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Abstract 
Transaction platforms supporting the exchange of 

services and products between actor groups are the 
foundation of many new business models. Attracting 
enough actors by propositioning value is crucial for the 
success of transaction platforms. Therefore, the proper 
design of value creation mechanisms is a pre-condition 
to be successful.   Initially, the focus of value creation 
was on network effects, but now the interactions be-
tween the actors are being examined more closely. 
Emergent social interactions (ESI) – are initiated by us-
ers on their initiative and are not subject to top-down 
planning. However, their impact on value creation on 
transaction platforms has not been researched in depth. 
Therefore, our paper investigates how emergent social 
interactions con-tribute to value co-creation mecha-
nisms on transaction platforms. We apply a Service-
Dominant Logic (S-D logic) theoretical lens and create 
a framework that describes the impact of emergent so-
cial interactions on value co-creation. Our framework 
integrates the moderation of ESI-based value-co-crea-
tion by market properties. Based on the framework, 
platform designers and entrepreneurs can better decide 
on the design of transaction platforms in general and 
the employment of emergent social interactions. Our 
theoretical contribution paves the way to developing 
methods for designing transactional platforms using 
emergent social interactions respecting the context set 
by market properties. 

1 Introduction 

Transaction platforms create value by leveraging 
transactions between independent actors, e.g., consum-
ers and producers of products and/or services [1]. The 
platform operators act as intermediaries who enable 
transactions between two or more groups of actors [1]. 
Transaction platform-based business models are the 
most important business models of the 21st century [2, 
3]. For example, 60% of all start-ups in 2019 are based 
on platform strategies [4]. In addition, transaction plat-
forms are the most important basis for new business 

ideas [5]. Seven out of the ten most valuable enterprises 
worldwide use platform-based business models (e.g., 
Alibaba, Amazon) [6].  

Designing a transaction platform is a high-risk en-
deavor because many platforms fail because they do not 
attract enough users or investment capital [2]. There-
fore, it is necessary to create methods that enable com-
panies to design platforms successfully and minimize 
the risk of failure.  

A key element for the successful design of transac-
tional platforms is understanding their value creation 
mechanisms to attract enough actors. The scope of value 
creation has broadened in recent years. Starting from a 
network effects perspective [5], the value co-creation 
perspective [7], that integrates customers, partners, and 
stakeholders in mutual processes is becoming increas-
ingly important.  

Emergent Social Interactions (ESI) are social inter-
actions individuals initiate without being planned or in-
itiated by hierarchical structures [8]. Examples of ESI 
are social production, egalitarian decisions, and weak 
ties [8]. Social production is the collaborative creation 
of primarily digital artifacts, e.g., open-source software 
[9]. Egalitarian decisions replace expert-based decisions 
by merging a large number of individual decisions [10]. 
Weak ties are ad-hoc created connections between indi-
viduals [11]. 

We hypothesize that emergent social interactions 
impact value co-creation on transaction platforms and 
that this impact is moderated by the properties of the 
platform's market. Therefore, we formulate the follow-
ing two research questions: 

RQ1: How do emergent social interactions impact 
value co-creation on transaction platforms? 
RQ2: Which implications for the design of transac-
tional platforms can be derived from the influence of 
social interactions? 

Our paper aims to create a framework that lets the 
designer of a platform recognize the necessity to use 
emergent social interactions and decide which emergent 
social interaction is relevant for the platform’s purposes 
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depending on market properties. Thus, we want to sup-
port the designer of platforms, whether an entrepreneur 
or incumbent enterprise, by giving means to decide on 
the use of emergent social interactions and the extent of 
their use. We also strive to make the influence of the 
market context on these decisions explicit. 

We examine value creation on transaction plat-
forms in two phases. Network effects initially deter-
mined value creation on platforms. Later, however, 
value co-creation plays an increasingly important role. 
Therefore, we develop a model of value co-creation on 
transaction platforms to describe the leverage points for 
emergent social interactions. We use a SD Logic-based 
theoretical lens [5]. It uses the four meta-theoretical 
foundations [7] of SD-Logic: Actor-to-actor networks, 
resource liquefaction, density, and integration.  

Based on the recommendations from [12], we per-
formed a literature review to identify existing literature 
of value co-creation on platforms such as [13]. Then we 
develop our framework that represents the influence of 
emergent social interactions on the value co-creation of 
transaction platforms with the help of the SD-logic-
based transaction platform model. We show how social 
production, egalitarian decisions, and weak ties [8] im-
pact actor-to-actor networks, resource liquefaction, re-
source density, and resource integration during the 
transaction phases attract, match, facilitate.  

In a further step, we investigate how a market’s 
properties modulate the impact of social interactions on 
value co-creation. Market properties like homogeneity 
of requirements, resource description complexity, and 
demand variance influence value co-creation on trans-
action platforms. We demonstrate our framework by ap-
plying it to existing transactional platforms and describ-
ing the impact of emergent social interactions on their 
value creation. In this way, we derive implications for 
the design of transaction platforms based on the impact 
of emergent social interactions and in the context of 
market properties. 

2 Theoretical Background 

To clarify the problem of designing transaction 
platforms, we depict the theoretical background of our 
work. It embraces transaction platforms and the transac-
tion phases. 

2.1 Transaction Platforms 

Competition is taking place increasingly over plat-
forms [14][15], and therefore, many companies are de-
veloping platform and service design strategies. How-
ever, they face several challenges [14], as major plat-
form markets are winner-take-all markets. Research 
about platforms has changed its focus several times in 

recent decades. Starting 30 years ago, research has fo-
cused on innovation platforms that facilitate comple-
mentary products and services. An example of such an 
innovation platform with disruptive effects is the IBM 
PC and Windows platform in the 1980s [4]. A later fo-
cus of platform research has been on social platforms 
(e.g., Facebook) [16] whose goal is to support interac-
tions between individuals using digital tools. Business 
models based on social platforms leverage the collected 
data and capture value by targeted advertising. Today, 
huge attention is spent on transactional platforms (e.g., 
Airbnb) that enable value creation between partners 
with the help of digital means that would not have been 
achieved without. Transaction platforms started to ex-
pand quickly with purely digital goods [17] [18] and ser-
vices but later on extended to “online to offline” modes 
(O2O) [19]. They differentiate from traditional pipeline 
business models controlling a linear series of activities 
[14]. Chain reactions within platforms lead to the rapid 
growth of platforms and why platform markets are win-
ner-takes-all markets [20, 21].  

2.2 Transaction Phases 

The activities on transaction platforms can be dif-
ferentiated into three phases: the attraction of partners 
onto the transaction platform, the matching of value 
propositions by exchanging and filtering information, 
and the facilitation of the exchange of services. 

To attract partners, it is necessary to describe the 
value propositions. They help to identify potential part-
ners for service exchange and to inform about the of-
fered value. The information does not have to be pro-
vided by the current actors themselves but by actors who 
have exchanged services in the past. A classic example 
is the description of holiday resorts and hotels on 
TripAdvisor by previous guests [22]. This description 
provides information on the offered services and an 
evaluation of these services, i.e., actors assess the value 
of the provided services. These contributions are public, 
and other actors often assess their value by establishing 
a quality assurance mechanism.  

A variety of services are offered on one platform. 
The challenge is to match the best-fitting offers. Only a 
small part of all services is interesting for a specific ac-
tor. To ensure that the actors quickly find the relevant 
services, it is necessary to provide filtering mechanisms. 
These filtering mechanisms can be based on quite dif-
ferent concepts. The first possibility is the application of 
classical search mechanisms via keywords etc. The sec-
ond possibility is the use of collaborative search mech-
anisms. The preferred services proposed to the actor will 
be those chosen by other actors with similar experiences 
in the past. It proposes services that are used by actors 
that are as similar as possible to the searching actor.  
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Once the actors have agreed to exchange services, 
it is the task of the platform to facilitate the exchange. 
It should be as simple and efficient as possible. For a 
transaction platform, this means ensuring the appropri-
ate provision of information. For home-sharing plat-
forms such as Airbnb [23], information about the loca-
tion of the apartment and the accessibility of the apart-
ment is provided. In addition, information must also be 
provided on how to access the apartment, e.g., where the 
key is located. The property owner should make it as 
easy as possible for the tenant to pay for the apartment. 
In addition to the monetary currency, a social currency 
is also exchanged, supported by the platform. For exam-
ple, the tenant evaluates the apartment he has occupied, 
and the landlord evaluates the guests' behavior.  

3 Model of Value Co-Creation on Trans-
action Platforms 

The research on value co-creation on transaction 
platforms started focusing on low marginal cost and net-
work effects [5]. Marginal cost is the cost of producing 
an additional service unit. The low marginal cost allows 
platforms to expand their business with minimal cost 
[14]. Network effects increase the value of a product as 
the number of consumers of the product increases [24]. 
Network effects can be differentiated into direct and in-
direct network effects [24]. Direct network effects in-
crease the value for one group of actors by their increas-
ing number [20]. Indirect network effects designate 
value for one actor group of the platform by increasing 
another group of actors [20]. 

The co-creation of value has been identified as a 
factor for successful platform design [25] and the com-
plex structure of value co-creation in digital ecosystems 
[25]. A first example of analyzing a concrete platform 
with an SD-logic theoretical lens is provided in [23]; 
however, no general framework is given. To develop 
our value co-creation model on transaction platforms, 
we draw on the definition of value co-creation in Ser-
vice-Dominant (S-D) Logic [26]. Value co-creation is 
defined as a set of actors that integrate resources (oper-
ant and operand) that are integrated, accepted, and ex-
changed in an ecosystem regulated by institutional ar-
rangements [7]. To identify the leverage points of value 
co-creation on platforms, we use the four meta-theoret-
ical foundations [7] of SD-Logic. These are actor-to-ac-
tor networks, resource liquefaction, resource density, 
and resource integration.  

3.1 Actor-to-Actor Structures 

Platforms are an emergent actor-to-actor structure 
that is self-contained and self-adjusting [7]. It offers an 

organizing logic for the actors to exchange services and 
co-create value [7]. Platforms support actor-to-actor 
structures during the three phases attract, match, and fa-
cilitate, as shown in Table 1. They attract actors and en-
able them to present and exchange value propositions. 
During the match phase, these propositions are filtered 
to offer relevant value propositions to the participants. 
Finally, transaction platforms support the exchange of 
services and currencies during the facilitate phase [27]. 
Table 1: Support of SD-Logic meta-theoretical foundations 

on transaction platforms 

 Attract Match Facilitate 
Actor-to-Actor S. x x x 
R. Liquefaction  x  
R. Density  x x 
R. Integration   x 

3.2 Resource Liquefaction 

Liquefaction plays a crucial role by separating in-
formation from a physical representation [7]. In terms of 
resources, this concept means that information about re-
sources can be more easily shared and made available to 
others. We provide an example of resource liquefaction 
in the travel sector. Before the internet, travelers had lit-
tle information about the destination and accommoda-
tion and its quality. Today, resource liquefaction is pro-
vided on Booking.com or TripAdvisor [28] by provid-
ing digital information on services and products during 
the match phase. 

3.3 Resource Density 

Resource density describes whether resources can 
be quickly activated for an actor that wants to offer the 
desired service [7]. The maximum density is achieved 
when the best combination of resources is activated 
[29]. Resource density is supported by transaction 
phases during the match and facilitate phase. In these 
phases the available resources are listed and evaluated 
by using reviews and rating.  

3.4 Resource Integration 

One characteristic of platforms is their “outside-in” 
character meaning that resources come from outside. 
Their competitive advantage is not based on the holding 
of assets but on integrating and orchestrating external 
resources [17]. Therefore, resource integration is neces-
sary on transaction platforms. 

Following SD-Logic, resource integration is neces-
sary because resources can never be used in isolation but 
need to be combined with other resources to increase 
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their usefulness [7]. Platforms support resource integra-
tion by making previously isolated resources available 
in the match and facilitate phase. Platforms also provide 
means for combining resources with other resources on 
the platform. In this way innovation is enabled as the 
result of combining resources [30].  

4 The Impact of Emergent Social Inter-
actions on Platform Value Co-creation 

To identify the research gap, we performed a liter-
ature review based on the recommendations in [12] and 
[31] using the search terms “platform” and “value-crea-
tion” and “social” on Google Scholar. Due to space lim-
itations in this paper, we limited the search to recent pa-
pers starting from 2016 and analyzed the first 50 hits. 
The 18 sources categorized as relevant were analyzed 
further by reading the full text (see Table 2). Starting 
from this list of relevant papers, we started a graph-
based search in two directions. First, we searched for re-
lated papers in the citations of the papers including lit-
erature from before 2016. Then we filtered the relevant 
papers by analyzing the abstracts. Second, we used the 
inverse citation search of Google Scholar, to search for 
papers that cited the papers considered as relevant and 
checked them for relevance. We then classified the rel-
evant papers whether they address value creation co-cre-
ation and which kind of platform they focus on. Besides 
transaction platforms, we also considered innovation 
platforms [1] and social platforms [16]. We found that 
value creation is discussed for all three types of plat-
forms. However, value co-creation is only investigated 
on innovation and social platforms. Hein et al. [32] ana-
lyze asymmetric innovation platforms. The investiga-
tions of social platforms [33] [34] do not consider trans-
actions. 

Table 2: Selected relevant papers  

 Value Creation Value Co-Creation 

Innovation 
platforms 

[35], [36] [32], [37] 

Transaction 
Platforms 

[38] [39]  

Social Platforms [40] [16] [41] [42, 43, 
44] [45, 46, 47, 48] 

[33] [34] 

In our emergent social interactions (ESI) analysis, 
we take the model of Lusch, Vargo, and Tanniru in [29] 
and investigate how the ESIs social production, weak 
ties, and egalitarian decisions influence resource lique-
faction and resource density. We draw on the three 
phases of transaction platforms to detail our analysis: at-
tract, match, and facilitate. We start by analyzing how 
the information provided by social production supports 
the exchange of information on value propositions (see 

Table 3). Then we show how egalitarian decisions sup-
port these platform phases by evaluating resources. Fi-
nally, weak ties connect people and support the ex-
change of services. The impact of social production, 
egalitarian decisions, and weak ties increase resource 
liquefaction and resources. This also leads to an in-
creased co-created value. 
Table 3: Impact of Emergent Social Interaction on Value Co-

Creation via the SD-Logic metatheoretical foundations  

 Actor-to-
Actor  

Networks 

Resource 
Liquefac-

tion 

Resource 
Density 

Resource 
Integration 

Social 
Production 

x x  x 

Egalitarian 
Decisions 

 x x  

Weak Ties x    

4.1 Social Production 

Social production refers to an organization of pro-
duction in which the steps and the associated results are 
determined by combining the decisions of individuals 
and not by a hierarchically prescribed plan [9]. Thus, so-
cial production implicitly creates an actor-to-actor net-
work bottom up. This network is self-contained and self-
adjusting [7]. Furthermore, it provides an organizing 
logic for the actors to exchange services [7]. 

Social production is an important means to increase 
resource liquefaction. The initiative to add or adapt in-
formation is not given by an external plan but is left to 
the initiative of the users. The decision about the infor-
mation design is also up to the users. So, the user can 
decide on the type and amount of information used to 
describe the resources. The additional information on 
resources supports exchanging information on value 
propositions and filtering value propositions.  

Social production also improves resource integra-
tion by enabling resource integration on behalf of inde-
pendent decisions of individuals, not required to be part 
of a global plan from a hierarchical management organ-
ization. E.g., private rooms are resources integrated on 
the Airbnb platform by the decision of the owner. Com-
ments and reviews of clients supplement the description 
of the room. Thus, the quality of integrated resources is 
assured by the public visibility of production results and 
the review of the community [8]. The publicity of con-
tributions in social production leads to much more com-
prehensive quality control since it is in the producer's 
interest to fulfill all quality criteria and not only those 
set hierarchically [8]. The quantity and quality of the 
contributions increase as well as the social capital of the 
producer [9]. 
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4.2 Egalitarian Decisions 

Egalitarian decisions increase resource liquefaction 
by providing resource evaluations for those resources 
where an expert-based evaluation would not be feasible, 
e.g., because it would not be economical. Egalitarian de-
cisions [49] are decisions based on an equal contribution 
of each participating person. Instead of identifying per-
sons as “experts” that are attributed a higher degree of 
competency than others, egalitarian decisions are based 
on combining the individual decisions of the largest pos-
sible collective [8]. In this way expert-based decisions 
can be replaced by egalitarian decisions.  

Egalitarian decisions also improve resource den-
sity by providing user ratings and comments that help 
select products and services. Especially for rarely used 
resources, it is difficult to identify experts a priori that 
properly determine the quality of the resources [17]. 
Thus, egalitarian decisions can provide more reliable in-
formation on the quality of resources. 

4.3 Weak Ties 

Weak Ties are relationships between individuals 
within organizations and across organizational bounda-
ries that emerge without hierarchical definition, e.g., by 
chance or on the initiative of the individual [11].  

Weak ties support the bottom-up creation of actor-
to-actor structures. Thus, they support the exchange of 
services on transaction platforms and the co-creation of 
value.  

Weak ties also connect the people involved during 
service exchange and thus enable the exchange of 
knowledge as an operant resource. In this way, resource 
density is increased by weak ties. 

5 Modulation of Value co-creation by 
Market Properties  

The development of platforms is often under con-
siderable time pressure, and only limited resources are 
available. Therefore, it is important to use the available 
resources in a targeted manner and prioritize the 
measures to build the platform on promising the fastest 
growth. Furthermore, being early in the market is a cru-
cial success factor for platforms [2].  

We do not assume that the identified contributions 
of ESI are equal for all platforms. Therefore, to allocate 
the available ones optimally, we develop a framework 
that describes the influence of external factors on the 
value co-creation by ESI. Therefore, we demonstrate 
our framework by showing how certain market proper-
ties modulate value co-creation by social interaction 
[25]. 

As discussed above, social production, weak ties, 
and egalitarian decisions increase resource liquefaction 
and density. We use three established factors from mar-
ket theory [50]: homogeneity of value proposition, re-
source description, and demand variance.  

First, we examine whether the homogeneous or het-
erogeneous requirements of platform users influence the 
added value. Then we examine whether the description 
of resources with few and quantitative criteria (as op-
posed to many and qualitative criteria) influences value 
co-creation. Finally, we also consider the influence of 
the variance of user demands, expressed as a short tail 
or long tail orientation, on value co-creation.  

 
Figure 1: Framework describing the moderation of ESI-

based value-co-creation by market-properties 

5.1 Homogeneity or Heterogeneity of Value 
propositions 

The value propositions on a platform may be homo-
geneous or heterogeneous. Homogeneous means that 
the value propositions can be abstracted to a common 
type parameterized and configured. An example of a 
platform with homogeneous value propositions is the 
ride-sharing platform Uber. The users want to be 
brought from A to B and have common speed, security, 
and comfort requirements. On the other hand, a platform 
with very heterogeneous value propositions is TripAd-
visor. Its users have different expectations of what to do 
at many holiday locations: some want to visit cultural 
sites, and others sunbathe. 

Resource Liquefaction - Customers create quite 
different descriptions and evaluations of the same re-
source on platforms with heterogeneous value proposi-
tions such as TripAdvisor. Through ESI, in particular 
social production, it is possible to capture this differen-
tiated evaluation of resources regarding their fulfillment 
requirements. ESI are, therefore, particularly suitable 
for platforms with heterogeneous value propositions.  
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Resource Density - The heterogeneity of value 
propositions also impacts the matching of user requests 
with service offerings. It causes that the same service 
that suits the requirements of user A well does not fulfill 
the requirements of user B at all. ESI provide the possi-
bility to differentiate matching decisions according to 
the user's set of requirements. Again, the travel industry 
can serve as an example. ESI can help to have a high 
resource density because the needs of the travelers are 
very heterogeneous and the tourism services available 
are difficult to describe. 

5.2 Quantitative or Qualitative Resource 
Description 

The differentiation whether resources can be de-
scribed with few and quantitative criteria or needs qual-
itative ones is orthogonal to the previous differentiation 
of value propositions. For, e.g., electronic parts can of-
ten be identified with a part number only; other re-
sources such as wine are difficult to describe completely 
with quantitative elements only.  

Resource Liquefaction - ESI enable the liquefac-
tion of resources that need different qualitative criteria 
for description. Such a list is non-deterministic, which 
means it is impossible to specify the criteria in an a pri-
ori. Instead, emergent interactions such as social pro-
duction help provide a resource description that is as 
comprehensive as possible.  

Resource Density - Matching resources with dif-
ferent qualitative criteria with demand is much easier 
through emergent interactions, e.g., egalitarian deci-
sions. The use of egalitarian decisions helps to consider 
the diversity of the matching criteria by using the simi-
larity of the resources as a criterion. 

Emergent social interactions are helpful if the re-
sources cannot be described by a few clearly defined cri-
teria but by many criteria that can only be represented 
qualitatively.  

5.3 Demand Variance 

Platforms can be differentiated according to the 
variance of demand. That means whether a short or long 
tail [51] strategy is pursued. Again, UBER may serve as 
an example of platforms with low variance. UBER of-
fers one type of service, the transport from A to B. How-
ever, on other platforms, there is a high variance of ser-
vice requests. For example, on TripAdvisor, highly fre-
quented restaurants and restaurants with a very low de-
mand can attract interest. That means TripAdvisor is 
pursuing a long tail strategy [51] to integrate services or 
resources seldom used. Nevertheless, it is necessary to 
assure resource liquefaction and resource density.  

Resource Liquefaction - By using social produc-
tion, the cost of creating the description can be reduced 
to near zero. Thus, social production enables the exter-
nalization of service and product description. The use of 
social production is especially important for platforms 
that support a long tail strategy. Through social produc-
tion, products and services can be described and evalu-
ated even if these are rarely in demand. 

Resource Density - When selecting resources that 
belong to the long tail, there is often the problem that 
there are very few previous resource configurations. 
Classical mechanisms such as recommender systems are 
difficult to use. Here too, externalization (e.g., consum-
ers comments etc.) offers a way out. Using the descrip-
tion already created by social production facilitated by 
egalitarian decisions such as evaluation and rating of 
services, decisions concerning long-tail resources can 
be externalized to users. In this way, many decisions be-
come coachable in the first place, and the requirements 
are significantly reduced.  

6 Demonstration 

We demonstrate [52] the framework we have cre-
ated by applying it to different transactional platforms 
and develop implications for platform design. For this 
purpose, we have created a cube (see Figure 2) visualiz-
ing the mediating impact of market properties on the 
value co-creation of platforms through ESI as described 
in the previous section. In this way, we can describe the 
combination of market properties with the highest or 
lowest impact on value co-creation.  

 
Figure 2: Cube of Value-Co-Creation influenced by 

Market-Properties  

Using this cube of value co-creation, implications 
on platform design can be derived. The cube dimensions 

Homogeneous Heterogeneous

Quantitative

Qualitative

Value Propositions

Ressource
Description

Long Tail

Short Tail

Strongest
Impact of
ESI on 
Value Co-
Creation

TripAdvisor

booking.com

Demand
Variance

Uber

(Job-
platforms)

Grubhub

Vivino

Github

Lowest Impact of ESI on 
Value Co-Creation
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represent the three market properties that moderate the 
impact of ESI on value co-creation on platforms. They 
are homogeneity or heterogeneity of user requirements, 
quantitative or qualitative resource descriptions, and de-
mand variance. The cube expresses that the usage of ESI 
is more effective. The higher the heterogeneity of the 
potential user requirements, the higher the number of 
qualitative criteria for the resources, and the stronger the 
long tail character of the platform is. Or visually: The 
closer a platform's characteristics are to the top, back 
corner, the more it relies on ESI and the associated user-
generated content.  

To illustrate the cube, we have selected five differ-
ent transaction platforms: Besides the already intro-
duced traveling platforms Booking.com and TripAdvi-
sor, we also consider the ride-share platforms like 
UBER, job-platforms like MTurk or Guru, food order 
and delivery platforms like Grubhub and, wine selection 
platforms like Vivino.  

The tourist services on TripAdvisor have very het-
erogeneous value propositions (see Figure 2). For exam-
ple, TripAdvisor discusses a wide range of holiday op-
tions. Therefore, it faces the challenge that the variety of 
holidays require quite different forms of description of 
tourism services are required. By using mechanisms 
such as social production, TripAdvisor can now offer 
suitable descriptions despite the great heterogeneity of 
the holidays. Demand for these kinds of holidays also 
varies, with TripAdvisor also covering both extremely 
sought-after tourism services and very exotic leisure en-
deavors with only a few bookings. Thus, TripAdvisor 
pursuits a long tail strategy [22]. Only through mecha-
nisms such as social production we can create cost-ef-
fective descriptions and ratings for very rarely requested 
tourism services. The criteria used to describe tourism 
services are also highly qualitative and rarely quantified. 
ESI, such as social production and collective decisions, 
increase resource liquefaction and resource density on 
TripAdvisor.  

In contrast to TripAdvisor, Uber deals with homo-
geneous value propositions of the clients since these es-
sentially want to be transported from point A to point B. 
The description can be done by predominantly quantita-
tive criteria such as distance duration, speed, etc. Fur-
thermore, Uber focuses on metropolitan areas and expe-
riences and therefore concentrates on high-turnover 
connections; Uber is pursuing a short tail strategy. Ser-
vice description relies on automated data collection 
about speed driving comfort, etc. Emerging social inter-
actions do not lead to additional value here. 

While TripAdvisor and Uber represent the two ex-
tremes, the other platforms fall in-between. Job plat-
forms have homogeneous value propositions like Uber 
through standardized job offerings. Also, there is not 
much demand variance, so a short tail strategy can be 

assumed. One difference, however, is the qualitative de-
scription of the resources offered (jobs), which is a sim-
ilarity to TripAdvisor. Grubhub as a delivery service has 
a similar positioning but differs in the heterogeneity of 
its value propositions. Booking.com again has the het-
erogeneity of the value propositions and the long-tail 
support in common with TripAdvisor. Still, the re-
sources can be described more quantitatively than qual-
itatively because they address hotel rooms. 

These examples show how our framework can sup-
port the design of transaction platforms. Whether the 
user requirements are homogeneous or heterogeneous, 
whether the resources can be described employing quan-
titative or qualitative attributes, and what type of de-
mand is prevailing, the importance of emergent social 
interactions can be decided.  

7 Discussion  

It is of crucial importance to allocate the resources 
for a platform to maximize value co-creation. To accom-
plish this, the understanding of the mechanism of value 
co-creation is decisive. Research on post-Tayloristic or-
ganizations identified three types of emergent interac-
tions: social production, weak ties, and egalitarian deci-
sions. Based on existing research [8], we show that ESI 
play a crucial role in creating business value that needs 
to be considered in the design of platforms [25] [53]. 

The paper aims to address two research questions. 
The first question focuses on how emergent social inter-
actions impact value co-creation on transaction plat-
forms. The second focuses on the implications for the 
design of transactional platforms that can be derived 
from the influence of social interactions. To answer 
these questions, we provide two contributions to re-
search. First, we propose a framework that describes the 
Impact of ESI on Value Co-creation based on constructs 
from S-D logic (see Table 3). Second, we propose a 
cube that describes the modulation of value co-creation 
(see Figure 2) according to 3 key market properties and 
social interactions.  

Previous research on platform design has not ad-
dressed value co-creation through emergent social inter-
actions. More general aspects of platform design, such 
as platform architecture, value co-creation logic, gov-
ernance, and platform competition, are discussed [54]. 
Specialized findings from a three-year case study on the 
design of a multi-sided platform are presented in [55]. 
The challenges in the emergence phase of data ecosys-
tems are analyzed in [56]. In [57], platform-based value 
co-creation is investigated; however, the authors focus 
on extrinsic factors such as risk and customer loyalty.   

Trip Advisor is used to showing the importance of 
community-created content for value co-creation on 
platforms [22]. However, not so much research to value 
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co-creation processes focusing on interactions on social 
media is available. Only a few other researchers address 
such an investigation of value co-creation on platforms 
beyond network effects: A broadened locus of value co-
creation in ecosystems is advocated in [58]. An investi-
gation of value co-creation practices in platform ecosys-
tems is made in [32]. Haile and Altmann analyze the 
specific mechanisms of value co-creation on software 
service platforms in [45]. A case study on value co-cre-
ation through social media is presented in [33]. A value 
co-creation circle is suggested, and the key factors for 
developing a successful value co-creation circle on so-
cial commerce platforms are explored in [44]. We iden-
tified implications for the design of platforms based on 
the finding that value co-creation of ESI is particularly 
strong in markets with three properties: Heterogeneous 
user requirements, qualitative resource criteria, and high 
variance of demand typical in long-tail markets. Thus, 
ESI are particularly important for platforms in markets 
with these properties and must be prioritized to foster 
platform success.  

Leveraging emergent social interactions support 
value co-creation but also service innovation and service 
design. In this way, service providers can obtain infor-
mation from the users' ratings for improving existing 
services and extending and supplementing existing ser-
vices. In addition, a service-type innovation is also pos-
sible that goes beyond the improvement of services. For 
example, users' posts can be used to understand users’ 
needs and identify new types of services that users of a 
platform consider helpful. These can complement exist-
ing services to improve the overall impact on the cus-
tomer.  

While most platforms support simple service inno-
vation from the start, developing new service-types 
places higher demands. The challenge is that this in-
cludes adding the new type of services to the services 
directory and ensuring comprehensive support of the 
services during the attract, match, and facilitate phases 
of the platform. Furthermore, a comparison between the 
offered services and the requested services should also 
consider the newly added service types during the match 
phase. Finally, the facility phase must also support the 
new service types. This means that new types of inter-
actions between platform participants should be sup-
ported. 

An example of renting holiday apartments illus-
trates our considerations. Comments of clients can be 
used to improve or innovate services. Triggered by com-
ments from tenants of apartments, an innovation of the 
services can be made; for example, big towels can be 
provided for visiting the beach. A service-type innova-
tion could be, for example, that it becomes possible for 
the users of apartments to book a “dining with locals” 

service where a local chef prepares a typical dish that 
combines the meal with a local cultural experience.  

While adding towels can be implemented by simply 
extending the description of the existing service, the 
challenge in implementing the “dining with locals” ser-
vice is more complex. Thus, the “dining with locals” 
service must appear as a separate posting entry which is 
also invoiced separately. Furthermore, the implementa-
tion of the “dining with locals” service must be planned 
and coordinated, i.e., on which day and at what time it 
must be executed. Several parameters are to be rec-
orded, which are necessary for the configuration of the 
service. This starts with the number of people going fur-
ther beyond their culinary preferences to exclude meals 
for various reasons (e.g., shell animal allergy).  

8 Conclusion and Future Research 

Most of the new business models are based on plat-
forms. However, this also entails enormous risks as 
many platform-based business models fail, and few 
companies can assert themselves in a fiercely competi-
tive marketplace. Designing transaction platforms for 
new business models requires understanding their 
mechanisms of value creation. The most widely used 
perspective is based on direct and indirect network ef-
fects, but it has not turned out to be sufficient to explain 
the value-added on platforms in their entirety.  

We used a new perspective by introducing S-D 
Logic into the analysis of transaction platforms because 
it focuses on the interaction between the different indi-
vidual actors. Using the meta-theoretical foundations of 
SD-Logic [7], we created a value co-creation model for 
transaction platforms.  

We used the model to identify and describe the lev-
erage points of ESI on value co-creation. They are actor-
to-actor networks, resource liquefaction, resource den-
sity, and resource integration.  

We developed a framework that shows how ESI 
support the creation of actor-to-actor networks and in-
crease resource liquefaction, density, and integration.  

We further provide a cube-oriented model that de-
scribes the moderation of value-creation by ESI in dif-
ferent market contexts. We can show that the impact of 
ESI on value co-creation is particularly strong for mar-
kets with products that have a complex description, 
where clients have heterogeneous requirements and 
long-tail marketing prevails.  

Our research is relevant for both practitioners and 
academic research. Companies can analyze the three cri-
teria: value proposition (from homogeneous to hetero-
geneous user requirements), resource criteria (qualita-
tive versus quantitative criteria), and variance of service 
requests (short versus a long tail), and thus verify the 
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sustainability of platform concepts before their imple-
mentation. We also showed that transaction platforms 
benefit from emergent social interaction, especially if 
there are heterogeneous customer needs of complex 
products and services and a long-tail characteristic. ESI 
externalize the creation of content on platforms such as 
service descriptions and ratings. 

Academic research can also benefit from our re-
search. We extend the original S-D logic value co-crea-
tion model by applying it to transaction platforms and 
showing the influence of ESI on value co-creation. With 
its help, the value-added contribution of ESI can be pre-
sented much better than before. 

We created a different perspective for looking at 
value co-creation on platforms in general. Furthermore, 
we showed how the impact of ESI on platform-oriented 
business models depends on market context. 

Future research should further explore the role of 
AI in value co-creation. AI algorithms can further enrich 
value co-creation by integrating learning systems and 
personalized recommendations through feedback loops 
that foster user experience, engagement, and social in-
teractions. Further empirical verification of our proposi-
tions using additional case studies is an additional task 
for future work. Up to now, the derived correlations are 
only described qualitatively. Therefore, it makes sense 
to develop a quantitative description further and evalu-
ate the proposed framework in the future. Future work 
may also investigate whether additional market proper-
ties influence the impact of social interaction on value 
co-creation.  
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