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Abstract

Management scholars and practitioners generally agree that the primary functions of a business model are value creation
and value capture. However, the meaning (conceptualization) of these terms, their measurement, and the factors and
mechanisms affecting them remain contentious. In the current article, we provide answers to these questions by clarifying
the consumers’ value creation and business value capture constructs. Then, we demonstrate how they are determined by
four business model mechanisms: value proposition and value targeting (affecting consumers’ value through willingness to
pay) and value appropriation and value delivery (affecting business value through price and cost). We demonstrate that a
fine-grained analysis of a business model’s value creation cannot be adequately performed without reference to these four
mechanisms. The developed conceptual framework is illustrated and corroborated by the mini-case vignettes. We finish
by outlining an application of the proposed framework to two crucial real-world business model situations: escaping the
Giver Trap and remaining the Winner.
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Introduction lacks consensual definition (Foss and Saebi, 2018). Stres-
sing the different features of the same phenomenon,
researchers have conceptualized a business model, for
example, as a “specific combination of resources” (DaSilva
and Trkman, 2014), “design or architecture” (Teece, 2010),
“articulation between different areas of activity” (Demil
and Lecocq, 2010), “template that depicts the way the firm
conducts its business” (Zott and Amit, 2013), “heuristic
logic” (Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002), or “structural
template” (Zott and Amit, 2008). Notwithstanding this
divergence, the current scholarly discourse has been con-
verging on the “activity system” conceptualizing of the
ontological nature of a business model (Demil et al.,
2015; Martins et al., 2015). Within this view, a business

The cornerstone of the strategic management discipline is
in understanding and explaining the between-firms perfor-
mance variability (or, more narrowly, above-average
returns) due to possession of a competitive advantage
(Powell et al., 2011). In addition to the conventional ways
of creating and sustaining the competitive advantage
through proper market positioning (Porter, 1980), control-
ling valuable resources (Barney, 1991), or benefitting from
an innovator’s temporary abnormal returns (Teece et al.,
1997; Verbeke et al., 2017), in the last two decades, man-
agement scholars and practitioners have started devoting
substantial attention to analyzing the organization of the
within-firm activity system, that is, its business model,
which translates the competitive advantage into actual
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model construct represents a “system of interdependent
activities that transcends the focal firm and spans its
boundaries” (Zott and Amit, 2010: 216). Similar to any
system of activities within a firm (Aldrich and Ruef,
2006), a business model is embedded in the interrelated set
of organizational routines (Osiyevskyy and Zargarzadeh,
2015), becoming relatively stable over time.

Most current studies agree that the two primary func-
tions of a business model are value creation for the firm
stakeholders and value capture for the firm owners (Foss
and Saebi, 2017, 2018; Ladd, 2017; Massa et al., 2017;
Osiyevskyy and Dewald, 2015; Osterwalder and Pigneur,
2009; Shafer et al., 2005; Zott et al., 2011). However, what
these terms actually mean, how to measure them, and—
most importantly—how exactly the management can affect
them remain contentious.

Motivated by these gaps in the field’s understanding of
conceptualization, operationalization, and discretionary
antecedents of value creation and capture within a business
model, in the current conceptual article, we provide
answers to these questions. Attempting to develop further
the theoretical understanding of a business model as a
“formal conceptual representation of how a business
functions” (Massa et al., 2017), we first clarify the business
model’s value creation and capture constructs through the
lens of value-based theory of strategy (Brandenburger and
Stuart, 1996) and discuss their possible operationalizations
and configurations within the business model value matrix
(Biloshapka et al., 2016). Second, from this, we theoreti-
cally derive the four business model mechanisms that drive
value creation: what the company offers (value proposi-
tion), to whom it is offered (value targeting), how it can
routinely deliver on the promises in a cost-effective way
(value delivery), and how it can ensure sufficient profit
(value appropriation). We demonstrate that a fine-
grained analysis of a business model’s value creation can-
not be appropriately performed without reference to these
four mechanisms. Our discussion is concluded by outlining
an application of the proposed framework to two important
real-world business model situations: escaping the “Giver
Trap” (i.e. translating total value created (TVC) into busi-
ness value) and remaining the “Winner” (i.e. ensuring that
the company sustains the optimal position of providing
high consumer and business value).

Clarifying the core constructs: Value
creation and capture by business models

Value creation

A business model is a mechanism allowing the firm’s con-
sumers® and owners to receive something valuable from
engagement in transactions with the firm, that is, capture
some “value” (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2009). This value
can be reflected, for example, in subjective appreciation

and satisfaction emerging from the interaction with the
firm (consumers) or profit and growth in the stock price
(owners). In a broader sense, the consumers and owners
are not the only significant constituents of a business
model who expect to capture some value (Gassmann
et al., 2014; Osiyevskyy et al., 2018a). Rather, this list
has to include all crucial stakeholders, both internal (e.g.
employees) and external (e.g. partners up and down in the
value chain).

However, before any value is captured by any of the
firm’s stakeholders, it must be created first by the firm
(Priem, 2007; Priem et al., 2013), and the place where this
value is created is its business model (Massa et al., 2017;
Priem et al., 2018). The value-based theory of strategy
(Brandenburger and Stuart, 1996) is particularly instru-
mental in defining the business model’s value creation
process. In this study, we are developing the business
model’s value creation framework for the case of a firm
and individual consumers.> A business model’s TVC is
the difference between the firm consumers’ aggregated
willingness to pay (WTP) for the firm’s goods or services
that were actually purchased and the firm’s aggregated
cost of acquiring inputs from the suppliers (C) (Branden-
burger and Stuart, 1996):

TVC = WTIP - C (1)

The C term in equation (1) is intuitive, reflecting the firm’s
total costs incurred for serving the consumers (direct, indi-
rect, and opportunity cost), whereas the WTP term is usu-
ally less familiar to management experts. In economics,
“willingness to pay” is one of the fundamental concepts,
reflecting the maximum amount of money (or other valu-
able goods/services or personal time) a person is willing to
sacrifice to obtain a good/service from the firm. It reflects
the subjective assessment of the benefits a consumer is
obtaining from the exchange with the company (Priem
et al., 2018), constrained by an individual’s wealth. The
distribution of WTP among consumers is the primary com-
ponent of the well-known from introductory economics
textbooks “consumer demand” curve.

Value capture

Although the TVC by a business model reflects the aggre-
gated benefits created for the consumers and firm owners
(the total “surplus” or social gains from trade in econom-
ics terms), these gains get divided between the consumers
and the owners through the mechanism of price. The aver-
age selling price (P) allows presenting the value capture
by each participant: consumers capture WTP-P
“consumer surplus”: Priem et al., 2018) and the firm’s
owners capture P-C (profit, also referred to as supplier
surplus or business value):

Consumer value = WTP — P (2)
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Figure 1. Disaggregation of TVC by a business model. Source: Adapted from Brandenburger and Stuart (1996). TVC: total value
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Figure 2. Business model value matrix. Source: Adapted from
Biloshapka et al. (2016).

Business value = P—C (3)

The value creation and value capture within the devel-
oped framework are graphically depicted in Figure 1.

Notably, whereas in some cases, all three focal variables
(TVC, consumer value, and business value) are positive,
this Winner situation should not be taken for granted. Jux-
taposing the consumer value capture (“business model
effectiveness”) and business value capture (“business
model efficiency”) yields the business model value matrix
(Biloshapka et al., 2016) presented in Figure 2.

The TVC can be negative, that is, a firm can be destroy-
ing value by producing something with input costs exceed-
ing WTP for the end result (“Loser” business model). The
consumers can be forced to incur negative value capture
(i.e. pay more than the WTP) by market monopolists or
government coercion (“Taker” business model). Finally,
the business value capture can be negative, and often is,
without intention (start-ups struggling to monetize) or
deliberately (social enterprises, or growing businesses
deliberately delaying earning profit for the sake of fast

growth), when the price charged does not compensate for
expenses incurred (“Giver” business model).

Prior research has correctly pointed out that a firm can
operate more than one business model simultaneously
(Aversa et al., 2017). For example, more than one distinct
pattern of value creation and capture can be established
(Osiyevskyy and Zargarzadeh, 2015), or a firm can have
a mixture of interrelated yet different business models
(Gassmann et al., 2014). In this case, the analytical
approach for analyzing the business model effectiveness
and efficiency (Figures 1 and 2) and the discussed further
four mechanisms underpinning these factors can be applied
to either each individual business model (level 1) or the
aggregate “portfolio” of firm’s business models (level 2).
The latter analysis of the “combined” business model
(level 2) must take into account the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of the underlying distinct business models (from
level 1) as well as their interactions with each other. The
existence of interactions between the underlying level 1
business models can justify the situations when, for exam-
ple, a Giver business model must exist to support the
Winner one. This situation is exemplified by razor-blade
business models (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2009) or
multisided platforms (Parker et al., 2016), where a Giver
business model (loss leader product or consumer group
using the service for free) is the necessary precondition for
maintaining the simultaneously operated Winner business
model (full-priced follow-up product or paying consumer
group). Obviously, the interaction of these Winner and
Giver business models on the lower level will determine
the effectiveness and efficiency of the aggregated firm’s
business model of the second level.*

In the next section, we discuss the four primary mechan-
isms affecting value capture by consumers and business
owners: value proposition, value targeting, value delivery,
and value appropriation. The resulting framework is pre-
sented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Four drivers of business model’s value creation.

Drivers of value creation and capture
Creating and sustaining consumer value

Within the presented framework, the business model’s con-
sumer value (WTP-P) can be affected by either increasing
WTP or decreasing price (P). Since decreasing the price
cuts into the business value (i.e. is essentially a redistribu-
tion of TVC without increasing the “total pie”), the primary
way of increasing consumer value is through increasing the
WTP. The emerging research stream on demand-side strat-
egy (Priem, 2007; Priem et al., 2018, 2013) provides
insights into ways to increase the WTP of consumers. In
essence, WTP is the consumers’ evaluation of the benefits
they will receive from interacting with the firm; as such, a
company can impact this factor by changing the perceived
utility of its offering by “giving focused consideration to
consumers — and their dynamic, heterogeneous, endo-
genous, and, at times, latent needs” (Priem et al., 2018:
24). This can be achieved by introducing a product/service
offer with features that meet consumers’ desires and needs
better than currently available offers (Zott, 2003), enga-
ging consumers in designing the products/services
(co-creation: De Oliveira and Cortimiglia, 2017), supple-
menting the physical product with services that increase
the consumers’ convenience (Visnjic and Van Looy,
2013; Visnjic et al., 2016), or making the products/
services more accessible by providing flexible payment
terms, loans, and so on.

More broadly, the two primary mechanisms influencing
the consumers” WTP in the business model are value pro-
position (i.e. deciding what exactly to promise) and value
targeting (i.e. deciding who is the primary recipient of the
promised benefits that would appreciate them most)
(Biloshapka and Osiyevskyy, 2018).

Value proposition. A value proposition is the promised set of
benefits the firm offers to its consumers. A value proposi-
tion is multidimensional, comprising different levels of
promised benefits on particular quality (performance)

dimensions or attributes (Sheehan and Bruni-Bossio,
2015), such as speed, reliability, accessibility, capacity,
or status. Moreover, an important trend in contemporary
product markets, be it industrial goods (e.g. jet turbines)
or consumer goods (e.g. automobiles; Nieuwenhuis, 2018),
is “servitization” of business models (Cook, 2018; Visnjic
and Van Looy, 2013; Visnjic et al., 2016), when the offer of
physical products is integrated with a corresponding ser-
vice offering. Arguably, this product—service integration
allows dynamic increasing of the consumers’ willingness
by offering improved convenience, an additional crucial
dimension of quality of the value proposition.

The consumers’ assessment of the overall value propo-
sition implies weighting the promised levels on particular
quality dimensions to get a single perceived utility that will
be reflected in WTP.> As such, a viable way of increasing
the attractiveness of the value proposition is in the intimate
understanding of consumers, for example, their most press-
ing problems and needs reflected in high weights of partic-
ular quality dimensions. This understanding of consumers
and problem-based (rather than solution-based) focus
allows fine-tuning the promised quality dimensions in an
optimal way. This problem focus allows managers to see
numerous opportunities to improve the offered benefits,
keeping the value proposition relevant over time.

The peril of failing to offer an attractive value proposi-
tion is illustrated by the case of the demise of Cuil, a search
engine aspiring to directly challenge Google in 2008 and
2010 (Osiyevskyy et al., 2018a). The Silicon Valley start-
up was founded by former Google engineers and was sup-
ported by abundant investments from top venture capital
firms (US$33 million). Cuil’s value proposition to consu-
mers was based on at least three superior quality dimen-
sions: (1) having the largest search index (exceeding that of
Google), (2) not storing users’ search activity or IP
addresses, and (3) displaying relatively long entries and
thumbnails in the search results. However, these features
required a set of trade-offs, inferior quality dimensions: (1)
slower response times and (2) frequently wrong or
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irrelevant search results. As it turned out, because of infor-
mation abundance today, in the consumers’ eyes, the rele-
vance of results much outweighs the index size. As a result,
for most consumers, Cuil’s distinctiveness of value propo-
sition turned out to be irrelevant and inferior to that of
Google, leading to an inability to get enough search con-
sumers and ultimately shutting down.

We argue that Cuil’s failure should be attributed to the
objective inferiority of the value proposition, that is, failing
to exceed the market leader in quality dimensions crucial to
most consumers. However, sometimes even the objectively
superior value proposition is not appreciated by consumers.
The matter is that in addition to developing an outstanding
value proposition, the company must also win the battle for
adequate recognition of this fact among potential and cur-
rent consumers. The situation when a company has a value
proposition that is objectively superior to that of the com-
petitors, but the consumers choose the competitors, usually
happens because of the inability to signal the high quality
of the focal company’s offer (Biloshapka and Osiyevskyy,
2018). This situation is regularly observed when the com-
petitor enjoys a loyal customer base or when company’s
efforts to give consumers the information about its proposal
are ineffective, being presented in the wrong way. In most
cases, this turns out to be a problem in communications: the
subjective consumer’s value (in their view) does not corre-
spond to the objective value offered by the firm. This
problem is particularly salient for “experience” prod-
ucts/services (such as health care), where their character-
istics (quality dimensions and price) are hard to observe in
advance; instead, they can be properly evaluated only
after consumption. Even worse is the situation with the
“post-experience” goods/services (such as vitamin
supplements), which cannot be properly evaluated by con-
sumers even after consumption. For experience and
post-experience goods, the producer’s reputation is dis-
proportionally consequential, creating the inertia that pre-
vents consumers from trying the alternative, objectively
superior, offerings (Ma and Osiyevskyy, 2017). In such
cases, new failure to convey their true value (signal high
quality) leaves the objectively superior companies behind
their inferior peers with better communication strategies
or more established reputations.

As such, we formally state that:

Proposition 1: The quality of the firm’s value proposi-
tion (as perceived by consumers) positively affects the
consumer value capture through positive impact on the
consumer’s willingness to pay (WTP).

Value targeting. The heterogeneity of consumer needs (i.e.
major differences in their weighting functions applied to
different quality dimensions of value proposition) makes
impossible formulating one value proposition that would be

best for all consumers within the same business model.®
Moreover, a company’s business model needs to serve
more than one stakeholder group (beyond consumers). As
such, whereas the value proposition is about the bundle of
promised benefits, the other crucial issue affecting WTP is
proper selection of the target consumers or stakeholders
(i.e. benefits to whom?). In other words, the superior value
proposition has to be matched with correct value targeting.

When there is no focus on the essential consumer group
in the company, it may be confused about its purpose and
whom it is designed to serve (Simons, 2005). If everyone
is a customer, then no one is, so a successful business
model should be aimed at delivering superior value to a
specific group. The management must be able to find the
“primary customer,” for whom the firm offers the best-in-
the-world value:

Clearly identifying your primary customer will allow you to
devote all possible resources to meeting their needs and mini-
mize resources devoted to everything else. This is the path to
competitive success. It’s easy to try to duck the tough choice
implied by the adjective primary by responding that you have
more than one type of customer. This answer is a guaranteed
recipe for underperformance: the competitor that has clarity
about its primary customer and devotes maximum resources to
meet their specific needs will beat you every time. (Simons,
2010)

The need to deal with the inherent trade-offs in value
targeting is clearly illustrated in the case of Amazon, whose
primary business model (Amazon Marketplace) serves four
distinct types of customers: consumers, sellers, enterprises,
and content providers (Simons, 2014). Trying to maximize
the value for each simultaneously would lead to mediocre
results. The reason for this is that the requirements (weights
of quality dimensions) are substantially different between
members of these four groups, for example, consumers
generally benefit from low prices and a broad variety of
competing offers, while sellers would prefer exactly the
opposite, higher prices and limited competition. The
research evidence shows that stakeholder expectations’
conflicts can be inherently irreconcilable (e.g. Falkenberg
and Osiyevskyy, 2014), and as such, in general, no single
value proposition can be superior for all stakeholders and
consumer groups. In the case of Amazon, the company
follows its mission of being the “the world’s most
consumer-centric company,” implying that consumers are
their primary customers. The company optimizes the value
proposition for consumers, for example, through offering
free shipping, detailed product reviews (including negative
ones), and an extremely wide selection of competing offer-
ings, “even if that means sellers or content providers some-
times feel shortchanged” (Simons, 2014).

As such, the proper value targeting allows proposing the
particular value proposition to the consumer group that
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would value it most.” Importantly, the selection of the pri-
mary customer is not a static decision; a business must
adjust this strategic decision promptly to reflect the stage
of the development of the company, customers, market, and
competition. The problem of dynamic selection of the pri-
mary customer to focus on is particularly salient for the
platform businesses of the modern era that create and cap-
ture value by facilitating direct interactions between dis-
tinct types of consumers (De Oliveira and Cortimiglia,
2017; Parker et al., 2016; Rogers, 2016). Here, to resolve
the chicken and egg problem (e.g. an auction website needs
a sufficient number of buyers and sellers), the firm must
focus on nurturing and attracting one platform participant
at a time, before dynamically switching to the next one.

In summary, the value targeting (proper selection of the
primary customer) reinforces the positive impact of quality
of value proposition on the consumers’ WTP:

Proposition 2: The quality of value targeting positively
moderates the association between the quality of value
proposition and consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP).

Creating and sustaining business value

The business value provided by a business model is deter-
mined by the average price charged from the consumers
(P) and aggregated cost of inputs (C): P-C (see Figures 1
and 3). As such, value capture can be achieved through
either increasing P (as long as the consumers allow this,
e.g. when coupled with an increase in their WTP or when
enjoying a monopolistic market position) or decreasing C.

These two variables (P and C) are affected by the two
business model mechanisms: value delivery (ability to ful-
fill promises of value proposition with minimal cost) and
value appropriation (having a real competitive advantage
allowing sufficiently high prices to capture business value).

Value delivery. A business model delivers on the promises of
the value proposition (Sheehan and Bruni-Bossio, 2015)
through the established system of activities (Osiyevskyy
et al., 2018b). The design of an activity system reflects the
transactive part of the business model (George and Bock,
2011; Zott and Amit, 2010), defining the way internal pro-
cesses are organized to leverage the available resources for
delivering consumer value. The activity system of a busi-
ness model comprises the following: (a) revenue model
(i.e. activities related to generating revenue), (b) go-to-
market model (activities related to connecting to target
customers), (c¢) production model (activities of transform-
ing inputs into products or services), and (d) product devel-
opment model (innovative activities related to launching
and improving the existing products and services)
(Biloshapka et al., 2016; Meyer and Crane, 2014;Osiyevs-
kyy et al., 2018b).

Value delivery affects the business value capture through
reducing the input costs (C) that the firm incurs for serving
the consumers: the more efficient it is (thanks to, e.g. ruth-
less cost control, selecting the most efficient suppliers,
embracing the platforming approach in product development
and manufacturing (Meyer et al., 2018)), the higher the
resulting business value capture of the business model:

Proposition 3a: The efficiency of value delivery has a
positive impact on business value through reducing the
input costs.

Moreover, the high-reliable (i.e. effective) delivery,
implying fulfilling and exceeding the promises of the value
proposition with respect to the crucial-for-consumers qual-
ity dimensions of the delivered product or service (Shechan
and Bruni-Bossio, 2015), allows a company to maintain
high prices (P). The opposite is also true (and is arguably
observed more frequently): the inability of a firm to fulfill
its promises to consumers requires it to reduce prices, with
a corresponding erosion of the business value. As such:

Proposition 3b: The effectiveness of value delivery has
a positive impact on business value through increasing
the price.

Value appropriation. Successful business models allow firms
to capture (“appropriate”) business value, which is the dif-
ference between the prices that consumers pay (P) and the
costs of inputs (C).® Both components are determined by
the firm’s bargaining position in the market vis-a-vis
resource providers (suppliers, creditors, partners) and cus-
tomers (Coff, 1999). Absent bargaining power, any emer-
ging margin would go to resource providers (Porter’s
supplier bargaining power threat) or buyers, who would
enjoy economically unjustified low prices.

The firm’s bargaining power, in turn, is determined by
the presence and strength of a competitive advantage.
Consider the case of most Internet-based messengers
and phone/videoconference services (Skype, Viber,
WhatsApp) — none of them were able to translate their
business models’ enormous TVC into sufficient business
value. As a result, they failed to remain independent com-
panies. The opposite case is that of Facebook, which was
able to ensure that its TVC splits between consumer and
business value in a Winner proportion (positive high levels
on both dimensions: Figure 2). We argue that the difference
between these cases is in the absence of real competitive
advantage of messengers and phone/videoconference ser-
vices (i.e. they are to a large extent interchangeable, have
numerous competitors and substitutes, and the consumers
have little problem with switching), which prohibited the
companies from appropriating any part of the created value.
Facebook, on the other hand, has an enormous competitive
advantage because of its unique position and broad
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customer base; as such, the company was able to charge the
advertisers a sufficient price.

The firm’s competitive advantage can be based on one
or more of the three strategic pillars: Bainian market power,
Penrosian resource advantages, and Schumpeterian tempo-
rary rents (Powell et al., 2011). The Bainian pillar reflects
all factors that allow an individual company to obtain
above-average returns (monopoly rents), thanks to market
power facilitated by clever positioning within an industry
(Porter, 1980). The so-called Penrosian resource advantage
stems from the ability of a firm to secure rents from posses-
sing and combining scarce valuable resources (Barney,
1991; Wernerfelt, 1984). Finally, Schumpeterian rents are
appropriated by entrepreneurs who reap the monopolistic
benefits of successfully implemented innovations, until
competitors imitate or emulate these innovations (Teece
et al., 1997; Verbeke et al., 2017).

Therefore, the competitive advantage-based value
appropriation affects the business value through increasing
the consumer prices and/or reducing the input costs:

Proposition 4a: The competitive advantage-based
value appropriation has a positive impact on business
value through increasing the price.

Proposition 4b: The competitive advantage-based
value appropriation has a positive impact on business
value through reducing the input costs.

Although developed individually as theoretically dis-
tinct from each other, the four value creation mechanisms
form a tightly coupled system, where a change in one ele-
ment usually necessitates the adjustment of the others. For
example, a change in value proposition (directly influen-
cing the WTP: proposition 1) would in most cases require
adjustments in the activity system of the business model,
indirectly affecting by this means the value delivery (i.e. P
and C levels: propositions 3a and 3b). As such, the four
mechanisms (value proposition, value targeting, value
delivery, and value appropriation) can be properly analyzed
only as a system.

After outlining the essential value creation mechanisms
of a business model (summarized in Figure 3), we now
proceed to the application of the proposed framework to
two important real-world situations.

Practical applications of the framework
Escaping the “giver trap”

At some point in their development, most companies must
overcome the “Giver Trap” situation (Biloshapka et al.,
2016; Osiyevskyy et al., 2018a). This situation implies
that positive, objectively high TVC gets translated to con-
sumer value only, with negative or zero business value
(quadrant Giver in Figure 2). Unless operating a social
enterprise, such situation is undesirable from the

perspective of the firm’s owners (who are not getting a
fair return on their investment), and as such is highly
unsustainable: the company has to either overcome this
“Giver trap” or close its doors.

The Giver to Winner translation requires a significant
improvement of the efficiency of a business model. Apply-
ing the proposed framework, we conclude that this
improvement has to happen along two paths: (a) improving
the value delivery, that is, the quality of fulfilling the prom-
ise of the value proposition to the primary customer (pro-
positions 3a and 3b) and (b) augmenting the value
appropriation ability through building and sustaining a
competitive advantage (propositions 4a and 4b).

The inability to ensure effective and efficient delivery is
usually caused by the flaws in organizational design, in
particular, the wrong decision-making hierarchy, when the
employees responsible for delivering the consumer value or
driving the costs down do not have the necessary authority
to do so (e.g. the decision-making hierarchy is too centra-
lized and slow). As such, the key recommendations for
such companies are:

a. Fixing the organizational design to empower the
employees to effectively and efficiently deliver
on consumer value promises, by eliminating short-
age in authority and span of control. Obviously, the
authority has to be matched with responsibility for
achieving the results, in terms of ensuring the cre-
ation of business value.

b. Nurturing the firm’s real competitive advantage
through going back to the basics of successful
strategy: (i) proper selection of the target market
(to gain a temporary monopoly); (ii) developing
and sustaining valuable, rare, inimitable, and
non-substitutable resources; and (iii) constant
innovating. This competitive advantage becomes
the basis for creating the business value through
profit—current/real (i.e. realized on the financial
statements of the firm) or future/potential (boost-
ing the firm’s valuation).

c. Developing and implementing a viable profit for-
mula within the business model (Christensen et al.,
2016) and instituting the mechanisms for manag-
ing the future growth (Treacy and Sims, 2004).

Remaining a winner

Many great companies sooner or later achieve the aspired
Winner state; once it is reached, the firm must employ
specific strategies to remain there, lest it slips into the
Taker quadrant. History teaches us that the value provided
to customers tends to decay with time. For example, the
Model T’s consumers wanted a closed cabin and more
comfortable ride—which Henry Ford failed to deliver in
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a timely manner. EMC came late to Cloud computing and
storage services. Walmart has allowed its dominance in
low-cost retailing to blind it to the threat of low cost, more
convenient e-tail. And Nokia lost the leading market posi-
tion in 2010-2011 and got into a failing trajectory because
of the inability to develop a new mobile operating system
fast enough (Ciesielska, 2018).

Although successful and prominent in the past, any com-
pany will be dethroned one day, unless it ruthlessly pursuits
improvement in the consumer value. Sustaining the Winner
position requires a specific strategy to maintain a high level
of effectiveness (or consumer value), along two paths: (a)
relevant value proposition (best offer for the price asked,
compared to competitors—proposition 1) and (b) proper
value targeting (proposition 2: clearly defining the primary
customer and concentrating on serving this customer). The
key cause for failing to sustain the Winner position is
primarily related to an information acquisition and pro-
cessing issue when the relevant customers’ information is
not reaching the strategic decision makers. This is driven
by problems in organizational information systems, when
the external (consumers’) view is not getting enough
attention, and by the top management team’s cognitive
blinders preventing proper assessment and action upon
the objective situation.

To develop a strategy for sustaining the Winner state,
the managers must first obtain a clear view of the factors
that underpin the current financial performance. Manage-
ment teams of most failing companies do not sufficiently
understand the factors that moved the firm’s business
model to the Winners state in the first place. Without this
understanding, it becomes impossible to sustain the suc-
cess, particularly in changing uncertain environments.

Any change in a firm’s revenue (positive or negative)
can be decomposed into a combination of the following
five factors (Treacy and Sims, 2004): (1) introducing new
products/services, (2) acquiring new customers, (3)
increasing sales to existing customers (rise in Share of
Wallet through replacing competitors or substitutes), (4)
increasing prices, and (5) benefitting from the overall mar-
ket growth. The ultimate profit will also be determined by
the sixth factor: (6) ratio of total costs to revenues. Of these
six factors, the first three are directly related to the business
model’s ability to provide outstanding consumer value,
reflecting the quality of the value proposition (new prod-
ucts/services and new customers) and value targeting
(increasing sales to existing customers).

Successful companies have institutionalized processes
and systems in place allowing fast and correct evaluation
of the contribution of each driver to an overall financial
performance dynamic. Unfortunately, standard financial
accounting statements do not convey information on these
six drivers; without this information, the managers remain
blind to risks and opportunities embedded in their current
results. The dynamics of individual growth drivers

represents actionable metrics, allowing appropriate correc-
tive or opportunity-chasing actions. Let us imagine a man-
agement team of a company reporting to investors a 50%
annual revenue growth: is it a victory or a miserable fail-
ure? Gross revenue growth is a typical “vanity” metric,
conveying no actionable information. To make it action-
able, this figure has to be decomposed into individual driv-
ers: what if the simultaneous industry growth rate was
60%? What if the industry growth rate was the same
(50%), but the company’s growth happened mostly through
acquiring new customers, while the old ones were leaving?

Discussion and conclusion

The primary goal of our study was to clarify the frequently
used but rarely well-understood concepts of business mod-
el’s value creation and capture. Using a simple yet power-
ful model of the value-based theory of strategy (Figure 1),
we demonstrated the meaning and operationalization of the
key terms (TVC, consumer value, and business value).
From this, we deductively derive the four business model
value mechanisms: what the company offers (value propo-
sition), to whom it is offered (value targeting), how it can
routinely deliver on the promises in a cost-effective way
(value delivery), and how it can ensure sufficient profit
(value appropriation). We finish by applying the proposed
framework to two important real-world business model
situations: escaping the Giver Trap (i.e. translating TVC
into business value) and remaining the Winner (i.e. ensur-
ing that the company sustains the optimal position of pro-
viding high consumer and business value). The conclusion
we would like to stress is that a fine-grained analysis of a
business model’s value creation cannot be properly per-
formed without reference to the four mechanisms discussed
in the current article.

Although the conceptualization of business model as a
system of routinized interrelated activities serving the pur-
pose of value creation and capture (Osiyevskyy and
Dewald, 2015; Osiyevskyy and Zargarzadeh, 2015; Zott
and Amit, 2010) employed in this study is internally
focused, it also determines the firm’s interaction with its
customers (e.g. through value proposition and value target-
ing), shareholders (value appropriation), partners in value
chain (design of activities for value delivery), and market
competitors (value targeting determining positioning
within the competitive landscape).

We hope the four-dimensional theoretical framework
underpinning business model effectiveness and efficiency
presented will become instrumental in further inquiries
within the management literature on business models and
strategy in general. For example, recent advances in data
technologies, particularly the combination of machine
learning and big data, are going to have a profound impact
on management practice with respect to microeconomic
value creation and capture. Machine learning technologies
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include various analytical methods designed to spot hidden
patterns in the data, going beyond conventional limited
statistical insights. These technologies become particularly
useful when combined with big data technologies (i.e. col-
lecting large volumes of unstructured data about social
phenomena), yielding the information suitable for unprece-
dented quality managerial decision-making, reshaping
business operations, and providing multiple new opportu-
nities. To explore the fine-grained impact of emerging big
data analysis technologies on business operations, it is
important to scrutinize the changes enabled by these tech-
nologies on the primary mechanism of firm-level value
creation and capture the business model. Here, the discus-
sion of the impact of should hinge upon on the four busi-
ness model mechanisms that drive value creation: the
current study’s focal value proposition, value targeting,
value delivery, and value appropriation.
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Notes

1. We suggest distinguishing between a firm strategy, which sets
the firm’s rent creation potential through one of the three dis-
cussed above mechanisms, and a firm business model, which
translates this potential to shareholders’ profit. For example, a
strategic resource of corporate reputation (which can be valu-
able, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable: Barney, 1991)
does not generate above-average returns in itself; rather, its
strategic potential is implemented through a well-functioning
business model (Ma and Osiyevskyy, 2017).

2. We use the general term “consumers” to refer to individuals or
organizations that are receiving benefits from the firm’s prod-
ucts or services. This group includes both end users and inter-
mediate B2B purchasers, who are sometimes distinguished in
the business model’s literature as and
“customers,” respectively (Priem et al., 2018).

3. Having other stakeholders (e.g. partners up and down the value

“consumers”

chain) in this model is also possible with little modification
(see, e.g. Garcia-Castro and Aguilera, 2015), but makes the
discussion more complex.

4. The issue of aggregating the portfolio of level 1 business mod-
els is beyond the scope of our current study and requires a
separate investigation (e.g. Aversa et al., 2017).

5. This weighting function is not linear (Adner, 1999). Rather, the
consumers assign weights to some primary quality dimensions

(e.g. status conveying of a car), while the rest of dimensions
need to simply exceed some threshold level (e.g. mileage per
gallon exceeding 18).

6. This statement applies at the level of a particular business
model (level 1) with a single value proposition. Of course, a
firm can operate more than one business model, each fine-
tuned to particular customer segments (Osterwalder and
Pigneur, 2009). In this case, the analysis of value targeting has
to be performed for each particular level 1 business model.

7. The existing literature suggests that value targeting is correct if
the focal primary customer, as a decision maker, has three key
characteristics (Biloshapka and Osiyevskyy, 2018; Osiyevskyy
et al., 2018a): (a) competence to appreciate the superiority of
the firm’s value proposition, (b) the motivation to engage in
exchange, and (c) the authority necessary to implement the
optimal decision to collaborate with the firm.

8. Of course, some businesses deliberately refrain from capturing
the profits. One type of these businesses are social enterprises
that are designed to serve the needs of a broader group of
stakeholders without necessarily creating value for sharehold-
ers. The other type of such businesses are successful fast-
growing enterprises that delay the opportunity to earn profit
in the short term to fuel their growth and potential profit or
firm value in the long term (consider the example of Amazon
remaining unprofitable for two decades, or numerous Internet
start-ups developed to be bought out by major players). How-
ever, the latter business model’s position is inherently unsus-
tainable as the business value in it is generated in the future
rather than on an ongoing basis and is hence a subject to
numerous risks, which resulted in, for example, the dot-com
bubble of 2001. Alternatively, the “deliberate Giver” growth-
oriented companies should be considered as having a potential
buyer as a primary customer.

References

Adner R (1999) 4 Demand-based view of Technology Competi-
tion: Demand Structure and Technology Displacement. San
Diego: Information Storage Industry Center.

Aldrich HE and Ruef M (2006) Organizations Evolving. 2nd ed.
Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Aversa P, Haefliger S and Reza DG (2017) Building a winning
business model portfolio. MIT Sloan Management Review
58(4): 49.

Barney J (1991) Firm resources and sustained competitive advan-
tage. Journal of Management 17(1): 99—-120.

Biloshapka V and Osiyevskyy O (2018) Three value-focused
strategic questions for continuously updating your business
model. Strategy and Leadership 46(3). DOI: 10.1177/
1465750318782774.

Biloshapka V, Osiyevskyy O and Meyer MH (2016) The value
matrix: A tool for assessing the future of a business model.
Strategy and Leadership 44(4): 41-48.

Brandenburger AM and Stuart HW (1996) Value-based business
strategy. Journal of Economics and Management Strategy
5(1): 5-24.


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5765-6161
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5765-6161
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5765-6161

Biloshapka and Osiyevskyy

175

Chesbrough H and Rosenbloom R (2002) The role of the business
model in capturing value from innovation: Evidence from
Xerox Corporation’s technology spin-off companies. /ndus-
trial and Corporate Change 11(3): 529.

Christensen C M, Bartman T and Van Bever D (2016) The hard
truth about business model innovation. MIT Sloan Manage-
ment Review 58(1): 31.

Ciesielska M (2018) Nokia on the slope: The failure of a hybrid
open/closed source model. The International Journal of Entre-
preneurship and Innovation 19(3): 218-225.

Coff RW (1999) When competitive advantage doesn’t lead to
performance: The resource-based view and stakeholder bar-
gaining power. Organization Science 10(2): 119-133.

Cook M (2018) Product service system innovation in the smart
city. The International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Inno-
vation 19(1): 46-55.

DaSilva CM and Trkman P (2014) Business model: What it is and
what it is not. Long Range Planning 47(6): 379-389.

De Oliveira DT and Cortimiglia MN (2017) Value co-creation in
web-based multisided platforms: A conceptual framework and
implications for business model design. Business Horizons
60(6): 747-758.

Demil B and Lecocq X (2010) Business model evolution: In
search of dynamic consistency. Long Range Planning 43(2):
227-246.

Demil B, Lecocq X, Ricart J E, et al. (2015) Introduction to the
SEJ special issue on business models: business models within
the domain of strategic entrepreneurship. Strategic Entrepre-
neurship Journal 9(1): 1-11.

Falkenberg L and Osiyevskyy O (2014) Should we publish that?
Managing conflicting stakeholder expectations in the publish-
ing industry. In: Bishop J (ed) Gamification for Human Fac-
tors Integration: Social, Educational, and Psychological
Issues. Hershey: IGI Global, pp. 52-79.

Foss NJ and Saebi T (2017) Fifteen years of research on
business model innovation: How far have we come, and
where should we go? Journal of Management 43(1):
200-227.

Foss NJ and Saebi T (2018) Business models and business model
innovation: Between wicked and paradigmatic problems. Long
Range Planning 51(1): 9-21.

Garcia-Castro R and Aguilera R V (2015) Incremental value cre-
ation and appropriation in a world with multiple stakeholders.
Strategic Management Journal 36(1): 137-147.

Gassmann O, Frankenberger K and Csik M (2014) The Business
Model Navigator: 55 Models that will Revolutionize your
Business. London: Pearson.

George G and Bock AJ (2011) The business model in practice and
its implications for entrepreneurship research. Entrepreneur-
ship Theory and Practice 35(1): 83—111.

Ladd T (2017) Business models at the bottom of the pyramid:
Leveraging context in undeveloped markets. The Interna-
tional Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation 18(1):
57-64.

Ma Q and Osiyevskyy O (2017) Maximizing the strategic value of
corporate reputation: A business model perspective. Strategy
and Leadership 45(4): 24-32.

Martins LL, Rindova VP and Greenbaum BE (2015) Unlocking the
hidden value of concepts: A cognitive approach to business model
innovation. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 9(1): 99-117.

Massa L, Tucci C and Afuah A (2017) A critical assessment of
business model research. Academy of Management Annals
11(1): 73-104.

Meyer MH and Crane FG (2014) New Venture Creation.
Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications.

Meyer MH, Osiyevskyy O, Libaers D, et al. (2018) Does product
platforming pay off? Journal of Product Innovation Manage-
ment 35(1): 66-87.

Nieuwenhuis P (2018) Alternative business models and entrepre-
neurship: The case of electric vehicles. The International Jour-
nal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation 19(1): 33-45.

Osiyevskyy O and Dewald J (2015) Explorative versus exploita-
tive business model change: The cognitive antecedents of
firm-level responses to disruptive innovation. Strategic Entre-
preneurship Journal 9(1): 58-78.

Osiyevskyy O and Zargarzadeh MA (2015) Business model design
and innovation in the process of expansion and growth of global
enterprises. In: Camillo AA (ed) Global Enterprise Manage-
ment: New Perspectives on Challenges and Future Develop-
ment (v 1). New York: Palgrave McMillan, pp. 115-133.

Osiyevskyy O, Chernenko M and Biloshapka V (2018a) The role
of business models in the development of new technology-
based firms. In: Presse A and Terzidis O (eds) Technology
Entrepreneurship: Insights in New Technology-Based Firms,
Research Spin-Offs and Corporate Environments. Berlin:
Springer, pp. 49-68.

Osiyevskyy O, Troshkova M and Bao Y (2018b) What makes a
global business model? In: Presenza A and Sheehan LR (eds)
Geopolitics and Strategic Management in the Global Econ-
omy. Hershey: IGI Global, pp. 19-39.

Osterwalder A and Pigneur Y (2009) Business Model Creation.
Amsterdam: Modderman Drukwerk.

Parker GG, Van Alstyne MW and Choudary SP (2016) Platform
Revolution: How Networked Markets are Transforming the
Economy—and How to Make them Work for you. New York:
WW Norton & Company.

Porter ME (1980) Competitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyz-
ing Industries and Competition. New York: Free Press.

Powell TC, Lovallo D and Fox CR (2011) Behavioral strategy.
Strategic Management Journal 32(13): 1369-1386.

Priem RL (2007) A consumer perspective on value creation.
Academy of Management Review 32(1): 219-235.

Priem RL, Butler JE and Li S (2013) Toward reimagining strategy
research: Retrospection and prospection on the 2011 AMR
decade award article. Academy of Management Review
38(4): 471-489.

Priem RL, Wenzel M and Koch J (2018) Demand-side strategy
and business models: Putting value creation for consumers
center stage. Long Range Planning 51(1): 22-31.



176

The International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation 19(3)

Rogers D (2016) The Digital Transformation Playbook: Rethink
your Business for the Digital Age. New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press.

Shafer SM, Smith HJ and Linder JC (2005) The power of business
models. Business Horizons 48(3): 199-207.

Sheehan NT and Bruni-Bossio V (2015) Strategic value curve
analysis: Diagnosing and improving customer value proposi-
tions. Business Horizons 58(3): 317-324.

Simons R (2005) Levers of Organization Design. Boston: Harvard
Business School Press.

Simons R (2010) Seven strategy questions: A simple approach for
better execution. Harvard Business School Working Knowl-
edge. Available at: http://hbswk.hbs.edu/item/seven-strategy-
questions-a-simple-approach-for-better-execution (accessed
11 June 2018).

Simons R (2014) Choosing the right customer. Harvard Business
Review 92(3): 48-55.

Teece DJ (2010) Business models, business strategy and innova-
tion. Long Range Planning 43(2): 172—-194.

Teece DJ, Pisano G and Shuen A (1997) Dynamic capabilities and
strategic management. Strategic Management Journal 18(7):
509-533.

Treacy M and Sims J (2004) Take command of your growth.
Harvard Business Review 82(4): 127-133.

Verbeke A, Osiyevskyy O and Backman CA (2017) Strategic
responses to imposed innovation projects: The case of

carbon capture and storage in the Alberta oil sands industry.
Long-Range Planning 50(5): 684—698.

Visnjic I and Van Looy B (2013) Servitization: Disentangling the
impact of service business model innovation on manufacturing
firm performance. Journal of Operations Management 31(4):
169-180.

Visnjic I, Wiengarten F and Neely A (2016) Only the brave:
Product innovation, service business model innovation, and
their impact on performance. Journal of Product Innovation
Management 33(1): 36-52.

Wernerfelt B (1984) A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic
Management Journal 5(2): 171-180.

Zott C (2003) Dynamic capabilities and the emergence of intrain-
dustry differential firm performance: insights from a simula-
tion study. Strategic Management Journal 24(2): 97-125.

Zott C and Amit R (2008) The fit between product market strategy
and business model: Implications for firm performance.
Strategic Management Journal 29(1): 1-26.

Zott C and Amit R (2010) Business model design: An activity
system perspective. Long Range Planning 43(2): 216-226.
Zott C and Amit R (2013) The business model: A theoretically
anchored robust construct for strategic analysis. Strategic

Organization 11(4): 403-411.

Zott C, Amit R and Massa L (2011) The business model: Recent
developments and future research. Journal of Management
37(4): 1019-1042.


http://hbswk.hbs.edu/item/seven-strategy-questions-a-simple-approach-for-better-execution
http://hbswk.hbs.edu/item/seven-strategy-questions-a-simple-approach-for-better-execution


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


