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ABSTRACT: The significance of technology platforms as technology focused organization forms is growing 

in diversified companies. The reason is that technology platforms support diversified companies to handle the 

conflicting priorities of individualized innovations and generating synergies. Hence, the success of diversified 

companies can be significantly affected by the systematic design of technology platforms. Key prerequisite for 

such a systematic platform design is the consistent description of the various organizational implementation 

options for technology platforms. In practice however, companies find it difficult to consistently describe the 

various organizational implementation options for technology platforms. The reason is that there is no 

established opinion in theory on how to systematically describe the organizational implementation of 

technology platforms. As a consequence, a misalignment of technology platforms in diversified companies is 

noticeable, leading to unsustainable technology platform concepts. Therefore, the objective of this paper is the 

development of a model that enables the systematic description of the organizational implementation options of 

technology platforms in diversified companies. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
Shorter product and technology cycles and more complex customer demands for novel products 

increase the competition among diversified companies. One possibility to achieve long-term success is the 

creation of strategic prerequisites for the synergetic use of technological knowledge as well as the 

implementation of unique technological solutions [1]. That is why an increasing number of diversified 

companies organize their technologies within technology platforms as technology focused organization forms. 

These diversified companies use technology platforms mostly to exploit a defined set of distinctive technologies 

across multiple businesses and thus offer unique technological solutions for the customer [2,3]. Therefore, the 

technology platform concept constitutes for many diversified companies a huge factor for their corporate 

success [4]. 

However, in practice a low degree of systematization regarding the description of the organizational 

implementation options of technology platforms can be observed. This leads to an insufficient linkage between a 

diversified company and the organization of its technology platforms. Waste of resources (“over-engineering”) 

or the rejection of key requirements and key stakeholders among existing technology platforms (“under-

engineering”) are noticeable in the operational practice of diversified companies. From the theoretical 

perspective, there is a lack of research regarding the description of the organizational implementation of 

technology platforms within diversified companies. This is surprising, due to the huge problems in the daily 

practice of diversified companies and the negative economic impact of insufficiently defined and organized 

technology platforms.  

Therefore, in this paper a model is developed that defines and describes the relevant organizational 

implementation options of technology platforms in diversified companies. With the assistance of this model, 

diversified companies will be able to identify the relevant organizational implementation options of technology 

platforms and thus will be able to manage a sufficient linkage, in order to initiate sustainable platform concepts. 

Additionally, it is intended with this paper to develop a fundament for future research in the academic field of 

technology platforms. 

Section II illustrates the applied methodology within the paper. Subsequently, section III gives a 

definition for the technology platform term and the term „diversified companies‟ for the purpose of this paper. 

Section IV comprises a literature review of previous research, concerning the organizational implementation of 

technology platform in diversified companies. Based on the need for further research, the description model for 
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the technology platform organization in diversified companies is developed in section V. The conclusion and the 

outlook on future research in section VI complete the paper. 

 

II. METHODOLOGY 
A continuing methodical challenge in the technology management research can be seen in overcoming 

the „academic-practitioner divide‟ [5]. While practitioners continue to emphasize the benefit of research, they 

criticize often a lack of focus on problems with practical relevance [6]. This paper adopts the research process of 

applied sciences, shown in figure 1, in order to overcome the „academic-practitioner divide‟ and propose 

practical relevant results [7]. Applied sciences, according to ULRICH, focus on the description, explanation and 

configuration of reality extracts and aim on developing rules and models to create possible future realities [7]. 

Following the process of applied sciences, a problem of practical relevance with an underlying theoretical 

deficit has to be identified and structured at first (Fig. 1, step A). Projects and discussions with decision-makers 

in the field of technology management have been here the key input for the derivation of the underlying 

practical problem. Subsequently, in step B and step C problem-specific theories and methods of existing 

research have to be identified, analyzed and interpreted as the groundwork to identify the need for further 

research and the development of adequate solutions. Step B and C will be addressed within the paper in section 

III and IV with the illustration of the theoretical background and the literature review. Hereinafter, step D is 

focusing on the conception of an adequate model, in order to describe organizational implementation options of 

technology platforms in diversified companies. The following step E addresses the detailing of the model. 

Consecutively, the model must undergo practical testing and therefore needs to be evaluated in the context of 

industrial practice, according to step F. Once it has been validated, the model can be applied in industrial 

practice (step G). Both steps do not fall within the scope of the paper and therefore need to be addressed 

subsequently in future empirical research, as explained in the outlook on future research. 

 

Verif icat ion in industrial pract iceG

Pract ical test ing of  the derived criterions, rules and models in 

the context  of  applicat ion
F

Derivat ion of  assessment  criterions, design rules and 

theoret ical models
E

Ident if icat ion and specif icat ion of  the relevant  context  of  

applicat ion
D

Ident if icat ion and specif icat ion of  problem-specif ic methods in 

the f ield of  formal sciences
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Fig.1: Structure of the choosen methodology based on the research process of applied sciences according to 

ULRICH [6] 

 

III. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
The following section comprises the definition of both the terms „technology platform‟ and „diversified 

company‟. In this way, a theoretical foundation is prepared, in order to systematically describe the 

organizational implementation options for technology platforms in section V.  

 

A. Technology platform 

The term „technology platform‟ (TPF) has no consistent definition in literature [2]. Therefore, it is 

necessary to define the term clearly for the purpose of this paper. It is defined that technology platforms 

represent a technology focused organization form in diversified companies and interconnect a certain aspect of a 

technological knowledge base [8, 9]. This interconnected technological knowledge base stretches over multiple 
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business units and central areas, in order to enable the exchange of relevant technological information and to 

enable the exploitation of a maximum amount of product applications [10, 3]. Organization wise, the technology 

platform concept cannot be attributed to a predefined and uniform designed structure. Instead it shows various 

numbers of expressions in practice [3].  CIBORRA states the following with regard to technology platform 

organizations: „A platform is a metaorganization, a formative context that molds structures, and routines 

shaping them into well-known forms, such as the hierarchy, the matrix and even the network, but on a highly 

volatile basis.“ [11]. Therefore technology platforms in diversified companies represent a “complementary ad-

hoc organization” [12], which links separated divisions and central areas with each other along a defined 

technological focus area [8]. Thus, it becomes clear that the organizational implementation of technology 

platforms does not necessarily interfere with the existing organization of diversified companies and does not 

automatically lead to a visibility within the established organigram of a diversified company [13]. An implicit 

organizational implementation of technology platforms into the existing structures of diversified companies is 

therefore possible and moreover relevant for the further investigation in this paper. 

 

B. Diversified company 

Despite the great importance within the industrial practice, a “terminological confusion“ [14] can be 

observed with regard to the term diversification in scientific literature [15]. Due to this reason a closer 

examination of this term is needed, in order to generate a clear understanding for the purpose of the paper. First 

of all, it becomes apparent in the diversification literature that it can be differentiated between an input-related 

and an output-related perspective on diversification. In both cases the diversification term refers to a state as 

well as to a process of expansion [16]. The input-related perspective is rather rarely used in literature and 

defines the term as expansion of the existing company resource basis into new areas of resources that are 

untapped so far by the company [17].  The more common perspective on the term diversification, which is also 

relevant for this paper, focusses on output-related diversification and defines the term as the entry of a company 

into a new market based on expansion of its product range [17, 18].  If existing technologies are used to enter 

new markets, then it is referred to the term technology based diversification for the output-related perspective in 

this paper [17]. The following figure 2 shows the typical organigram of a company that is diversified based on 

their technology base. It is assumed that this type of diversified company has multiple divisions and central 

areas [19]. 

 

Management
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DIV: Division CA: Cent ral area
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P
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Fig.2: Typical organigram of a diversified company [19] 

 

Functional activities such as the divisional R&D or the divisional production function are usually 

organized within the divisions. Another typical characteristic of a diversified company can be seen in 

permanently organized central areas for R&D. These corporate R&D functions typically work on technology 

and innovation tasks that are in an early, pre-divisional market state. The discussed typical organigram of 
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diversified companies serves as a logical foundation, in order to display and explain the organizational 

implementation of technology platforms in section V.  

 

IV. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The following section comprises the review of literature, illustrating the current status in research on 

the organizational implementation of technology platforms in diversified companies. The existing literature can 

be divided into two research streams. The first stream is directly linked to literature about technology platforms 

in diversified companies. The second research stream comprises literature about general organization forms of 

central areas and networks and has therefore only indirect implications for technology platforms in diversified 

companies. However, as the explanations in the following section will show, the indirect research stream about 

general organization forms is also highly relevant for the purpose of the paper. This section closes with a 

summarization about the contributions and deficits that can be extracted from the investigated literature. 

 

A. Technology Platform Research Stream 

BÖHLKE ET AL. as well as SCHUH ET AL. discuss in their publications several examples from their 

industrial experience about the organizational implementation of technology platforms in diversified companies 

[3, 20] The authors state that technology platforms that are implemented as real organizations consist of 

permanent workplaces for the platform staff. Contrary, virtually implemented technology platforms are 

characterized by communication tools, which are used across the participating divisions to coordinate the 

activities virtually (e.g. content-management system) [3]. Also, permanently implemented technology platforms 

are characterized by activities that are operated by the platform stuff daily as full time employees [3, 20]. In 

contrast, a temporary technology platform is implemented for long-time projects and disestablished after the 

project finalization [3, 20]. Even though the authors show examples from their industrial practice, they do not 

intend to establish a cohesive framework that systematically structures the organizational implementation forms 

of technology platforms in a logical order. 

LEVANDOVSKI ET AL. discuss the importance of a close organizational interaction between the 

operational production systems and the technology platforms in diversified companies. They use the example of 

an engine supplier in the aerospace industry [21]. However, the authors describe only a single case study and 

focus solely on the interaction of relevant stakeholders in the production of aerospace engines with technology 

platforms. Also, the authors lack to bring their findings into a broader perspective of a framework that could be 

applied for further companies in the future. 

 

SHAPIRO focuses also on the technology platform organization and describes how technologies in a 

technology platform can be seen as building blocks of a company‟s technology base and can be combined to 

form new technologies and subsequently new products. By using the case of 3M and their adhesives technology 

platform, the author accomplishes to generate an illustrative example [22]. As he states “3M is committed to the 

platform concept as an organizing idea. An innovation must either define a new platform or extend an old one; 

otherwise it does not fit comfortably within 3M”. However, his case can be regarded as only a singular example 

and does not comprises an overall view at different organizational forms of technology platforms in diversified 

companies. 

STIG focuses on the documentation of technology platform knowledge and discusses different forms of 

knowledge networks for different forms of operational company structures [10]. The author defines three 

different levels of knowledge networks, based on different operational structures within a diversified company 

[9]. Even though the author introduces an overview of different networks as organizational forms of technology 

platforms, he fails to put his results in a broader perspective, by not analyzing other organizational forms. 

In total, five exemplary research papers have been analysed in the direct technology platform research 

stream, demonstrating different organizational implementation forms within diversified companies. However, 

the illustrated research stream lack a consistent organizational framework, which supports the systematic 

selection of organizational forms of technology platforms in diversified companies. 

 

B. Organization research stream 

In section III it was derived that technology platforms represent from an organizational point of view 

“a result of (…) existing organizational mechanisms and forms (…)” [12]. Hence, the identification and 

selection of already existing organizational structures that can be applied to the concept of technology platforms 

is crucial for the purpose of this paper. The organizational structures, which are considered to be relevant for the 

technology platform concept in diversified companies are the central area concept and the concept of company 

internal networks (see figure 3). The reason is that specific knowledge carriers within a certain area of 

technological expertise are often located within different divisions and central areas of diversified companies 

and the cross-functional and cross-divisional linkage of these knowledge carriers can be organized by 
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technology platforms [25]. This linkage, organized by technology platforms, is either possible in a decentralized 

way (without consequences for the primary organization) or completely centralized and therefore with 

consequences for the restructuring of the existing primary organization) [8].  

 

Central

areas

Internal company 

network

Technology

platform

 Cross-funct ional & cross-divisional 

perspect ive (cent ral)

 Consequences for the primary organizat ion

 Cross-funct ional & cross-divisional 

perspect ive (decentral)

 Consequences for the primary organizat ion   

not  mandatory

 Cross-funct ional & cross-divisional perspect ive (cent ral)

 Consequences for the primary organizat ion not  mandatory
 

Fig.3: Organizational distinction and overlaps between central areas, internal networks and technology 

platforms in diversified companies 

 

Therefore the central area concept as well as the concept of internal networks [26, 27], as shown in 

figure 3, serve as existing organizational structures that can be applied to the concept of technology platforms in 

diversified companies. Thus, these organizational structures are hereinafter detailed and the current state of 

research is described for the purpose of this paper. 

 

1.) Central areas 

 The academic literature of FRESE is regarded as the foundation within the research stream of the central 

area concept. In his work, FRESE distinguishes between the following five types of central areas: „core area 

model‟, „guideline model‟, „matrix model‟, „service model‟, and „staff model‟. Simultaneously, the author 

presents the „autarky model‟, which typically represents the smallest influence of central areas and therefore 

leads to self-sufficient divisions in diversified companies [26, 28]. According to the author, these five plus one 

models can be characterized based on the degree of potential influence of the divisions [28]. The core area 

model is characterized by the fact that a sub-function is completely removed from its original division and 

embedded in a separate organizational unit. In comparison to the core area model, the characteristics of a 

guideline model are that a given sub-function lies partly in the guideline organization and partly in the division. 

The guideline organization is responsible for fundamental decisions of the respective sub-function and has 

authority to issue directives towards the divisions. Similar to the guideline model, both the matrix model and the 

service model are characterized by a given sub-function that lies partly in the matrix respectively service 

organization and partly in the division. However, in contrast to the guideline model, the matrix organization and 

the division are only together entitled to make decisions with regard to the given sub-function. The service 

model in comparison represents an organizational structure where the divisions are responsible for fundamental 

decisions of a sub-function and are requesting services for this sub-function from the service organization. 

Contrary to the previously described types of central areas, the staff model is characterized by the fact that it can 

only prepare decisions and support the relevant divisions with necessary technology information, if needed. 

Finally, the autarky model is characterized by the highest possible level of influence of the decentralized 

divisions.  

 

Therefore, autarky models are not centralizing sub-functions, like the other types of central areas and 

can be regarded in itself as self-sufficient divisions in diversified companies [26, 28]. It can be summarized that 

the current state of research with regard to the central area concept is described finely detailed in literature. As 

shown in figure 4, FRESE‟S work on types of central areas serves as a broad perspective on suitable 

organizational structures for technology platforms in diversified companies. However, there is no literature 

existing, which adapts these contents to the organizational structures of technology platforms. 
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Fig.4: Types of central areas according to FRESE [26, 28] 

  

2.) Networks 

 The organizational concept of networks has been described in various forms within different literature 

and research streams. However, within the management literature, there is a general distinction between intra-

organizational and inter-organizational networks. Intra-organizational networks describe the relationship 

between stakeholders within a company. Inter-organizational networks, in comparison, characterize the 

relationship between companies itself. The focus of the following detailing lies on the characteristics of intra-

organizational networks, due to the fact that technology platforms are understood as technology focused intra-

organizational concepts within the scope of this paper. The intra-organizational concept of a network is defined 

by the existence of knots and edges. The knots represent the participants of the network, whereas the edges 

represent the connecting relationships [27, 29, 30]. In the case of intra-organizational networks, the participants 

consist either from individual employers or groups of persons like teams or departments [29, 31].  Aside from 

the participants, their connecting relations represent the other constitutive element of networks. Additionally, 

several types of relationships and connections between single individuals as well as groups of people such as 

teams can be found in intra-organizational networks [27, 30, 32]. These types of relationships can be either of 

formal or informal nature [27, 33]. Formal relationships on an individual level are represented for example by 

the power to direct and the duty to report within different layers of hierarchy in a diversified company [32, 33]. 

Contrary, the request of a colleague for help or advice is rather of informal nature [33]. Overall, this paper 

defines the term networks as an intra-organizational concept, which describes decentralized structures of 

individual participants that are in an informal, non-hierarchical mode of cooperation to each other. Based on this 

definition, a subsequent analysis has been conducted with the outcome that there no source of academic research 

that applies the concept of intra-organizational networks to the concept of technology platforms. 

 

C. Summary of the literature review 

 The findings and deficits of the vast amount of literature regarding the technology platform research 

stream as well as the general organization stream are summed up in figure 5. The main findings on the 

technology platform research side include the fact that several organizational options for technology platforms 

have been exemplary provided by different authors. However, these contributions are relatively unspecific and 

lack a cohesive framework that systematically structures the organizational implementation forms of technology 

platforms. On the organizational research side there is broad and valid literature base regarding the general 

organization of central areas and networks. Due to its relevance for technology platforms as a “formative 

context that molds structures, and routines shaping them into well-known forms” [11], there is a high potential 

to adapt and use these known organizational forms for the purpose of technology platforms. 

 

Findings Deficits

 Organizat ional opt ions for technology 

plat forms have been exemplary out lined in          

the technology plat form research st ream

 Broad perspect ive on suitable organizat ional 

forms in the organizat ion research st ream

 High potent ial for the systemat ic derivat ion of  

technology plat form organizat ional forms

 No connect ion between exist ing 

organizat ional literature and the technology 

plat form research st ream

 No logical and systemat ic order for 

organizat ional forms of  technology plat forms

 Confusion and lack of  guiding-principles

 
Fig.5: Findings and deficits of the literature review 

 

However, it seems that the literature in the technology platform research stream has not picked up yet 

the prevalent potential of the findings in the general organization research stream. The reason is that no 

systematic connection between the existing organizational literature and the technology platform research has 

been conducted. Therefore, academics in the scientific community are not able to bring the existing literature 
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base in a logical order for the purpose of technology platforms in diversified companies. Confusion and a lack of 

guiding-principles for the practitioners are the consequence. The purpose of the paper is to address this need for 

research and to develop a cohesive set of technology platform organization options in a systematical way. 

 

V. RESULTS 
Based on the need for further research, the model to describe the organizational implementation of 

technology platforms in diversified companies is conceptualized and specified in the following section. At first, 

we will conceptualize the organizational implementation of technology platforms and select an applicable model. 

Afterwards, we will specify the organizational implementation of technology platforms by detailing and 

applying the existing organization research stream for the purpose of this paper. 

 

A. Conception of the model 

In literature a variety of approaches exist for the classification of models [34]. The classification that is 

used in this paper refers to the purpose of a model and differentiates between descriptive models, explanatory 

models and decision models, as shown in figure 6 [34, 35]. 
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Fig.6: Classification of models according to KÜLL & STÄHLY [35] 

 

A descriptive model is commonly applied, in order to display and characterize the logic of a system [34, 

35]. Next, explanatory models are used to explain the cause-and-effect-relationship between the measures and 

actions of a system [35]. Finally, a decision model is based on the input of the two previous models. It 

comprises a target function respectively the preferences of the model‟s user, in order to determine the optimal 

actions according to preferable measures [34, 35]. The purpose of the paper is to develop a cohesive framework 

that describes the organizational implementation of technology platforms in diversified companies. This requires 

the selection of a descriptive model, leaving the other two models as a potential for future research.  

 

The foundation of the descriptive model is defined by the types of central areas according to FRESE, 

which were discussed in section IV [26, 28]. However, the types of central areas have to be adapted in two 

different ways for the purpose of this paper. The first adaption has to be made with regard to FRESE‟S autarky 

model. The reason is that this type of central areas is not relevant for the technology platform concept. The 

author argues from an overall company perspective and attributes the highest degree of decentralization to the 

autarky model, leading to an autarkic business unit or division in itself [26, 28]. However, it is defined in this 

paper that there is no fully autarkic and decentralized organizational model possible for technology platforms in 

diversified companies. From a technology platform-specific perspective, the company-internal networks 

represent the highest degree of decentralization. They can serve as an overarching model that connects the 

technological knowledge base in an informal and non-hierarchical manner without direct organizational 

consequences [8, 27, 33]. Thus, the term „implicit organizational model‟ is used for this organizational form of 

technology platforms in diversified companies. The second adaption has to be made with regard to the logic 
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how FRESE is structuring and characterizing the types of central areas. While he uses the degree of potential 

influence of the divisions on the central areas as the determining logic for structuring his types, it can‟t be 

directly applied to the organizational implementation of technology platforms. Therefore, the logic of FRESE is 

adapted in this paper and the organizational forms of technology platforms can be differentiated hereinafter by 

the degree of autonomy with regard to specific the technology and its technology-related activities. While a 

technology platform organized as a central area has the highest degree of autonomy regarding its relevant 

technologies, a technology platform as an implicit organizational model has no technological autonomy and is 

solely determined by the decentralized technology decisions of the divisions and the central areas [28]. 

 

B. Specification of the model 

Based on the two main adaptions of FRESE‟s work in this section and the groundwork, conducted in 

the former sections, the organizational implementation of technology platforms are specified subsequently. 

 

1) Core area organization 

As described in section IV in the literature review, a core area model is defined by the fact a sub-

function is completely removed from its original division and embedded in a separate organizational unit. 

Therefore, the decision making authority for these sub-functions and the underlying activities lies only within 

the scope of the core area. Hence, the execution of these focused activities can happen in a consolidated way, 

which is independent and with no explicit order of a third party [26, 28]. With regard to technology platforms in 

diversified companies, this means that all the relevant carriers of technological knowledge are centralized within 

one permanent core area organization. The intra-organizational origins of these carriers of technological 

knowledge can be determined within the existing divisions as well as the relevant technology-related central 

areas. Technology platforms that are organized in a core area organization thus have the highest possible degree 

of autonomy regarding technology-specific decisions and activities. This implies that the outcome of such 

organized technology platforms, e.g. tangible technology developments etc., can be potentially delivered as a 

technological foundation for all further developments in the relevant central areas and divisions of a diversified 

company, regardless of explicit orders of these entities. Figure 7 is visualizing the organizational 

implementation of a technology platform as a core organization. 
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DIV 1 DIV 2 DIV … CA
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Fig.7: Organizational implementation of a technology platform as a core area organisation 

 

2) Guideline organization  

Compared to the previously outlined characteristics of the core area organization, technology platforms 

organized as guideline areas within diversified companies can be characterized by the fact that the relevant 
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technological knowledge carriers are embedded both in the new technology platform organization and the 

original divisions as well as central areas. In this constellation, the guideline area is authorized for fundamental 

decisions regarding the platform technology and therefore entitled to set obligatory technological rules and 

procedures for these divisions and central areas, which have a stake in the platform technology and its remaining 

technological knowledge carriers. However, the involved divisions and central areas have still the opportunity to 

vary and interpret the technological guidelines in a way that are the most suitable for their individual businesses 

or processes. In this way, a higher acceptance of the technological guidelines set by a technology platform is 

ensured in a diversified company. Also, these technological guidelines and rules and procedures don‟t refer to 

the entire diversified company, but only to those organizational units, for which the platform technology and its 

knowledge carriers have crucial relevance. The following figure 8 visualizes the concept of technology 

platforms organized as guideline areas in diversified companies. 

 

Management

DIV 1 DIV 2 DIV … CA

DIV: Division CA: Cent ral area TPF: Technology plat form KC: Knowledge carrier

TPF

KC KC

KCKC

KC

KC

 
Fig.8: Organizational implementation of a technology platform as a guideline organization 

 

3) Matrix organization 

A technology platform implemented within a diversified company as a matrix organization is 

characterized, similar to the guideline organization, by the fact that the relevant technological knowledge 

carriers are embedded both in the new technology platform organization (called matrix unit) and the original 

divisions as well as central areas. However, the fundamental difference to the guideline organization is that the 

matrix organization itself is not authorized for fundamental decisions regarding the platform technology and its 

underlying technological knowledge within a diversified company. Instead, the relevant fundamental decisions 

about the rules and procedures are jointly made within a decision committee (called matrix committee) between 

the representatives of the technology platform as well technological stakeholders within the relevant divisions 

and central areas. Therefore, the relevant technological decisions can only be made in a common alignment of 

all technological stakeholders within a matrix committee. On the one hand this organizational implementation 

ensures a higher acceptance of decisions and developments of a technology platform among the relevant 

divisions and central areas. On the other hand, however, it slows down the decision process and lowers the 

degree of autonomy of a technology platform with regard to a platform technology. Figure 9 visualizes the 

relationships between the relevant technological stakeholders of a technology platform as a matrix organization 

within diversified companies. 
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Fig.9: Organizational implementation of a technology platform as a matrix organization 

 

4) Service organization 

As shown in figure 10, service organizations are characterized, similar to previous organization forms, 

by knowledge carriers being embedded in both the technology platform and the divisions as well as central areas. 
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Fig.10: Organizational implementation of a technology platform as a matrix organization 
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However, technology platforms as service organizations don‟t have any authority regarding 

fundamental technological decisions within a diversified company. Instead, the divisions and central areas have 

the sole authority for all the relevant fundamental decisions, regarding the platform technology. The reason is 

that a technology platform is only regarded as a central and internal technology service provider with regard to 

technology developments as well as other relevant activities of the technology management process. In this 

understanding, technology platforms receive technology management related service requests regarding their 

platform technology and fulfill them for a company internal service fee. Therefore, technology platforms as 

service organizations can only fundamentally decide how they approach these service requests and have no 

authority to decide, whether a division or central area should make this decision or not. 

 

5) Staff organization 

The logic of technology platforms organized as a staff model also specifies (similar to the guideline 

organization, the matrix organization and the service organization) that relevant technological knowledge 

carriers are embedded both in the technology platform itself and the relevant divisions as well as central areas. 

However, contrary to the previously described types of organizational forms of technology platforms, the staff 

organization is characterized by the fact that it can only prepare decisions and support the relevant divisions and 

central areas with necessary technology information, if needed. This means that the staff organization is not 

authorized to define binding technological guidelines, but rather generates from a central perspective 

technological information and decision templates with an unbinding character. Due to its managerial and 

internal information provider character, staff organizations are organizationally implemented under the 

supervision of the management within a diversified company. Overall, a technology platform implemented as a 

staff organization has a low degree of technological autonomy and can only decide on how relevant technology 

information and decision templates are provided to the relevant divisions and central areas. Figure 11 is 

visualizing the organizational implementation of a technology platform as a staff organization. 
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Fig.11: Organizational implementation of a technology platform as a staff organization 

 

6) Implicit organization 

Compared to the previous organizational forms, the implicit organization model represents the greatest 

form of decentralization of a technology platform. These technology platforms, which are organized in 

diversified companies on the principle of the implicit organization model, constitute internal company networks 

that are established for a specific technological topic. A technology platform as an internal company network is 

therefore defined as decentralized relationships between the relevant technological knowledge carriers that are 

in an informal, non-hierarchical mode of cooperation to each other. [32, 33]. As shown in figure 12, compared 
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to the previously presented organization models, this organizational form means also the lowest degree of 

autonomy for a technology platform for a defined technology topic. The reason lies in the platform-relevant 

knowledge carriers, which remain organizationally embedded within the relevant divisions and central areas. 

Thus, the decision-making authority on these knowledge carriers remains uniquely and exclusively in the 

responsibility of these divisions and central areas [26, 28]. Therefore, the technology platform concept in this 

organizational implementation form constitutes only an informal and implicit function without any formal 

technological decision rights [8]. 
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Fig.12: Organizational implementation of a technology platform as an implicit organization 

 

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
The paper gives a comprehensive model for structuring the organizational implementation of 

technology platforms in diversified companies. In total, 6 individual implementation options have been 

identified that systemize possible forms of the organization of technology platforms within the context of 

diversified companies. The developed systematization is applicable for any diversified company and provides a 

clear guideline in structuring the organizational implementation of technology platforms in diversified 

companies. The research paper‟s outcomes emphasize the importance of a systematic description and 

systematization of the technology platform organization. Practitioners, responsible for the strategic management 

of technology platforms, are given a framework and therefore a valuable input that enables the systematization 

of the technology platform organization. However, future research in the form of empirical case studies is 

necessary to further validate the proposed results and complete the research process of applied. Also, the 

development of an explanatory model as well as a decision model would further promote the understanding of 

the technology platform organization in the context of diversified companies. Finally, it is also necessary in the 

next step to link the fundamental goals of technology platforms with the organizational options detailed in this 

paper, in order to accomplish a logical fundament for further research. 
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