identifying supportive and hindering 
transformation resources. Thus we propose describing the gap between existing (positive and 
hindering) and required resources as the “transformative resource gap (TRG)” and suggest, that this 
construct has the potential to enhance the RBV perspective on TM.
Practical Implications: The study presented offers the practitioner community to more thor-
oughly examine B2B firms’ TM phenomena. Connecting TM with concepts of the BES and the 
Resource-Based View (RBV) enables a deeper understanding of strengths and risks related to 
organization’s market-related activities. Further, we underline threats resulting from a missing 
market- and customer-centric perspective and recommend validating market assumptions near 
customers to reduce misjudgments. Additionally, our findings assist in managing the proactivity 
and intensity of TM, suggesting ways for reaching a progressive TM strategy. Ultimately, we 
encourage companies to select success metrics in line with their chosen strategy.
Originality/Value/Contribution: Our research stands at the forefront of advancing the theoretical 
landscape of B2B TM by integrating two pivotal frameworks: the Business Ecosystem (BES) and the 
Resource-Based View (RBV). This integration is not merely incidental but strategically chosen to 
amplify our understanding of transformational phenomena within B2B contexts. By leveraging the 
RBV, we delve deep into the internal resources, capabilities, and competencies of B2B mobility BES, 
unraveling their unique strategic characteristics and sources of competitive advantage.

Introduction

Transformative marketing (TM) has caught the 
attention of both academic and practitioner com-
munities. Since its seminal consideration by Kumar 
in 2018, numerous researchers helped to advance its 
conceptualization. Being defined as the “confluence 
of a firm’s marketing activities, concepts, metrics, 
strategies, and programs that are in response to mar-
ketplace changes and future trends” (Kumar 2018, 2), 
TM aims at fostering beneficial customer-solutions 
and providing competitive advantages for firms and 
their stakeholders. Important contributions have 
been made to introduce TM as a new marketing 
paradigm (Kumar 2018). This included seminally 
addressing core variables in the context of TM 
actives, including important triggers, forces, as well 
as outcome variables (Kumar 2018). Further, scho-
lars delineated the concept from similar or sub- 
approaches as transformative social marketing 
(Lefebvre and French 2012), transformative green 
marketing (Polonsky 2011), transformative advertis-
ing (Gurrieri, Tuncay Zayer, and Coleman 2022), 
and transformative branding (Spry et al. 2021). On 
the example of the COVID-19 crisis and related 
lockdowns, TM is also conceptually studied in con-
junction with the Marketing Mix and B2B contexts 
(Lim 2023).

While these contributions provide an important 
foundation, further exploration of TM phenomena 
is needed for several reasons. First, TM to date does 
not reflect the unique importance of the B2B sector. 
The scarcity seems especially surprising when con-
sidering the high financial power of this context. An 
inclusion of B2B firms would also be highly relevant 
as they are particularly subject to dynamic change 
due to their unique value-chain embeddedness and 
multistep value creation. Here, we reference their 
“forward-backward integration” in the supply chain 
describing complex forces resulting from up- and 
downstream delivery structures (Strobel, Kuhn, and 
Meyer-Waarden 2023). The bullwhip effect (Scarpin 
et al. 2022), oligopolistic markets with dependencies 
(Lilien 2016), and complicated supply streams 
(Lilien and Grewal 2012) are just a few B2B phe-
nomena that result from this position’s fragility. The 
lack of B2B in TM can be further underlined by 
a search in the Scopus database (considering title, 
abstract and keywords) using the term “transforma-
tive marketing” along with “B2B” or “business-to- 
business,” resulting in one single result (Lim 2023). 
Second, we address the necessity for empirical stu-
dies in the TM field. Previous contributions primar-
ily focused on conceptual research, while empirical 
contributions remain scarce. This also offers various
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empirical research avenues for B2B TM (Lim 2023; 
Strobel and Meyer-Waarden 2023). Third, 
a distinctive feature of this research is its deliberate 
focus on B2B mobility ecosystems, a prototypical 
example for a disruptive environment which is char-
acterized by high levels of disruption yet surprisingly 
neglected in TM literature. By delving into this over-
looked sector, we aim to address critical knowledge 
gaps and unravel the intricate dynamics of disrup-
tive B2B mobility ecosystems. The Business 
Ecosystem (BES) concept in general describes the 
embedding of firms in their market context (Moore  
1993). We argue that the conceptual linkage allows 
to analyze TM phenomena systematically consider-
ing their transformational environment. The mobi-
lity BES as an application context is of highest 
relevance as dynamic variabilities range from new 
players, key trends like e-mobility and autonomous 
driving to new software or service business models. 
Further, is has been understudied in TM so far 
(Strobel and Meyer-Waarden 2023). Rather, studies 
deal with IT and Electronics (Elia et al. 2020; Li, 
Voorneveld, and de Koster 2022), Fast-moving 
Consumer Goods (FMCG) (e.g., Aime, Berger- 
Remy, and Laporte 2022; Kennedy and McColl  
2012) or Finance (Elia et al. 2020; Li, Voorneveld, 
and de Koster 2022). Fourth, publications address 
single instruments of TM such as personalization 
(Kumar 2018), the use of non-human agents (Aime, 
Berger-Remy, and Laporte 2022), internet-based 
sales channel strategies (Varadarajan and Yadav  
2009), customer engagement (Petersen et al. 2022) 
or similar. However, unexamined, analogous to 
Kumar’s definition, is the confluence in terms of 
a complex chain of effects impacting the overall 
success of TM. This also includes the decision 
about meaningful success indicators. Fifth, research 
shows that the Resource-Based View (RBV) (Barney  
1991; Wernerfelt 1984) plays a key role in transfor-
mational activities (e.g., Erevelles, Fukawa, and 
Swayne 2016; Homburg and Wielgos 2022). 
However, most TM manuscripts following the 
RBV focus on enabling transformational resources. 
The combined consideration of resources that 
enable and those that hinder TM remains unexa-
mined (Strobel and Meyer-Waarden 2023). Thus we 
propose describing the gap between existing

(positive and hindering) resources and required 
resources as the “transformative resource gap 
(TRG).” We suggest that this construct has the 
potential to enhance the RBV perspective on TM. 
In essence, the integration of the RBV into our 
research not only enhances the theoretical robust-
ness of our study but also empowers us to uncover 
deeper insights into the mechanisms driving trans-
formational phenomena within B2B mobility BES. 
By elucidating the interplay between internal 
resources, external environments, and transforma-
tional strategies, our research contributes to advan-
cing scholarly understanding and practical 
applications in the realm of B2B TM.

In sum, based on the gaps described this paper 
qualitatively studies B2B TM in disruptive BES 
from the RBV-lens on the example of the mobility 
sector. With its contribution, our research stands at 
the forefront of advancing the theoretical landscape 
of B2B TM by integrating two pivotal frameworks: 
the BES (Moore 1993) and the RBV (Barney 1991; 
Wernerfelt 1984). This integration is not merely 
incidental but strategically chosen to amplify our 
understanding of transformational phenomena 
within B2B contexts. Further, as B2B- 
organizations are highly impacted by dynamic 
transformations within their BES, the purpose of 
this work is to identify and support the develop-
ment of B2B-specific TM strategies and success 
metrics in response to dynamic BES transforma-
tion. This will be achieved by answering the follow-
ing research questions, which aim to provide 
a holistic understanding of TM activities in B2B 
mobility: 

RQ1: What characterizes the morphology of dis-
ruptive B2B mobility ecosystems?

RQ2: How can we assess the”transformation 
readiness” of B2B mobility companies?

RQ3: Which TM instruments are applied in B2B 
mobility, and can a typology of comprehensive TM 
strategies be derived from this?

RQ4: How do we measure the success of TM in 
B2B mobility companies?
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This article is structured as follows. First, we 
describe our methodological approach. 
Subsequently, we present our findings related to 
the four predefined research questions and offer 
a synthesis of the results. We then proceed with 
highlighting the manuscript’s theoretical and man-
agerial contributions. Further, we discuss our out-
comes and suggest potential future research angles. 
Finally, we provide a summary.

Materials and method

The data collection was conducted using 
a qualitative research methodology through in- 
depth interviews. A qualitative process was pur-
sued as it allows for a deep comprehension of 
previously under-studied phenomena (Myers  
2013). On one hand, this involves the specific 
explanation of TM activities on the example of 
the B2B mobility BES. On the other hand, it 
encompasses predicting TM success through suita-
ble indicators. We consider these exploratory ele-
ments as essential for further theory building and 
quantification in TM research and as a prerequisite 
for its rigorous application. The interviews were 
conducted in a partially standardized manner. An 
interview guide was derived based on the research 
questions. It focused on (1) the disrupting BES as 
the context of TM activities, (2) firms’ enabling and 
hindering resources, which we refer to as the trans-
formation readiness, as a prerequisite for designing 
a TM approach, (3) organizations’ instrumental 
TM strategies, and (4) relevant TM success metrics. 
The study sample comprised n = 30 in-depth 
expert interviews conducted between July- 
September 2023 in Europe and the U.S. Along 
with a limit of 2 interviews per company, the total 
number of included organizations equaled 28. 
A total of 41 people were approached, which cor-
responds to a response rate of 73%. Based on a rate 
of 33–53% on average for face-to-face interviews 
(Schröder 2016), the number achieved can be clas-
sified as remarkably high. This could possibly be 
attributed to the following aspects: First, subjects 
were approached via personal and professional net-
works. The project was explained using a one-pager 
and the anonymity of all test persons was assured. 
Second, we provided a comprehensive summary of 
the interview results as an incentive for study

participation. Experts were approached via 
a purposive sampling method meaning that speci-
fic participants were selected nonrandomly based 
on pre-defined characteristics (Hibberts, Burke 
Johnson, and Hudson 2012). One criterium was 
the topic of company types reflecting the whole 
B2B mobility BES (= the population). Typical B2B 
mobility value chains comprise Original 
Equipment Manufacturers (OEM) and their sup-
pliers. Depending on their position, the suppliers 
are referred to as direct Tier 1 suppliers or, in the 
case of upstream delivery, Tier 2 and beyond 
(Steward et al. 2019). Thus, our sample includes 4 
experts from Original Equipment Manufacturers 
(OEMs) acting in B2B structures (e.g., within com-
mercial vehicle segments), 11 from upstream (Tier 
1 and Tier 2) mobility suppliers, as well as 3 from 
mobility service providers. We also included 6 
managers from tech firms active in mobility, as 
they are significantly disrupting the automotive 
market toward connected and software-defined 
vehicles. Furthermore, we employed 6 people 
from consultancy, mobility (research) agencies, 
startup acceleration firms and similar. We targeted 
experts with management experience in marketing, 
strategy, innovation, sales, and similar who were 
presumed to have high expertise in the research 
area. For instance, 14 interviews included market-
ing/strategy/sales managers, 11 members of man-
agement boards (CEOs, CFOs, CDOs), as well as 5 
innovation/digitalization managers.

An experience threshold of 2 years in a relevant 
position was set as inclusion criterium. As we tar-
geted highly experienced managers, the average total 
job experience equaled 22.7 years (min. 5, max 31  
years). To reflect the population, we aimed for 
a roughly equal distribution of firm sizes resulting 
in 11 experts from startups/SMEs (<1,000 employ-
ees), 9 from majors (1,000–5,000 employees) and 10 
from corporates (>5,000 employees). This also 
roughly applies for the experts’ management 
scopes1 (9 from lower, 8 from middle and 13 from 
upper management). Table 1 outlines the sample 
characteristics described. Further, a consensed over-
view on our sample can be retrieved from the 
Appendix.

For determining the interview number and the 
closure of the acquisition process, we followed the 
principle of data saturation. Decisions on saturation
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may be based on whether (1) the opportunity to 
collect new information decreases during data col-
lection (Fusch and Ness 2015), (2) no new categories 
emerge during coding (Fusch and Ness 2015; Guest, 
Bunce, and Johnson 2006), or (3) there is enough 
data to replicate the study (Fusch and Ness 2015; 
O’Reilly and Parker 2012). While the third element 
holds limitations due to the large population and the 
qualitative nature of our study, the first two criteria 
helped us set a sample size of 30. The triangulation 
of methods (interviews, questionnaire, and second-
ary data), iterative data analysis, and the investiga-
tion of the phenomena from different angles further 
supported the reach of saturation (Fusch and Ness  
2015). Here, the inclusion of further company types 
with TM expertise, as research agencies, consulting 
firms or learning institutes, may have been 
a potential lever of data saturation. In sum, engaging 
a meaningful number of subjects by addressing data 
saturation can be critical for ensuring content valid-
ity (Bowen 2008; Fusch and Ness 2015).

During data analysis, a transcription of the 
audio files (22 hours) was carried out first. The 
average duration per interview was 45 minutes

(min 28., max 1 h 20 min.). Then, all audio files 
were prepared AI-based using HappyScribe, manu-
ally corrected and finalized. We conducted 
a thematic analysis of all resulting transcripts using 
the F4analysis software (version 3.4.1). Within this 
process, we first employed structural coding as it is 
specifically suitable for semi-structured interviews 
with multiple participants and in case of pre- 
defined research questions (Saldana 2013). Based 
on the four major research questions, we thus 
coded four overall categories: BES, transformation 
readiness (resources), TM instruments, and success 
metrics. Second, we inductively defined sub- 
dimensions using open coding (Strauss and Corbin  
1998). This procedure offers the advantage of high 
orientation to the text material to reflect the experts’ 
statements. We thus consider the technique as sui-
table for this exploratory research project. In addi-
tion, to avoid common method bias (MacKenzie 
and Podsakoff 2012), we analyzed descriptive com-
pany data using a short questionnaire that the 
experts answered after their interview. Further, we 
gathered secondary data from companies’ annual 
reports.

Table 1. Interviewee details (in time-chronological order).

Interviewee function
Management scope 

[employees] Company type Company size
Working experience 

[years] Interview length

Innovation Manager 11–50 Others >5.000 21–25 52 min.
Sales Manager 1–10 Supplier >5.000 26–30 1h 1 min.
Marketing Manager 1–10 OEM >5.000 15–20 1h 20 min.
Consultant Mobility 1–10 Consultancy 1.000–5.000 26–30 41 min.
Member  

of Management Board
>50 New players, tech firms >5.000 15–20 40 min.

Member of Management Board >50 Supplier >5.000 21–25 45 min.
Member of Management Board >50 Supplier 1.000–5.000 >30 28 min.
Member of Management Board >50 Supplier 1.000–5.000 26–30 42 min.
Manager Organizational Innovation 1–10 Supplier 1.000–5.000 15–20 33 min.
Chief Marketing Officer >50 New players, tech firms 1.000–5.000 15–20 54 min.
Interim Manager/Consultant Mobility >50 Consultancy <1.000 21–25 34 min.
Member of Management Board 11–50 New players, tech firms <1.000 16–20 39 min.
Member of Management Board 11–50 Others <1.000 26–30 44 min.
Strategy Manager 11–50 New players, tech firms >5.000 26–30 33 min.
Strategy Manager 1–10 Others <1.000 <10 33 min.
Member of Management Board >50 Mobility service provider >5.000 >30 45 min.
Innovation Manager 1–10 New players, tech firms 1.000–5.000 21–25 47 min.
Innovation Manager >50 Mobility service provider 1.000–5.000 11–15 42 min.
Member of Management Board >50 Supplier >5.000 21–25 48 min.
Member of Management Board >50 Supplier <1.000 26–30 40 min.
Sales Manager 1–10 Supplier <1.000 26–30 38 min.
Marketing Manager >50 OEM 1.000–5.000 >30 1h 4 min.
Member of Management Board >50 New players, tech firms <1.000 10–14 33 min.
Member of Management Board >50 Supplier <1.000 >30 49 min.
Sales Manager 11–50 Mobility service provider <1.000 15–20 48 min.
Innovation Manager 11–50 OEM >5.000 >30 51 min.
Innovation Manager 11–50 OEM >5.000 21–25 41 min.
Sales Manager 1–10 Supplier 1.000–5.000 <10 55 min.
Sales Manager 1–10 Supplier <1.000 41 min.
Consultant Mobility 1–10 Others <1.000 29 min.
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Results

RQ1: what characterizes the morphology of 
disruptive B2B mobility ecosystems?

In deriving a morphology of disruptive B2B mobility 
ecosystems, we have assigned a total of 339 inter-
view excerpts to this main category. In particular, 
the thematic analysis reveals six characterization 
criteria shaping B2B BES in the mobility environ-
ment: (1) configuration (91 excerpts/27%), (2) tech-
nology (87 excerpts/26%), (3) customer dimension 
(62 excerpts/18%), (4) patterns of value creation (30 
excerpts/9%), (5) dynamism and adaptation (27 
excerpts/8%) and (6) co-evolution/co-opetition (6 
excerpts/2%). The remaining excerpts, which 
could not be directly linked to one category, were 
categorized as “others” (36 excerpts/11%). A 
detailed overview of all analyses is included in the 
Appendix.

First, the aspect of configuration emerges as the 
most important sub-category of the disruptive B2B 
mobility BES. Interviewees emphasize critical ele-
ments as player structures and BES roles. In BES 
theory, those elements have already been discussed 
in various research articles (Cha 2020; Cobben et al.  
2022; Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer 2018). 
Transferring the phenomena to mobility BESs, dri-
ven by technical changes, tech firms like Microsoft, 
Apple, or Amazon Web Services (AWS), formerly 
focusing on end-customer (B2C) business, enter the 
market. On the one hand, these disruptors bring 
a profound level of digital expertise and a keen 
understanding of customer requirements stemming 
from their B2C experience. On the other hand, their 
substantial financial strength is becoming a notable 
concern to conventional automotive companies. 
Illustratively, tech giant Apple achieved a turnover 
of 394 billion US dollars in 2022 surpassing the 
cumulative result of the world’s five largest automo-
tive suppliers namely Bosch, Denso, Continental, ZF 
and Magna. This factor could prove to be a decisive 
competitive advantage in financing future mobility 
innovations. Simultaneously, the Asian region has 
substantial influence, particularly around electro-
mobility solutions reflecting an orchestrating role 
in the BES. Finally, start-ups with innovative, often 
AI- and platform-based business models gain pro-
minence. A marketing manager from an OEM 
underlines this shift, stating, “you suddenly have

new competitors on board that you didn’t know at 
all before” (interviewee 3, paragraph 8). Second, the 
technology of the B2B mobility BES underlies pro-
found disruption. Technical disruptions and their 
impact on entrepreneurial activity, including in the 
context of marketing, have already been researched 
in the literature (Huang and Rust 2021; Rust 2020). 
Within our interviews and the application context of 
B2B mobility BESs, key technologies, as electromo-
bility, autonomous driving and the integration of 
artificial intelligence in vehicles are mentioned as 
triggers for substantial changes. These are accompa-
nied by legislative shifts, the decoupling of hard-
ware-software systems and a reduction in technical 
complexity. In essence, the technological disruption 
of B2B mobility is characterized by the transition 
from a product-driven to a software-driven 
approach. Third, disruption is evident in the custo-
mer dimension comprising changes in buying beha-
vior as the rise of shared over individual mobility 
modes. Other behavioral shifts relate to expectations 
of intuitive software-operability, customer-centered 
user experience and over-the-air adaptability of 
functions. The element of market and customer 
orientation has already found favor in the marketing 
literature (Fader 2012; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; 
Narver and Slater 1990), the concept of customer 
centricity has even been discussed in connection 
with the BES (Scaringella and Radziwon 2018). 
Fourth, patterns of value creation, as generally high-
lighted in BES literature before (Eisenhardt and 
Galunic 2000), transform in B2B mobility. This con-
cerns the change in profit structures, moving from 
hardware- to software-based value creation over the 
entire software product lifecycle. Further, changes in 
relevant business models and the emergence of new 
models as software as a service (SaaS) occur. Value 
creation processes are switching from a clear supply- 
chain toward an open value-creation network with 
a heightened focus on intercorporate partnerships. 
Fifth, BES dynamism and adaptation (Möller, 
Nenonen, and Storbacka 2020; Moore 1993) is 
a critical cluster and for instance highlights the gen-
eral acceleration of the mobility BES: “The speed has 
simply increased” (interviewee 15, paragraph 72). 
Dynamic adaptation processes, often corresponding 
to orchestrating organizations assuming different 
BES roles, are explained. Sixth, the analysis under-
lines the category of co-evolution/co-opetition.
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Coopetition is characterized as the intricate inter-
play between the competition and collaboration 
among individual actors of an ecosystem (Moore  
1993). Throughout the interviews, experts described 
this phenomenon as necessary to remain successful 
amidst volatile conditions and to generate benefits 
for the customers. An OEM representative notes: “I 
would much rather have a piece of the pie and have 
the customer be successful than try to be greedy and 
do things that are beyond my core capabilities and the 
customer isn’t successful. So we have a huge amount 
of coopetition” (interviewee 14, paragraph 80).

An examination of the findings by company type 
(Figure 1)2 unveils significant variations in the 
perception of the disruptive B2B mobility BES 
across firm types. In particular, the ratio of tech-
nology orientation versus customer orientation

(Fader 2012; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Narver and 
Slater 1990) comes to light: OEMs, tech firms and 
mobility service providers (MPS) present a nearly 
balanced relationship, while suppliers exhibit an 
imbalanced perspective with a significant focus on 
technology and a diminished customer orientation. 
This imbalance may be rooted in historical techni-
cal lock-in effects. Previously, automotive markets 
were shaped by clear contractual value chains. In 
line with the transformation toward a complex BES 
involving coopetition phenomena, customer orien-
tation may replace internal technology-centric per-
spectives as a critical success factor.

Further, Figure 2 reveals two distinct clusters of 
BES perceptions: First, B2B OEMs and suppliers 
represent similar profiles. Both are considered as 
traditional actors of the mobility market and face
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the challenge of conducting a successful transfor-
mation. Our analysis, however, suggests, that while 
OEMs have incorporated the customer perspective 
(21% of excerpts), suppliers still lack a customer 
perspective (9% of excerpts). Yet, including 
a customer-based perspective is considered 
a pivotal step in transforming toward a BES struc-
ture (Scaringella and Radziwon 2018). Second, 
technology firms and mobility service providers 
(MSPs), perceived as relatively new to the market, 
show comparable charts. Thus, our findings on 
RQ1 suggest the following conclusion:

Suppliers have not yet transformed from a value-based 
towards an ecosystem-based acting and lack 
a customer-centric perspective.

RQ2: how can we assess the “transformation 
readiness” of B2B mobility firms?

Organizational transformation readiness (syn. 
organizational change readiness (Lehman, 
Greener, and Simpson 2002) is linked to the antici-
pation, strategic planning and derivation of corpo-
rate visions and cultures in the context of corporate 
change (Thanitbenjasith, Areesophonpichet, and 
Boonprasert 2020; Trahant and Burke 1996). It is 
often used in connection with the topic of dynamic/ 
strategic change capabilities (Schriber and Löwstedt  
2020). We employ the concept of “transformation 
readiness” to reflect the overall assessment of an 
organization’s initial situation for change. In that 
respect, we suggest to not only employ enabling 
change capabilities but also hindering resources to 
explain a firm’s preparedness for change. 
Furthermore, the interviews show that the intensity 
of BES disruption has an impact on resource 
requirements and thus on transformation readi-
ness. As an enhancement of the theoretical RBV 
perspective and to enable deeper insights into 
transformation readiness, we propose the adoption 
of a “transformative resource gap (TRG)” calcu-
lated as the difference between resource require-
ments resulting from the BES and the firm’s 
situation in terms of enabling and hindering 
resources.

In exploring the transformation readiness of B2B 
mobility firms, we have attributed 339 interview 
excerpts to this category. The thematic analysis

reveals six subcategories being decisive for a B2B 
firm’s readiness to transform: (1) organization and 
processes (98 excerpts/41%), (2) corporate culture 
(83 excerpts/34%), (3) knowledge and human capi-
tal (68 excerpts/28%), (4) legacy (46 excerpts/19%), 
(5) equipment and infrastructure (17 excerpts/7%) 
and (6) financial resources (16 excerpts/7%). The 
remaining excerpts, which could not be linked to 
one category, were categorized as “others” (11 
excerpts/5%). According to the RBV (Barney  
1991; Wernerfelt 1984), we argue that these cate-
gories could help to shed light on the initial situa-
tion of companies in relation to their 
transformational activities.

First, the primary thematic cluster of excerpts 
revolves around organization and processes. 
Experts, for instance, emphasize the necessity to 
form small, heterogeneous, and autarchic teams. 
The need to consider the organizational elements 
in relation to increasing software focus is also 
addressed in the literature (Hoda, Noble, and 
Marshall 2013). The experts mention that inde-
pendence from core business functions and 
related silo structures is essential, especially 
when establishing software units (e.g., intervie-
wees 1, 4 and 11). The significance of functionally 
integrating software/services (horizontal perspec-
tive) and hardware (vertical perspective) is also 
highlighted. Second, the analysis points to corpo-
rate culture influencing transformation readiness. 
Enabling elements in terms of the TRG relate to 
variables including resilience, purpose, motiva-
tion, and culture that embraces failure. On the 
contrary, hindering elements comprise missing 
openness to transform, considerable risk aversion, 
or the lack of management attention as major 
factors. While the aspect of corporate culture 
(e.g. Schein 1985) has been researched for 
a long time, it is particularly crucial in the digital 
environment. An innovation manager states: 
“You have to give them [the employees] the oppor-
tunity to try things and experiment very quickly. 
Many large companies can’t do that. In other 
words, you need to be able to try things out with 
as little cost and therefore as little collateral 
damage as possible, so that if you realize that 
you have taken the wrong path, you can correct 
it quickly. That is very important overall in this 
digital environment” (interviewee 1, paragraph

8 S. L. BERGER ET AL.



36). Third, the presence of knowledge and human 
capital emerges as a factor of transformation 
readiness. Interviewees refer to capabilities in 
electromobility and software-defined vehicles. 
The transformation of resources is also character-
ized by a shift from traditional hardware engi-
neers to an increased demand for software 
engineers. The importance of this element is 
also confirmed in comparison with the academic 
literature, where the topic of knowledge genera-
tion around software development is addressed 
(Samer and Lee 2000). Fourth, the analysis points 
to the legacy of a firm as major influence on 
transformation readiness. Enabling legacy ele-
ments mostly are prevalent in technology firms 
and relate to capabilities of agile software devel-
opment, rapid development cycles, the decou-
pling of hard- and software, as well as 
a streamlined, customer-centric end-to-end pro-
cesses. Here, too, the previously described impor-
tance of customer orientation comes to light 
(Fader 2012; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Narver 
and Slater 1990). Hindering legacy-based ele-
ments are mostly found in established mobility 
firms and comprise a hardware-centric approach 
in line with vertical silo structures, traditional 
engineering capabilities and hardware infrastruc-
ture. Fifth, equipment and infrastructure influence 
transformation readiness. The shift toward soft-
ware products raises the risk of empty production 
plants while, on the other hand, AI-based infra-
structure is necessary to facilitate change. Sixth, 
financial resources are mentioned in 16 excerpts 
illustrating a necessary factor to enable innova-
tion: “Implementing innovations, electrification, 
that costs a lot of money in our sector” (intervie-
wee 2, paragraph 18). However, compared to 
other categories, the topic plays a subordinate

role in the interviews. Thus, for the category of 
transformation readiness, our analysis suggests 
the following intermediate hypothesis:

A company’s readiness for transformation is notably 
influenced by its commitment to design a market- 
oriented and integrated organization, its adoption of 
a transformative culture and its success to acquire soft-
ware-oriented human capital.

The impact of the RBV on TM and the specific 
contribution of the TRG phenomenon can be 
further illuminated. In the past, B2B mobility orga-
nizations predominantly had hierarchical and 
siloed structures. The corporate culture was risk- 
averse, and the emphasis was on hardware product 
development, with human capital primarily 
focused on traditional engineering. These 
resources and capabilities may impede the transi-
tion toward service- and software-oriented mobi-
lity. The disparity between the existing and 
necessary resources of mobility firms, known as 
TRG as an indicator for transformation readiness, 
thus affects the attainment of transformation goals, 
influencing TM success metrics.

We also analyze this category by company type 
(see appendix no. 4). It stands out that OEMs are 
most concerned with their culture (59% of their 
excerpts compared to 34% on average for all com-
pany types) while MSPs and other firm types sig-
nificantly analyze their organization and processes. 
Further, it is worth to look at the transformation 
readiness by management level, displayed in 
Figure 3. The topic of organization and processes 
as well as corporate culture seems especially impor-
tant for lower management levels while middle and 
upper levels rather tend to focus on knowledge, and 
legacy.
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Figure 3. Dimensions of transformation readiness by management level (RQ2).
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RQ3: which TM instruments are applied in B2B 
mobility, and can a typology of comprehensive TM 
strategies be derived from this?

In the following, we first analyze the identified TM 
instruments before discussing the results’ implica-
tions for the existence of a typology of comprehen-
sive TM strategies. In terms of the instrumental 
configuration of TM in B2B mobility firms, we 
identify 510 relevant text passages within the tran-
scripts. The passages deal with the following topics 
in relation to TM instruments applied: (1) strategic 
marketing instruments (185 excerpts/36%), (2) pro-
duct-related instruments (116 excerpts/23%), (3) 
relationship-related instruments (53 excerpts/ 
10%), (4) distribution-related instruments (50 
excerpts/10%), (5) price-related instruments (47 
excerpts/9%), (6) communication instruments (41 
excerpts/8%). A further 18 excerpts (4%) fall into 
the “others” category.

First, strategic marketing instruments are the 
essential perspective of the TM approaches of B2B 
mobility BES. With 185 excerpts, these make up 
36% of the text passages in this category. This 
underscores the necessity to expand research on 
B2B TM as previous work has focused on TM as 
part of the marketing mix and thus follows a more 
operational instead of strategic perception of the 
concept (see Lim 2023). Within our findings, the 
category predominantly addresses the following 
instruments: The analysis of the global market 
environment. The experts mention the importance 
of an anticipation of global developments with 
regard to digitalization, globalization, sustainability 
issues or political developments. The assessment of 
the relevant market, including its players, also plays 
a role. The target group of mobility and its changes 
are analyzed and segmented, because – according 
to the experts – a one size fits all approach is no 
longer appropriate. In addition, the topic of mar-
keting organization and people as well as detailed 
marketing strategies and goals are explained. It is 
important that marketing strategy hardware and 
software are decoupled from each other and that 
specific marketing competencies are created in the 
digital environment. In addition, we assign market 
exit strategies from the automotive sector to the 
category of strategic marketing instruments. 
Overall, the explanations appear similar to

literature in the field of strategic marketing, which 
also highlights the analysis of the global and speci-
fic market environment and the derivation of cen-
tral marketing objectives (e.g. Homburg, Krohmer, 
and Kuester 2013). Second, product-related instru-
ments are a substantial perspective. In addition to 
traditional elements of product policy, product- 
related instruments also include (software) innova-
tion and branding. With 37% of their mentions, 
MSPs in particular deal with this category. One of 
the reasons given for this is that modern players 
have internalized a risk mind-set and manage inno-
vation processes with the knowledge that only 
a small percentage of the solutions developed will 
be successful. However, if these are high-margin 
enough to cover other projects, this risk should be 
taken. In addition, it is recommended that portfo-
lio management should be geared toward the life 
cycle of the respective solutions and that sufficient 
application programming interfaces (APIs) of digi-
talized products should be provided. Third, the 
aspect of relationship-related instruments targets 
the interaction with distinct types of stakeholders: 
public institutions and policy, direct and end- 
customers, competition, and partners. Although 
the academic world has long been dealing with 
the concept of strategic partnerships (Mohr and 
Spekman 1994), the B2B mobility experts inter-
viewed consider them as a crucial element to strive 
in the disruptive and digitalizing B2B mobility 
environment. An innovation manager of an OEM 
notes: “I really feel that 20 or 30 years ago, (. . .) big 
companies, they could do everything at home. They 
could rely on internal tools, internal resources, an 
internal way of thinking, because they were the 
critical mass. But today, I really feel that questions 
and the issues are so complex that you can’t solve or 
find the great idea alone” (interviewee 26, para-
graph 146). The aim of partnerships in BES is to 
acquire expertise (usually in the field of digital 
services and software), increase market power. In 
comparison with mergers and acquisitions (M&A), 
partnerships are also a good option due to their 
generally lower financial outlay. In conjunction 
with RQ2, resources such as an organizational 
structure with interfaces to external stakeholders 
and an open corporate culture could be levers for 
successful partnerships. Fourth, distribution- 
related instruments play a role in 50 excerpts.
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OEMs and MSPs have the highest attention in this 
category and describe their efforts to reduce com-
plexity of multi-channel distribution through 
strengthening direct digital sales. Further, the 
setup of a B2B sales funnel management is recom-
mended. Lastly, the topic of end-customer integra-
tion and skillsets related to consultative and value- 
based selling for software-based solutions are 
emphasized. Fifth, price-related levers focus on the 
willingness to pay of both direct (B2B) and end 
customers (B2B2C). Interviewees emphasize that 
novel issues are emerging, particularly with the 
topic of software and service as well as the trend 
toward sustainability, as the complexity of quan-
tifiability is increasing. The focus of the category is 
on the development of scalable, software-based 
business models with recurring revenue streams. 
Similarly, researching the influence of software and 
services on the design of pricing strategies is also 
attracting attention in the academic world (Zhang  
2020). Within our sample, all types of companies 
are concentrating on the development and pricing 
of so-called Anything as a Service (XaaS) models 
such as Software as a Service (SaaS) or Platform as 
a Service (PaaS). Designing a successful, scalable 
model is described as follows: “When can I really 
scale a business model successfully? Whenever I have 
a) the best talent and b) the power and ownership 
over the entire vertical value chain” (interviewee 10, 
paragraph 80). Sixth, communication instruments 
as part of B2B firms TM approach deal with the 
credible communication of an organization’s trans-
formation toward both internal and external stake-
holders. In the case of traditional players, the 
development of a common internal language 
within the organization and the external presenta-
tion to customers are particularly important. 
Technical companies, pursue a deeper look at the

end customer needs underlining their need for 
higher customer-centricity (Fader 2012; Kohli and 
Jaworski 1990; Narver and Slater 1990). As one 
marketing manager emphasizes: “That’s why mar-
keting communication is so crucial. And I have 
always been driven by the question of how we can 
use psychological aspects to support people, perhaps 
to achieve faster adaptation of technology? (. . .) 
Why do we perhaps also develop technology without 
first considering people’s needs? What problem does 
[our product] actually solve?” (interviewee 10, para-
graph 40). In sum, our initial findings on TM 
instruments in B2B mobility suggest a first inter-
mediate conclusion:

The transformative marketing (TM) instruments 
applied in B2B mobility BES relate to six thematic 
categories and are dominantly characterized by strate-
gic levers – a facet, that has so far received limited 
theoretical and conceptual attention.

The findings are also underlined by an analysis of 
the results by company type, depicted in Figure 4, 
and by management level, illustrated in attachment 
5. It becomes clear that although there are several 
differences, the strongest leverage on average 
across firm types and hierarchy levels is clearly 
around strategic instruments.

As a second step in answering RQ3, we discuss 
the possibility of deriving a typology of compre-
hensive strategies from the results presented. As 
Figure 4 shows, the analyzed firm types similarly 
employ TM instruments from the six subject areas 
described, namely strategy, product, relationship, 
distribution, price, and communication. However, 
the interviews indicate that these instruments are 
used with varying degrees of proactivity and inten-
sity as part of an overall approach. First, TM proac-
tivity is based on the finding that some experts

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Strategic
marketing

instruments

Product-related
instruments

Relationship
management

Distribution and
sales-related
instruments

Price-related
instruments

Communication
instruments

Others

OEMS (B2B Unit) Supplier Tech Firm MSP Others

Figure 4. Instruments of TM strategies by company type (RQ3).

JOURNAL OF BUSINESS-TO-BUSINESS MARKETING 11



consider TM as an active management process 
(high proactivity) while others refer to instruments 
being applied based on the action of other BES 
players (low proactivity). The identified phenom-
enon of TM proactivity is closely related to the 
general theoretical framework of “strategic proac-
tivity” (Aragon-Correa 1998; Sharma, 
Aragón-Correa, and Rueda-Manzanares 2007). 
Strategic proactivity is defined as “a firm’s tendency 
to initiate changes in its various strategic policies 
rather than to react to events” (Aragon-Correa  
1998). Similarly, we suggest a definition of TM 
proactivity as “a firm’s tendency to initiate changes 
in its TM approach rather than to react to external 
events”. The phenomenon can be illustrated with 
the interview data from a CEO describing his TM 
approach as follows: “What do we have to do? Of 
course we follow our customers.” (Interviewee 24, 
paragraph 36). Further, a sales manager empha-
sizes that the instruments introduced highly 
depend on the OEM customer and at the same 
time admits: “We tend to see that the big former 
customers, Toyota and Honda, have somewhat over-
slept the topic of electrics and electromobility and 
purely electric vehicles.” (Interviewee 2, paragraph 
26). This quote also illustrates the potential risks 
resulting from a lack of independent use of TM 
instruments resulting in a non-proactive TM strat-
egy and lack of own BES intelligence. Similar to the 
concept of strategic proactivity, continuous out-
side-in and market intelligence is therefore also 
important for TM proactivity to ensure long-term 
leadership (Sharma, Aragón-Correa, and Rueda- 
Manzanares 2007).

Second, TM intensity is based on the finding, 
that while all company types are concentrating on 
instruments from the same overall categories, the 
number and integration of instruments applied 
varies. The identified phenomenon of TM intensity 
is closely related to the construct of “marketing 
intensity” (Markovitch, Huang, and Ye 2020; 
Palomino-Tamayo, Timana, and Cerviño 2020; 
Natalie 2010). Marketing intensity is defined as 
“The effort made by the company in marketing 
(. . .)” (Palomino-Tamayo, Timana, and Cerviño  
2020). The effort is quantified by metrics as total 
marketing cost divided by total assets (Palomino- 
Tamayo, Timana, and Cerviño 2020) respectively 
SG&A (selling, general, and administrative)

expenditures minus R&D cost divided by total assets 
(Natalie 2010). Building on this previous work and 
our findings, we suggest defining TM intensity as 
“the effort made by the company in transformative 
marketing “. However, TM effort according to our 
study refers to the scope of TM activities employed, 
regardless of their financial nature: On the one 
hand, we identify nine firms applying instruments 
from a total of three categories, such as strategic, 
price-related and relationship instruments (e.g., 
interviewee 9, 15). On the other hand, we find six 
organizations engaging four instrument categories 
(e.g., interviewee 7, 17) and nine organizations 
employing five instrumental sets (e.g., interviewee 
8, 24). Further, our research reveals that six orga-
nizations adopt measures from six different instru-
mental groups (e.g., interviewee 1, 5). We argue 
that these differences can be interpreted as higher 
respectively lower intensities of a firm’s TM strat-
egy. A high intensity would therefore correspond to 
a high degree of utilization in the context of 
a coherent and integrated TM application, while 
a low intensity would involve the use of fewer 
instrument categories. Based on variations in TM 
proactivity and intensity, we suggest four major 
TM strategies, namely dependent, progressive, 
reactive, and evasive approaches. We illustrate the 
suggested framework in Figure 5 and describe the 
particularities of each strategy in the following.

Reactive B2B TM is characterized by low TM 
proactivity and low intensity. Within the dataset 
of our study, expert number 9’s organization 
demonstrates a reactive strategy. This is visible, 
among other things, by the fact that activities are 
derived from the actions of the upstream OEM 
customer. We thus identify a low proactivity. 
Additionally, there is little use of TM activities

Figure 5. Typology of comprehensive TM strategies in B2B 
mobility firms.
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and only instruments from the three areas of 
strategy, product (innovation) and relationship 
are adopted. Further, the contact person notes 
that there is no integrated, confluent TM strat-
egy: “This means that the business models must 
subsequently match the architecture and technol-
ogy strategy. In my opinion, this is still decoupled. 
Of course there is portfolio management and mar-
ket and business models somewhere, but they are 
not coordinated.” (Interviewee 9, paragraph 44). 
Strategic implications for this cluster therefore 
include the holistic derivation of an integrated 
approach and the reduction of dependency on 
other BES players. Further, achieving greater 
independence, for example by entering partner-
ships for more market power or diversifying the 
product range could enable a higher proactivity. 
An end-customer-centric view in the sense of 
a B2B2C approach could also help to verify mar-
ket premises more fundamentally and without 
distortion due to dependence on the direct orga-
nizational customer.

Evasive B2B TM is a strategic approach that 
involves the highly proactive but less intensive use 
of TM activities. The company of interviewee 29, 
a mobility supplier, provides an example of this 
foundational approach. The SME is proactively 
developing its market field strategy and positioning 
itself in a product niche of mobility solutions. In 
addition, it actively influences the perception of the 
end customer and therefore hopes to achieve a pull 
effect along the value chain: “We enable the end 
customer to know what is technologically possible. 
And that they then write their specs [specifications] 
to the primes [the original manufacturers] accord-
ingly and we then see the products requested from 
us” (interviewee 29, paragraph 56). This phenom-
enon indicates a high degree of independence and 
proactivity. However, the scope of the TM instru-
ments used in this organization is limited. Only few 
TM instruments from the categories of strategy, 
distribution and others are mentioned and it can 
be critically questioned whether the full opportu-
nity of a comprehensive, confluent TM approach 
has been exhausted. Implications may point to 
constantly monitoring unique niche spaces selected 
within the BES, establishing sustainable differentia-
tion possibilities, or strengthening the own market 
position through partnerships.

Dependent B2B TM approaches involves the 
highly intensive but less proactive use of TM activ-
ities and refer to a comprehensive and thorough 
utilization of TM. However, it is marked by 
a significant reliance on the approach adopted by 
other BES players. An example of a dependent 
strategy within our dataset can be found in inter-
view 8. The expert, a marketing manager at 
a mobility supplier, emphasizes, that the firm 
mainly follows the direct OEM customers activ-
ities: “That’s a bit where we’re also looking at the 
moment, how is the market going or how global are 
our customers actually positioning themselves?” 
(Interviewee 8, paragraph 78). In the logic pre-
sented, this therefore relates to low proactivity. At 
the same time, however, the manager addresses 
a comprehensive program of TM instruments 
from five instrumental areas suggesting a high 
intensity. Detailed instruments include the analysis 
of customer price elasticity, sophisticated pricing 
models considering service components and bene-
fit-based pricing. In summary, the advantage of 
this strategy is therefore, among other things, the 
supposedly lower cost of own ecosystem intelli-
gence due to high reliance. However, there is 
a corresponding risk if the downstream organiza-
tions are not successful. Thus, strategic implica-
tions relate to increasing proactivity, which, 
analogously to the reactive strategy, could lie in 
the formation of partnerships or higher end custo-
mer focus.

Progressive B2B TM involves the highly intensive 
and proactive use of TM activities and signifies the 
extensive and comprehensive utilization of BES- 
derived marketing activities designed to proactively 
adapt to dynamic disruptions. An example of such 
a strategy can be identified in interview 5. The tech 
firm’s key elements include consequent customer- 
proximity and -interaction, e.g., through engage-
ment activities ensuring a seamless customer 
experience. As the interviewed member of the 
organization’s management board emphasizes: 
“The first big priority we always see is customer 
centricity, i.e. playing the customer orientation end 
to end (. . .). And this goes hand in hand with 
a change in the business model (. . .)” (Interviewee 
5, paragraph 66). Further, the expert describes how 
the company’s own activities are largely geared 
toward the needs of the changing BES.
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Additionally, he emphasizes that the formation of 
partnerships is essential for a high level of market 
control and thus high independency. Further, the 
activities are not filtered through the lens of an 
intervening company, leading to a high proactivity. 
Secondly, the interviewee uses TM instruments 
from all six distinct categories revealing a high 
intensity. Detailed measures here refer to the estab-
lishment of a marketing organization derived from 
market and customer needs as a strategic instru-
ment. He also describes the need for software- and 
service-centricity. Further, the interviewee empha-
sizes product-related measures through active 
portfolio management and consequent divestment. 
In sum, the firm combines all six instrumental 
dimensions presented before in a holistic strategy. 
In summarizing our findings on RQ3, our second 
conclusion regarding comprehensive TM 
approaches in B2B mobility BESs is as follows:

There are four foundational TM strategies evident, 
namely dependent, progressive, reactive, and evasive 
approaches, distinguishable through their intensity 
and proactivity.

RQ4: how do we measure the success of TM in B2B 
mobility companies?

In researching success measures focusing of TM in 
B2B mobility BES, we assess 237 excerpts within 
our thematic analysis. In sum, we identify five the-
matic categories in relation to success metrics 
about B2B firms’ TM approaches: Metrics related 
to (1) finance and profitability (85 excerpts/39%), 
(2) customer and market (45 excerpts/18%), (3) 
innovation and software (25 excerpts/12%), (4) the 
BES (26 excerpts/12%) and finally (5) business 
model and portfolio (10 excerpts/5%). A further 
44 excerpts (14%) fall into the “others” category.

First, financial and profitability metrics are the 
predominant indicator of a TM’s success in B2B 
mobility BES. This applies relatively evenly across 
all company types, as an analysis of the metrics by 
organizational cluster, see Figure 6, shows. The 
detailed key figures focus on liquidity, turnover 
(relative/absolute), EBIT or return on investment 
(ROI). The second most important topic area iden-
tified by our analysis is the area of customer-centric, 
distribution and sales figures. Such metrics have 
become increasingly important in the academic 
discourse in recent years and are also considered 
in the context of their influence on traditional 
financial KPIs as firm performance (Ramani and 
Kumar 2008; Zahay and Griffin 2010). Within the 
category of customer-centric, distribution and sales 
figures, some firms adhere to classical KPI such as 
customer satisfaction. However, others focus on 
a more sophisticated steering landscape. This 
includes, customer-centered KPIs as customer loy-
alty, engagement, and feedback. Further, as part of 
their B2C2B approach, firms try to maximize end- 
customer experience to influence their buying 
behavior. Hence, the end-customer may exhibit 
an upstream pull-effect and thus lead to advantages 
for the B2B-firm. Additionally, firms are increas-
ingly adopting the B2B sales funnel (Paschen, 
Wilson, and Ferreira 2020) and employ metrics as 
click rates, conversion rates, leads, and similar. 
This development could be attributed to the shift 
toward end-to-end software and service, driven by 
the market entrance of former B2C technology 
companies. Third, innovation and software metrics 
in our study refer to a consideration of the number 
of software patents, the failure rate of software 
products, or the amount of over-the-air updates 
per timeframe. This is in line with academic con-
tributions assessing the influence of modern
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Figure 6. TM metrics by company type (RQ4).
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technology and digital transformation on the man-
agement landscape (Verhoef et al. 2021). The 2021 
article also addresses the change in business 
metrics against the backdrop of new business mod-
els and the increasing focus on ecosystems 
(Verhoef et al. 2021), which we have assigned to 
categories four and five in our study. Fourth, 
metrics related to BES are mainly concerned with 
the number of partnerships concluded or M&As 
completed. In addition, companies measure the 
number of benchmarks performed. Fifth, the busi-
ness model and portfolio indicators area relates pri-
marily to the following key figures: Share of service 
business models or the share of scalable business 
models. An interesting finding also emerges in the 
“others” category where it is emphasized that mea-
surement in scenarios is essential in the age of 
dynamic corporate environments: “If you move in 
the new, somewhat fuzzy you have to be much more 
consistent in control loops, more short-cycle in asses-
sing the development of your business, (. . .). You 
can’t go back to the ABC planning calendar, which 
applies to everyone. You may have to manage these 
businesses in a completely different way” 
(Interviewee 30, paragraph 27).

Based on our findings, we draw the following 
interim conclusion:

The selection of TM success indicators remains largely 
independent from organizational types and manage-
ment levels, with a primary focus on financial and 
profitability metrics.

Hence, the other metric categories identified may 
serve as upstream indicators exerting influence on 
finance and profitability as the main dependent 
variable. The design of these steering categories 
encompasses both traditional and disruptive KPIs, 
as explained using the example of the customer- 
centric, distribution and sales figures. We thus sug-
gest that differences in TM success measurement of 
B2B mobility firms may arise depending on their 
upstream foundational TM strategy. Organizations 
adopting reactive and evasive strategies heavily rely 
on finance-related measures with a low considera-
tion of customer-centricity, distribution, innova-
tion, and software KPIs major levers (e.g., 
interview 2, 21 and 20). The trend toward integrat-
ing AI and software into hardware products as part 
of an evasive strategy has so far hardly been

considered in steering landscapes. Companies there-
fore might be at risk of drawing incorrect conclu-
sions using mainly traditional KPIs. Players 
following dependent strategies tend to combine tra-
ditional with modern metrics (e.g., interview 9). In 
doing so, financial KPI are measured in line with 
brand measures and end-customer-related metrics 
are increasingly being considered as part of a B2B2C 
approach. These refer for example to brand aware-
ness or customer satisfaction measurement. Our 
research further reveals a shift toward relative and 
dynamic KPIs over absolute and static indicators. 
Growth metrics, especially related to software inno-
vation, are employed to forecast TM performance.

B2B mobility companies with progressive TM 
approaches go one step further and consistently 
put customer-centricity and software-focus at 
the center acknowledging their direct influence 
on subsequent financial and profitability mea-
sures. Further, they consistently adopt dynamic, 
scenario-based planning. For players employing 
progressive approaches, in line with the growing 
emphasis on customer-centric value creation, 
former B2C KPIs gain importance. Also, inno-
vation and software-related metrics go one step 
further and measure the connectivity of software 
to internal and external interfaces (APIs), the 
real-time and over-the-air personalizability and 
adaptability of software solutions. Experts 
emphasize this as being in line with achieving 
TM success related to customer experience 
metrics. Additionally, firms incorporate 
dynamic and scenario-based metrics to account 
for the disruptive nature of the mobility BESs. 
Finally, experts refer to business-model-driven 
TM metrics. This means to select business mod-
els (e.g., Software as a Service, Platform as 
a Service) instead of functional products as 
a premise for success measurement. In any 
case, the selection of metrics must be conducted 
carefully in line with the TM strategy, products, 
and business models. As the experts interviewed 
highlight: “What do we measure meaningfully? 
And above all, are we ready to throw away KPIs 
that we have had for many years? (. . .) You have 
to be careful, especially with the wrong measur-
ability.” (Interviewee 10). Based on our findings, 
we suggest a second conclusion on the success 
measurement of TM in B2B mobility companies:
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Explaining the success measurement of TM in B2B 
mobility companies requires the consideration of 
a firm’s foundational TM strategy.

In particular, the findings reveal that all strategies 
focus on financial and profitability KPIs and 
involve indicators from further four areas. 
However, within these categories, firms pursuing 
progressive approaches prioritize transformative 
upstream indicators in contrast to organizations 
following evasive, reactive, or dependent strate-
gies emphasizing more classical indicators. The 
findings of this study could thus contribute to 
a better explanation of the success of TM 
phenomena.

Synthesis: findings RQ1-RQ4

Synthesizing the findings from RQ1-RQ4, we pre-
sent an illustrative depiction of the category struc-
ture in Figure 7. The model conveys the four 
primary categories defined through structural cod-
ing along with 23 sub-categories identified through 
open coding logic. Additionally, the approach pro-
vides an exemplary overview of detailed sub-topics 
associated with each category. To enhance con-
struct validity (Gibbert, Ruigrok and Wicki 2008), 
the researchers shared the overview with three 
interviewees. The informants expressed substantial 
agreement with the proposed framework and pro-
vided minor suggestions, which were subsequently 
incorporated.

Theoretical and managerial contributions

Our research offers several theoretical contributions. 
Most importantly, the findings lay an exploratory 
foundation for further generalizing research and the-
ory-building around the topic of B2B TM. The Scopus 
search outlined in the introduction illustrates the lim-
ited number of current B2B TM studies. Hence, our 
aim is to contribute to greater consideration of B2B 
marketing and its response to current transforma-
tional phenomena. Moreover, our research demon-
strates that TM phenomena cannot be adequately 
understood in isolation. Instead, a comprehensive 
analysis, incorporating theories of the market envir-
onment such as the BES (Moore 1993) and the com-
pany’s resource perspective within the framework of

the RBV (Barney 1991; Wernerfelt 1984), is impera-
tive. Thus, our research is at the forefront of advancing 
the theoretical landscape of B2B TM by combining 
two important frameworks and enhancing our under-
standing of transformational phenomena in B2B con-
texts. In particular, the combination serves as 
a cornerstone of our theoretical contribution. By 
leveraging the RBV, we delve deep into the internal 
resources, capabilities, and competencies of B2B 
mobility firms, unraveling their unique strategic 
advantages and sources of competitive advantage. 
This nuanced understanding allows us to elucidate 
how these internal factors interact with and shape 
the broader BES, thereby offering profound insights 
into the dynamics of transformation. The RBV’s 
emphasis on the strategic significance of firm- 
specific resources and capabilities enriches our analy-
sis by providing a lens through which we can discern 
how B2B mobility companies harness their internal 
assets to adapt, innovate, and thrive amidst disruptive 
forces. Moreover, by integrating the RBV with TM 
and the BES, our research extends beyond mere 
descriptive analysis to offer a comprehensive explana-
tory framework for understanding the intricacies of 
transformational processes. In essence, the integration 
of the RBV into our research not only enhances the 
theoretical robustness of our study but also empowers 
us to uncover deeper insights into the mechanisms 
driving transformational phenomena within B2B 
mobility ecosystems. By elucidating the interplay 
between internal resources, external environments, 
and transformational strategies, our research signifi-
cantly contributes to advancing scholarly understand-
ing and practical applications in the realm of B2B TM. 
In terms of the BES, we show that the perception of 
a turbulent environment varies depending on the type 
of company and has a major influence on a firm’s 
transformation. In relation to the RBV, our results 
demonstrate that within the B2B TM context, 
a stronger focus should be placed on identifying sup-
portive and hindering transformation resources. 
Therefore, we suggest labeling the difference between 
current resources (both beneficial and obstructive) 
and necessary resources as the “transformative 
resource gap (TRG).” By introducing this concept, 
we believe that the RBV can be strengthened by 
encompassing multiple dimensions. We believe that 
integrating this perspective into TM will result in 
a more comprehensive theoretical understanding of
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transformational phenomena and – as implied by the 
RBV – the explanation of strategic competitive advan-
tages. Next, in terms of theoretical contributions, our 
study emphasizes that a conceptualization of TM 
grounded in the marketing mix (Lim 2023) provides 
a solid foundation. However, the strategic and

relationship marketing elements within the context 
of B2B TM need further refinement in the conceptua-
lization of TM. Lastly, to the best of our knowledge, 
we have introduced a novel TM typology based on our 
findings, which should facilitate further exploration of 
the TM topic within the research community. As an

Figure 7. Illustration of the category structure.
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additional theoretical contribution, we have also 
demonstrated that the explanation of TM success 
and the selection of appropriate metrics are related 
to the chosen foundational TM strategy.

Along with the aspects described, we also offer 
several managerial contributions. First, we provide 
a detailed understanding of the disruptive BES as the 
context of TM. This offers the possibility to foster 
companies’ BES intelligence including an end- 
customer centric perspective. Within that respect, it 
is recommended that companies validate the basic 
market assumptions close to the customer to reduce 
the corresponding risks of misjudgments. Further, 
our research sets the course for a targeted identifica-
tion, understanding, and adaptation of enabling and 
hindering resources in transformational processes. 
Using a so-called “transformative resource gap 
(TRG),” could help to explain the initial situation of 
a company and thus more thoroughly examine the 
success of TM in practice. Next, our study offers new 
impulses on how TM instruments from six overall 
categories can be employed by firms within a holistic 
approach. Our research highlights that the conflu-
ence, identified by Kumar (2018) as a core character-
istic of TM in his seminal definition, is not 
consistently applied in corporate practice. Rather, 
a considerable number of firms in our study imple-
ment corresponding measures within the framework 
of individual instruments rather than adopting an 
integrated approach. Our insights can help companies 
to consciously deal with the proactivity and intensity 
achieved and the analyze associated risks in their 
marketing approaches. The selected matrix may also 
offer a helpful starting point for pursuing 
a progressive strategy. This also raises questions 
about the extent to which a company assesses the 
quality of its TM processes using appropriate indica-
tors. In general, the introduction of dynamic, sce-
nario-based, and multi-level measurement models is 
recommended, as our results indicate that, irrespec-
tive of company types, they are best suited for turbu-
lent environments.

Discussion and future research directions

Our study is subject to various constraints. First, 
limitations are attributable to the qualitative 
approach. While expert interviews lead to in- 
depth insights, rigor might be more difficult to

demonstrate. While adhering to the principle of 
data saturation, a sample size of 30 may still not 
be fully representative of the entire population. The 
same holds true for the criteria-based, purposive 
sampling method. Like all nonrandom techniques, 
it poses potential threats to generalization 
(Hibberts, Burke Johnson, and Hudson 2012). 
Further, despite the inclusion of a questionnaire 
and secondary data, the focus on qualitative data 
as a major source might carry a risk of common 
method bias (MacKenzie and Podsakoff 2012). 
Second, related to the question of representative-
ness, we exclusively focus on the level of highly 
experienced managers. Yet, the involvement of 
the operational levels of the companies could also 
provide further valuable impetus. Third, the study 
is subject to a sectoral and geographical focus. 
Given our recognition of B2B mobility as 
a notably transformative environment, we chose it 
as the application context. However, TM in other 
highly disruptive BESs such as retail, and in both 
B2C and B2B contexts, may differ from our find-
ings. The same applies to the geographical scope; 
while our focus is on Europe and the U.S., the 
results may not be directly transferable to other 
regions, such as Asia. Fourth, the theoretical under-
pinning of this work is centered around the 
Resource-Based View (RBV). This lens was chosen 
because the approach has been used in previous 
studies on dynamic BESs as well as TM, making it 
suitable as an overarching frame for this work. Yet, 
the RBV primarily focuses on the internal aspects 
of an organization to analyze competitive sustain-
able advantage through (in)tangible, non- 
substitutable and non-imitable resources. Thus, it 
is crucial to ensure the consideration of external 
factors and further test the influence of other the-
ories on B2B TM.

To reduce the barriers described, this work could 
be followed up by further examinations whereof we 
consider four angles to be particularly important. 
First, to enhance the qualitative results within 
a second study on operational levels. In that respect, 
a subsequent comparison with the findings of this 
study could lead to interesting additional insights. 
For instance, our results already showed that the 
aspect of customer orientation varies significantly 
between lower, middle, and upper management levels. 
It is therefore possible that operational levels also
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exhibit particularities in relation to the phenomena 
studied. Second, the findings of this work lay 
a foundation for further generalizing research. We, 
therefore, recommend developing a conceptual model 
and quantitatively verifying it through a large-scale 
questionnaire study. Studies could examine the 
impact of independent variables (e.g., different BES 
morphologies) on dependent variables (e.g., transfor-
mation success). Further, as there might be differences 
by region, function, company size or management 
levels, group analyses may aid to generate further 
insights on moderating and mediating levers. Third, 
to verify the findings gathered within this study in 
further geographical contexts to account for cultural 
differences. This could, for instance, be enabled 
through a cross-national research setup and 
a consideration of the Asian mobility market as an 
important player in B2B mobility. Fourth, the explora-
tion of B2B TM phenomena using the example of 
other turbulent market environments, such as retail. 
Comparing the results of several disruptive BESs 
could lead to more reliability in drawing conclusions 
about the theory of TM and thus lead to higher rigor 
in the field. Sixth, this manuscript has contributed to 
linking TM with the concepts of BES and RBV to 
increase explanatory power of related studies. As 
a future research angle, the identified phenomena, 
including market environment perception (BES) and 
supportive and hindering resources (RBV) and their 
relevance for TM should be further validated through 
qualitative and quantitative studies. Additionally, 
there is potential for in-depth research on other the-
ories in the context of TM in dynamic B2B BES. This 
includes exploring marketing and service theories, 
such as Engagement Marketing Theory (Kumar  
2018), as well as theories of national culture, like 
Hofstede (2001), and related concepts such as risk 
aversion, short- versus long-term orientation, and 
other factors that can contribute to a better under-
standing of TM phenomena.

Summary

The objective of this work was to enhance the field 
of B2B TM through a comprehensive empirical 
investigation of the prototypical yet highly trans-
formative case of mobility ecosystems. By integrat-
ing the concepts of the RBV and BESs, we sought to 
enhance the theoretical foundation of TM and

provide new theoretical and practical contribu-
tions. Using the RBV, we offer a comprehensive 
explanatory framework for understanding the 
intricacies of transformational processes and show 
how the internal resources, capabilities, and com-
petencies of B2B mobility BES unravel their unique 
sources of competitive advantage. This under-
standing provides profound insights into the 
dynamics of disruptive TM. For this purpose, we 
conducted in-depth, partly standardized qualitative 
expert interviews with 30 managers from 28 mobi-
lity companies. The angle of B2B mobility ecosys-
tems as an application context was chosen, as it is 
subject to uniquely intense transformational pro-
cesses. Our study unveils the following major find-
ings related to the four research questions defined. 
Related to RQ1, aimed at investigating the evidence 
of a morphology of disruptive B2B mobility BES, 
we propose four major characterization patterns. 
We observe that suppliers have not yet shifted from 
a value-based approach to an ecosystem-based 
approach and lack a customer-centric perspective 
(Fader 2012; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Narver and 
Slater 1990). Concerning RQ2, which aimed to 
investigate the “transformation readiness” of B2B 
mobility firms based on the RBV (Barney 1991; 
Wernerfelt 1984) as a prerequisite for examining 
their TM approach, we find that a mobility com-
pany’s readiness for transformation is significantly 
influenced by its commitment to designing 
a market-oriented and integrated organization, its 
adoption of a transformative culture, and its suc-
cess in acquiring software-oriented human capital.

Related to RQ3, we share new insights on TM 
instruments applied in B2B mobility and discuss the 
existence of a typology of comprehensive TM strate-
gies. Our findings suggest that the instruments 
applied in B2B mobility BES relate to six thematic 
categories and are dominantly characterized by stra-
tegic levers as a previously underexamined factor. 
Further, we propose four foundational TM strategies 
evident, namely dependent, progressive, reactive, and 
evasive approaches, distinguishable through their 
intensity and proactivity. While investigating RQ4, 
which addresses the success measurement of TM in 
B2B mobility companies, we discover that the selec-
tion of indicators within our study remains mostly 
independent of organizational types and manage-
ment levels, with a primary emphasis on financial
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and profitability metrics. Instead, our study reveals 
that explaining the success of TM in B2B mobility 
companies requires considering a firm’s foundational 
TM strategy. In sum, with our findings, we hope to 
offer a meaningful contribution to the field’s theore-
tical and practical development.

Notes

1. The management levels are defined by the management 
span: lower management (1–10 employees), middle 
management (11–50 employees) and upper manage-
ment (>50 employees).

2. For this purpose, the shares of subtopics were cal-
culated for each company type. Example: For tech 
firms, there is a total number of 82 excerpts with 
a focus on BES morphology among which the pro-
portion with a focus on “configuration” comprises 
20% (16 excerpts). For reasons of visual clarity, the 
category “others” was not included in the figure.
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Appendix

Attachment 1: Sample characteristics

Attachment 2: Group analyses (absolute values)

Category Sub-category N Share

Firm type Supplier 11 36,7%
New players, tech service provider TSP 6 20,0%
OEM (active in commercial business) 4 13,3%

Mobility service provider MSP 3 10,0%
Others 6 20,0%

Interviewee management level Lower (1–10 people) 9 30%
Middle (11–50 people) 8 27%

Upper (> 50 people) 13 43%
Interviewee function Marketing/strategy/sales managers 14 46,67%

Management boards (CEOs, CFOs, CDOs) 11 36,67%

Innovation/digitalization managers 5 16,67%
Firm size (number of employees) Startup/SME (< 1.000 employees) 11 36.7%

Majors (1.000–5.000 employees) 9 30%
Corporates (> 5.000 employees) 10 33,3%

Code 
ID Main and sub-category Total

Company Type Management level

OEM Supplier Tech firms MSP Others Lower Middle Upper

BES Business ecosystem 339 48 106 82 43 60 82 121 136
BES1 Configuration 91 16 34 16 4 21 21 31 39
BES2 Technology 87 9 36 21 10 11 21 29 37

BES3 Customer dimension 62 10 10 23 12 7 9 26 27
BES4 Patterns of value creation 30 3 5 7 4 11 11 7 12

BES5 Dynamism & adaptation 27 5 11 3 5 3 9 8 10
BES6 Co-evolution/co-opetition 6 - - 2 1 3 - 6 -

BES7 Others 36 5 10 10 7 4 11 14 11
R Transformation readiness 

(resources)
339 60 137 56 24 62 115 112 112

R1 Organization & processes 98 11 40 11 10 26 37 32 29

R2 Corporate culture 83 29 22 14 4 14 41 24 18
R3 Knowledge & human capital 68 8 33 17 2 8 15 27 26
R4 Legacy 46 6 16 9 6 9 12 15 19

R5 Equipment & infrastructure 17 - 9 5 - 3 3 7 7
R6 Financial resources 16 2 11 - 1 2 3 3 10

R7 Others 11 4 6 - 1 - 4 4 3
TM Transformative marketing 

instruments
510 95 183 80 49 103 193 158 193

TM1 Strategic marketing instruments 185 42 63 34 8 38 72 46 67

TM2 Product-related instruments 116 18 47 15 17 19 37 37 42
TM3 Relationship management 53 8 17 9 9 10 14 23 16

TM4 Distribution and sales-related instruments 50 14 17 4 8 7 25 13 12
TM5 Price-related instruments 47 6 18 5 3 15 17 19 11

TM6 Communication instruments 41 6 16 10 1 8 10 6 25
TM7 Others 18 1 5 3 3 6 4 8 6
SV Success metrics 235 42 98 37 18 40 71 73 91

SV1 Finance & profitability measures 85 14 33 13 6 19 22 28 35
SV2 Customer-centric & market metrics 45 12 20 6 3 4 18 11 16

SV3 Innovation & software-related metrics 25 1 13 6 3 2 5 8 12
SV4 BES metrics 26 3 8 3 2 10 10 9 7

SV5 Business model & portfolio metrics 10 1 6 2 - 1 5 2 3
SV6 Others 44 11 18 7 4 4 11 15 18
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Attachment 3: Group analyses (relative values)

Attachment 4: Dimensions of transformation readiness by company type (RQ2) 
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OEMS (B2B Unit) Supplier Tech Firm MSP Others

Code 
ID Main and sub-category Total

Company type Management level

OEM Supplier Tech firms MSP Others Lower Middle Upper

BES Business ecosystem 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
BES1 Configuration 27% 33% 32% 20% 9% 35% 26% 26% 29%
BES2 Technology 26% 19% 34% 26% 23% 18% 26% 24% 27%

BES3 Customer dimension 18% 21% 9% 28% 28% 12% 11% 21% 20%
BES4 Patterns of value creation 9% 6% 5% 9% 9% 18% 13% 6% 9%

BES5 Dynamism & adaptation 8% 10% 10% 4% 12% 5% 11% 7% 7%
BES6 Co-evolution/co-opetition 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 5% 0% 5% 0%

BES7 Others 11% 10% 9% 12% 16% 7% 13% 12% 8%
R Transformation readiness (resources) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
R1 Organization & processes 41% 22% 41% 24% 71% 72% 47% 40% 35%

R2 Corporate culture 34% 59% 23% 31% 29% 39% 53% 30% 22%
R3 Knowledge & human capital 28% 16% 34% 38% 14% 22% 19% 34% 31%

R4 Legacy 19% 12% 16% 20% 43% 25% 15% 19% 23%
R5 Equipment & infrastructure 7% 0% 9% 11% 0% 8% 4% 9% 8%

R6 Financial resources 7% 4% 11% 0% 7% 6% 4% 4% 12%
R7 Others 5% 8% 6% 0% 7% 0% 5% 5% 4%
TM Transformative marketing 

instruments
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

TM1 Strategic marketing instruments 36% 44% 34% 43% 16% 37% 40% 30% 37%
TM2 Product-related instruments 23% 19% 26% 19% 35% 18% 21% 24% 23%

TM3 Relationship management 10% 8% 9% 11% 18% 10% 8% 15% 9%
TM4 Distribution and sales-related instruments 10% 15% 9% 5% 16% 7% 14% 9% 7%
TM5 Price-related instruments 9% 6% 10% 6% 6% 15% 9% 13% 6%

TM6 Communication instruments 8% 6% 9% 13% 2% 8% 6% 4% 14%
TM7 Others 4% 1% 3% 4% 6% 6% 2% 5% 3%

SV Success metrics 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
SV1 Finance & profitability measures 39% 35% 39% 42% 33% 51% 37% 41% 42%

SV2 Customer-centric & market metrics 18% 23% 20% 19% 17% 11% 26% 16% 15%
SV3 Innovation & software-related metrics 12% 3% 10% 13% 17% 5% 6% 9% 11%
SV4 BES metrics 12% 8% 10% 10% 11% 27% 16% 13% 9%

SV5 Business model & portfolio metrics 5% 3% 8% 3% 0% 3% 8% 3% 6%
SV6 Others 14% 30% 12% 6% 22% 3% 6% 18% 16%
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Attachment 5: Instruments of TM strategies by management level (RQ3) 
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Attachment 6: TM metrics by management level (RQ4) 
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