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Abstract

The business ecosystem phenomenon is a revolutionary that is causing a paradigm shift in
strategy aggregation. However, lack of its operational definition stifles positivist research and
impedes empirical verification, generalization, and application. The purpose of this essay is to
investigate business ecosystem definitions through the lenses of business ecosystem and
systems theory, with the goal of advancing a synthesized, operational definition. The authors
performed an integrative and generative literature review using a meta-theoretical approach
with lenses of systems theory and business ecosystem theory to reconstruct an action-centric
operationalization of the business ecosystem phenomenon. The review finds that the
interplay of collaboration, innovation and competition is not addressed, and the criterion
construct of business ecosystem health is scarcely included in the definitions. A business
ecosystem, according to the review, is "a meta-organization of interdependent entities
orchestrated by a focal firm that aligns to a value proposition through collaboration and
coevolves around an innovation, in order to achieve competitive advantage for delivering
value to customers and to sustain the health of the ecosystem in a changing environment”.
The operational definition posited reveals the hidden assumption of holism of the business
ecosystem phenomenon, which professes systemic strategy investigation instead of narrow,
firm level analysis, for configurational theorizing, invoking counterintuitive shift in scholarship
and practice. The essay argues for transitioning the business ecosystem research mode from
inductive to deductive and suggests new research direction.

Keywords: Business Ecosystem, Collaboration, Innovation, Competition, Business Ecosystem
Health

Introduction

Over the course of the last 25 years, the business ecosystem phenomenon, having its
origin in parallel with the biological ecosystem presented by Moore (1993), and lansiti and
Levian (2004a) in their pioneering works, has received extensive scholarly and strategy
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management attention, and is evolving into a positive theory that is relevant to modern-day
competitive businesses driven by innovation, as it explicates how interdependent businesses
operate (Adner, 2017; Jacobides et al., 2018; Kretschmer et al., 2022; Singal, 2021). The
phenomenon draws credence, particularly in the extant hostile business environment
characterized by turbulence and change, variations, and uncertainty (Gomes et al., 2021;
Ramezani & Camarinha-Matos, 2020).

Nevertheless, the flexibility of the business ecosystem phenomenon has led to
conceptual overstretch being used with various derivative forms and connotations resulting
in a chaotic situation in its cognition and application (Aarikka-Stenroos & Ritala, 2017;
Suominen et al., 2019; Thomas & Autio, 2020). The business ecosystem is a systemic
phenomenon and in congruence with the systems theory, it provides a systemic and holistic
perspective at a macro level (Bhardwaj et al., 2022; Midgley & Lindhult, 2021), however, a
deliberate capture with expansive emphasis on the system-level tenets and concept is not
distinctly apparent (Wurth et al., 2021; Phillips & Ritala, 2019; Ritala & Gustafsson, 2018). The
networks and ecosystems are two different manifestations of managing the
interdependencies amongst business organizations (Adner, 2017; Shipilov & Gawer, 2020);
however, the concepts of ecosystem and networks are used interchangeably (e.g., Radziwon
& Bogers, 2018; Suominen et al., 2019; Zahra & Nambisan, 2012). The business ecosystem
strategy is best suited when the environment is hostile but malleable, however, there is a
paucity of studies extending well-deserved theoretical attention to the controlling effect of
the exogenous business environment (Hou & Shi, 2021; Russell & Smorodinskya, 2018;
Ramezani & Camarinha-Matos, 2020)

The business ecosystem is a novel phenomenon and provides valuable opportunities
for pursuing both qualitative and quantitative studies (Kapoor, 2018; Adner, 2017), however,
there is a lack of empirical research (Adner, 2017; Neumeyer & Corbett, 2017; Teece, 2013),
and quantitative studies are yet to be initiated in this field since the phenomenon has not
transitioned from conceptualization to operationalization (Cobben, Ooms, Roijakkers, &
Radziwon, 2022; Jarvi & Kortelainnen, 2017). The business ecosystem has an activity regime
of collaboration, competition, and innovation (Kapoor, 2018; Moore, 1993; Jacobides,
Cennamo, & Gawer, 2018; Singal, 2021) resulting in an interplay of these core activities
(Hoffman et al., 2018; Moore, 1993). However, these are not operationalized to describe the
business ecosystem construct. Recognizing that the absence of operationalization inhibits
theory from being scientific which can be subjected to verification or falsification with
deductive theorizing (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018; Popper, 2005), it is imperative to review the
phenomenon and undertake its operationalization.

This essay, with an integrative and generative literature review approach, to assess,
critique, and synthesize (cf., Post et al., 2020; Snyder, 2019;) carries significance by
responding to these concerns for invoking rigor and specificity for the operationalization of
business ecosystem phenomenon. The precise aim of the endeavour is to establish the causal
relationship between the multiple constructs for configurational theorizing (cf., Cornelissen,
Hollerer, & Seidl, 2021; Furnari, et al., 2021) that facilitates the creation and testing of the
conceptual model with a deductive approach (cf., Cortina, 2016; Snyder, 2019).

Objectives of the Review

In line with the background set out above, the objective of this essay is to answer the
following concrete and practical question: What is the operational and action-centric
definition of the business ecosystem construct? Furthermore, it is noted that operational
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definitions are concerned with the observable properties or operations of the referred

phenomenon, and seek precision and parsimony since remaining clear, general, and concise

even as circumscribing the elements of component objects, key underlining attributes, action

regimes, and performance metrics, in a measurable form. (Kumar, 2014; Podsakoff, et al.,

2016; Post, et al., 2020). Following the research question, the essay sets out threefold aims:

° First, to critically review the past literature arguing definitions of the business
ecosystem construct;

° Second, to find the gaps in defining the business ecosystem construct; and

° Third, to define the business ecosystem construct with action-centric variables,
particularly in the strategy context.

Accordingly, the remaining sections of the essay are organized as follows. At the outset, an
overview of the extant literature on systems theory and business ecosystem theory are
presented. Following section analyses the different definitions. Subsequent section posits the
synthesized definition of the business ecosystem construct for its operationalization and,
explicates its elements and implications thereof. The ultimate section provides concluding
commentary on the contribution of this essay and posited operational definition with
corresponding theoretical and practical implications.

Theoretical Foundations of the Business Ecosystem Phenomenon

Prior to moving into the analysis of the exemplary definitions of the business
ecosystem, we present the overview of the theoretical foundations of the business
ecosystem. The business ecosystem phenomenon is an application of system thinking in
sense of business drawing an analogy with the natural ecosystem. The business ecosystem
theoretical exposition heavily relies on a few pioneering works and needs empirical and
conceptual advancement to bring coherence to the theory (Suominen et al., 2019; Tsujimoto
et al., 2018). Due to this, there is a necessity of having underpinning around “systems”
thinking, which is an established theoretical foundation, further, it is an integral part of the
business ecosystem concept (Bhardwaj et al., 2022; Phillips & Ritala, 2019; Ritala &
Gustafsson, 2018; Roundy et al., 2017). Following this, it is worthwhile to synthesize and
integrate these two theories to operationalize the business ecosystem phenomenon.

° Systems Theory

The system theory in current times goes beyond system science and system thinking
and intuitively stresses the importance of interrelatedness and holism stating that the
interconnected elements generate the whole, with this whole being greater than the sum of
parts (Midgley & Lindhult, 2021). The key features of the systems theory are: (i) complex
systems invoke study with holism for collective behaviour; rather than reducing them to
distinct components, as they do not explain the phenomenon, (ii) relationships and
interactions among the parts are important than single elements, (iii) the common properties
of all systems, provides a potential for applying system approach across the physical and social
sciences, at different levels and scale, and (iv) the health of the system is contingent upon the
fitness of individual components (Bhardwaj et al., 2022; Easterby-Smith et al., 2018; Mitleton-
Kelly, 2003).
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° Business Ecosystem Theory

The business ecosystem phenomenon has been explicated in literature from three
perspectives which are: (i) business ecosystem as a meta-organization (Kapoor, 2018;
Kretschmer et al., 2022; Singal, 2021); (ii) business ecosystem as structure (Adner, 2017; Graca
& Camarinha-Matos, 2021; Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer, 2018); and (iii) business ecosystem
as a coevolving and affiliated community (Hou & Shi, 2021; lansiti & Levian, 2004; Moore,
1993, 2006). The meta-organization approach refers to the relationship among the
constituent parts that define and specify the composite whole as an “organization of
organizations” and determine the properties of the integrated system as a composite unity
with institutional logic (Kretschmer et al., 2022; Thomas & Autio, 2014). The structuralist
approach (Adner, 2017; Jacobides et al., 2018) delineates the physical manifestation of
business ecosystem activities and interactions among parts of the system around the core
activities of collaboration, innovation, and competition. The coevolution approach
underscores the critical importance of core activities of collaboration, innovation, and
competition for the economic performance of the ecosystem and impresses upon the
systemic and economic health of the business ecosystem (Hou & Shi, 2021; lansiti & Levian,
2004; Moore, 1993, 2006). Even though these perspectives have contrasting elements, a
review of these perspectives shows that there are common and invariant aspects of (i)
organizational constitution of interdependence; (ii) strategic objectives of collaboration,
continuous innovation, and constant competition; and (iii) system level goal of shared success
for common welfare and continuity of business.

Review of Business Ecosystem Definitions

The exemplary definitions from various scholars are provided in Error! Reference s
ource not found. and analysed on four circumscribing elements adapted from (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2016), which are: (i) constituent objects, (ii) key underlining
attributes, (iii) action regimes, and (iv) function and performance outcomes. The aggregations
of entities in a business ecosystem are referred to with generality as, “community” (Hou &
Shi, 2021; Moore, 1993, 1996); “heterogenous participants” (Thomas & Autio, 2020; lansiti &
Levian, 2004); “actors” (Jacobides et al., 2018; Kapoor, 2018); “entities” (Fuller, Jacobides, &
Reeves, 2019). Some definitions have identified specific entities such as buyers, suppliers,
product and service makers, individuals and institutions, customers, and the environment
(Dias Sant’Ana et al., 2020; Thomas & Autio, 2020); and entities from “supply side and
demand side” (Autio & Thomas, 2018). These definitions mention the focal firm of the
business ecosystem as the “ecosystem leader” (Moore, 1996) or “platforms” (Jacobides,
Cennamo, & Gawer, 2018). The systemic “interconnected” attribute of the business
ecosystem is referred to as “multilateral” (Adner, 2017; Jacobides et al.,, 2018);
“interdependent” (Radziwon & Bogers, 2018; Teece, 2016); “complementary” (Fuller et al.,
2019; Jacobides et al., 2018). The business ecosystem is also referred to as a “network” of
firms (Chang & Uden, 2008; Den Hartigh & Van Asseldonk, 2004; Williamson & De Meyer,
2012). At times business ecosystem is also described as a “loose network” (lansiti & Levian,
2004b); a “shifting, semi-permanent network” (Fuller et al., 2019). This underscores the need
to make a distinction between the business ecosystem and network, as it is not claimed that
networks are ecosystems (lansiti & Levian, 2004b, p. 37). Network and alliances perspectives
(Harrigan, 2017; Madhavan & Prescott, 2017) are narrow in focus since these are concerned
with connectivity through the direct, formal, and embedded ties which are repeated and
enduring (Adner, 2017; Kapoor, 2018; Shipilov & Gawer, 2020). In contrast, the business
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ecosystem consists of participants directly or indirectly connected and includes networks and
alliances as participants in the ecosystem by themselves (Adner, 2017; Pushpananthan &
Elmquist, 2022; Radziwon & Bogers, 2018).

The definitions address the action regime with varied emphasis. The mutualistic
perspective among the organizations in the business ecosystems is reflected in the
cooperation and collaboration (Graga & Camarinha-Matos, 2021; Fuller et al., 2019) as well
as navigation of competition within and across the ecosystems (Fuller et al., 2019; Hannah &
Eisenhardt, 2018). The unique action regime of coevolution, akin to the natural ecosystem, is
delineated (Fuller, Jacobides, & Reeves, 2019; Moore, 2006; Radziwon & Bogers, 2018). The
coevolutionary mechanisms of symbiosis in the biological ecosystem are the major source of
novelties and innovation for the individual organism and the whole ecosystem (Hird, 2010;
Guerrero et al., 2013; Von Bertalanffy, 1950). Analogous to this phenomenon of the biological
ecosystem, the coevolution of the business ecosystem around innovation is encapsulated
only in the definitions by Teece (2016). The function and performance outcome aspects are
scantly referred to: “health performance” (lansiti & Levian, 2004). The health measure
referred to in these definitions refers to collective performance and draws inspiration from
performance measures of the biological ecosystem (Hyrynsalmi & Mantymaki, 2018a, 2018b),
which is assessed as a “comprehensive, multiscale, measure of system vigour, organization,
and resilience” (Constanza, 2012, p. 24).

The definitions reviewed show the business ecosystem as an aggregation of firms and
organizations, that are heterogeneous and autonomous entities (Kretschmer et al., 2022;
Singal, 2021), under the focal firm forming an affiliation (Hou & Shi, 2021; Hou et al., 2020).
The systemic “interconnected” attribute (Midgley & Lindhult, 2021) of the business
ecosystem is also captured in the business ecosystem definitions. As in the case of the
biological ecosystem, the business ecosystem has a regime of core activities of collaboration,
competition, and innovation (Jacobides et al., 2018; Moore, 1993; Singal, 2021); however, the
exemplary definitions describe them with varied emphasis and, the function or performance
outcomes are scantly referred.

Operationalization of the Business Ecosystem

In contrast to the lack of coherence in the reviewed definitions of the business
ecosystem concerning the action regimes of collaboration, competition, and innovation as
well as the absence of focus to describe the interplay amongst these constructs, Moore
(1993), inspired by the phenomenon of the biological ecosystem, accords equal emphasis on
action regimes to note that “in a business ecosystem, companies co-evolve capabilities
around an innovation: they work cooperatively and competitively to support new products,
satisfy customer needs, and eventually incorporate next round of innovations” (p.76). Against
this, defining and operationalizing an observed phenomenon invokes “a systematic
explanatory statement about the relationships among a set of constructs, with accompanying
logic and assumptions” (Cortina, 2016; Ferris et al., 2012, p. 96). As analyzed above, the
reviewed definitions are devoid of the invariant characteristics of the business ecosystem (cf.,
Thomas & Autio, 2020) and the interplay of collaboration, innovation, and competition in the
business ecosystem (Hoffman et al., 2018; Moore, 1993) with the central theme of “value
creation and/or value capture” (Tsujimoto et al., 2018, p. 52). Following the foregoing and
building on the examination of the business ecosystem definitions with grounding on the
cross-section of theoretical approaches ruminated in the preceding sections, the essay posits
a synthesized, operational definition of the business ecosystem, as follows
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“Business ecosystem is a meta-organization of interdependent entities, orchestrated
by a focal firm, that aligns to a value proposition through collaboration and coevolves around
an innovation, to attain competitive advantage for delivering value to customers and to
sustain the health of the ecosystem in a changing environment”.

The implications of the posited operational definition posited are described in the
succeeding paragraphs.

e Business ecosystem as a meta-organizational form

The business ecosystem represents an aggregate, “meta-organizational” form that
“connects multiple organizations, actors, activities, interfaces”, and invokes collective actions
and benefits (Battisti, Agarwal, & Brem, 2022; Kapoor, 2018; Kretschmer, Leiponen, Schilling,
& Vasudeva, 2022, p. 407; Singal, 2021). The entities in the business ecosystem are distinct;
at the same time have multilateral, synergistic interdependence across organizations and
activities (Adner, 2017; Thomas & Autio, 2020; Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer, 2018). Business
ecosystem thinking accords critical importance to the component going into technological
solutions provided by the suppliers as well as a complementary product, services, or
infrastructure provided by the “non-generic” complementors (Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer,
2018; Kapoor, 2018). The ecosystems relate to unique or non-generic complementors that
invoke specific relationships or alignment to create value (Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer,
2018) by generating synergy (Thomas & Autio, 2017). The business ecosystem entities,
involved in developing complex and coherent system-level solutions, are heterogenous
entities spanning beyond particular industry sectors (Autio, 2022; Thomas & Autio, 2020).

The systemic participants of the business ecosystem include suppliers,
complementors, and system integrators; and in addition to these, may include distributors,
advertisers, financiers, universities and research institutions, standard-setting bodies and
regulatory authorities, the statutory bodies, policymakers, and customers as well (Thomas &
Autio, 2020; Tsujimoto et al., 2018). Complementors are distinct from suppliers. Suppliers
provide components going into business offerings while complementors create or enhance
the value proposition by being non-generic (Autio, 2022; Jacobides et al., 2018; Kapoor, 2018).
Customers also play a role in establishing the collaborative partnership in the business
ecosystem (Basole & Park, 2019) such as preferential requirements, and thus play a role in
deciding the number of complementors and demand-based economies of the scale (Panico &
Cennamo, 2022). Customer participation thus helps value creation (Joo, 2018).

e Business ecosystem’s offerings through focal firm orchestration

The focal firm’s orchestration involves persuasion of others to contribute voluntarily
towards the ecosystem’s offerings which take place in overlapping, multiple layers at different
stages of an ecosystem built up: “technological (optimization of connectivity, maximize
generativity, and control bottlenecks), economic (attract participants, drive systemic effects,
extend leverage), institutional (role definition, conflict resolution, regulatory embedding) and
behavioural (dynamic control, promote behavioural norms, ecosystem leadership)” (Autio,
2022, p. 104). Contrary to a conventional market-based strategy which calls for firms to adapt
to exogenous market competition, a business ecosystem strategy involves the focal firm to
“build”, “leverage” and “extend” the competitive position of the collective of the ecosystem
endogenously with the active contribution of participants (Adner, 2017; Autio & Thomas,
2018, pp. 112, 122). This invokes the necessity of diligent orchestration of the collective
efforts of the heterogeneous participants without hierarchical control and decentralized
governance in changing business environment towards the shared context and vision of the
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ecosystem. The roles of the focal firm can be parallel or dynamic with the evolution of the
ecosystem with changes in participants or with the generation of resources and the
applicability of roles is contingent upon assuming these roles (Tabas et al., 2022; Thomas &
Autio, 2020). The focal firm articulates system-level goals; establishes the interfaces; provides
rules of engagement and protocols; populates the standards; shares technological know-how;
or extends financial support. Focal firms use these tools to discipline and motivate ecosystem
participants (Jacobides et al., 2018).

e Business ecosystem value creation through collaboration and alignment

The collaboration in the business ecosystem facilitates the alignment of the
interdependent ecosystem partners to the shared value proposition and shared context
relating to rules of interactions and flow of resources, knowledge, and information (Huo et
al., 2022; Lingens et al., 2021; Singal, 2021; Thomas & Ritala, 2022). The alignment of the
meta-organization provides distinctive characteristics to the business ecosystem in contrast
with networks, alliances, or supply chains (Lingens et al., 2021; Thomas & Autio, 2020).
Collaborative mutualism helps to provide resources and expand capabilities for advances in
technology and innovation knowledge and to create a mutual identity (Thomas & Ritala,
2022). The business ecosystem collaboration alleviates uncertainties in innovations,
compared to the purely transactional model, for complex solutions involving multiple
technologies, even developing generations of technologies, coming from different suppliers
and complementors (Datee et al., 2018; Hannah & Eisenhardt, 2018; Khanagha et al., 2022).
The focal firm provides the “value blueprint” for collaborative interactions amongst the firms;
specifies the contributions expected and ensures the distribution of value. These
collaborative arrangements pose challenges to the focal firm as the complementary firms are
coming from diverse industries, with their strategies driven by competitive pressures
germane to those industries (Adner, 2017; Bremner et al.,, 2017). The collaborative
complementarities are from both supply and demand side actors that boost ecosystem
output (Jacobides et al., 2018; Phillips & Ritala, 2019).

Collaboration drives the innovation output and value creation in the business
ecosystem through the development and absorption of technology as it facilitates sharing of
resources and investments, allows firms to synergize knowledge, skills, and physical efforts,
and provides benefits of knowledge spillover and technology transfer through know-how
(Agarwal & Kapoor, 2018; Goswami et al., 2018; Thomas & Autio, 2020). The alignment
through collaboration mitigates the ex-ante risks (Adner & Feiler, 2019). The inter-
organizational collaborative relationships provide the resource buffer and bridging to insulate
the organization from environmental changes (Roundy & Bayer, 2019); thus, the organization
would obviate failure, with distinct transformation patterns; dampens the risk of uncertainty
in the environment and facilitates adaption to the uncertain environment (Ramezani &
Camarinha-Matos, 2020; Russell & Smorodinskya, 2018). Collaboration provides a source of
attaining competitive advantage through resource and knowledge exchange (Brink, 2019;
Radziwon & Bogers, 2018). Collaboration contributes to sustaining ecosystem health (lansiti
& Levian, 2004a), by enhancing robustness to survive external shocks (Ramezani &
Camarinha-Matos, 2020) and by improving productive performance (Stonig, Schmid, &
Miller-Stewens, 2022).
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e Ecosystem co-evolution through innovations

The coevolution of the ecosystem is driven by the continuous innovations in the
ecosystem which entails activities “to digest external shocks and absorb external
opportunities” (Hou & Shi, 2021, p. 5). The business ecosystem entities are engaged in
symbiotic interactions (Neumeyer & Corbett, 2017; Sun et al., 2020), and undertake
innovation in order to enhance the value propositions (Ganco et al., 2020; Kapoor, 2018). The
complexity of innovation has led to the application of a systems perspective since it involves
collaborative interactions amongst a multitude of actors in the ecosystem (Meissner et al.,
2017; Midgley & Lindhult, 2021). Systemic connectivity allows access and use of technological
knowledge dispersed across the ecosystem for generating innovations (Antonelli, 2017). The
complex innovations are the collective output of the collaborative efforts of the heterogenous
ecosystem participants (Russell & Smorodinskya, 2018; Thomas & Autio, 2020). The business
ecosystem is regenerative in the sense that it “self-produces, maintains and renews its
ecosystem nature by creating new elements and relationships within itself as required”
(Midgley & Lindhult, 2021, p. 643). The realization of the value proposition around the
innovation is contingent upon the development of complementary products or modules
(Jacobides et al.,, 2018; Kapoor, 2018), removing bottlenecks in technological progress
(Masucci, Brusoni, & Cennamo, 2020) and managing dependencies (Ganco, Kapoor, & Lee,
2020). These innovation efforts include the selective revealing of knowledge and expertise,
market information, resource integration, and joint product development (Rietveld, Ploog, &
Nieborg, 2020). The ecosystem innovations facilitate attaining a competitive advantage for
the ecosystem as a whole (Bremner et al., 2017; Rietveld & Schilling, 2021) and create a
healthy ecosystem (Brodie et al., 2021; Pushpananthan & Elmquist, 2022). The business
ecosystem needs to continuously innovate to negotiate the changes in the environment such
as disruptive innovations (Kumarswamy et al., 2018; Palmie et al., 2020; Walrave et al., 2018).

e Business ecosystem as a source of competitive advantage

The locus of value generation has moved from firm to business ecosystem (Kapoor,
2018), and so is the evolution of competition (Kretschmer et al., 2022; Rietveld & Schilling,
2021). Correspondingly, the operationalization of competition manifested in competitive
advantage with its foundation in industrial economics (Porter, 1985) is transitioned from a
firm’s competitive advantage to a business ecosystem competitive advantage that challenges
key assumptions of traditional competition strategies (Cennamo, 2021). In contrast with the
traditional market focus on the demand side or supply side, the ecosystem market considers
connectivity and coevolution of the supply and demand side in terms of its scale and scope
(Cennamo, 2021). There is competition within the ecosystem to attract profits for self and
also there is an alignment on how all members benefit from the collective enterprise and
thus, gain an advantage over the rival ecosystem. This invokes the need to shift competitive
analysis from firms’ standalone levels to aggregate levels of the ecosystem (Jacobides et al.,
2018; Hannah & Eisenhardt, 2018). The ecosystem's competitive advantage manifests in
pricing approaches and differentiation for market positioning to seek trade-offs by
competition within the ecosystem and between the ecosystems (Cennamo et al., 2018;
Dinerstein et al., 2018; Rietveld et al., 2020; Seamans & Zhu, 2017). The ecosystem’s market
positioning and its competitive advantage affect the overall performance and health of the
ecosystem (Tiwana, 2018). The ecosystem's competitive advantage is sourced by
collaborating with the heterogenous participants for resources (Roundy & Bayer, 2019;
Schreieck et al., 2021) and innovating the value offerings by sharing knowledge and other
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resources with the complementors (Huang, Tafti, & Mithas, 2018; Khanagha, Ansari, Paroutis,
& Oviedo, 2022; Zhang et al., 2022), which is realized through exploiting market prospects
(Greve & Song, 2017) and overcoming the threats (Wen & Zhu, 2019).

e Business ecosystem health as a collective performance

The business ecosystem health construct provides a broader perspective of
performance (Cobben et al., 2022) and is “a derivative metaphor” signifying the success of
the ecosystem (Hyrynsalmi & Mantymaki, 2018a, p. 141). In line with systems thinking, the
health of individual firms and the utility of their product and services are dependent upon the
health and products in the ecosystem, so it is essential to envision the collective health of the
ecosystem (Alves et al., 2018; lansiti & Levian, 2004a; Hartigh et al., 2013; Hyrynsalmi &
Mantymaki, 2018a, 2018b; Jacobides et al., 2018). Since the activities of business ecosystems
are not concenrated, they have embedded resilience due to the flexibility to adapt to
environmental changes (Thomas & Autio, 2020). The business ecosystem also gains resilience
to adjust to changes since it can respond with a variety of offerings (Leong et al., 2016). The
regenerative innovation imparts resilience to the business ecosystem (Cennamo & Santalé,
2019). The coherence in the ecosystem participants as well as a connected group to support
each other brings systemic resilience to the ecosystem (Roundy et al., 2017). As is the case
with the biological ecosystem and in congruence with system theory, the health of the
business ecosystem beckons about the system’s stable existence for a reasonable time with
growth and expansion (Hartigh et al., 2013; Jha et al., 2016; Singal, 2021). The business
ecosystem health represents the long-term financial strength of robust and productive
partners, engaged in collaboration, in managing competencies to exploit opportunities to
realize competitive advantage. Further, the long-term system health has a persistent
collaborative structure delivering innovations with a variety of niches (Hartigh et al., 2013;
Hyrynsalmi & Mantymaki, 2018a, 2018b).

Concluding Commentary

In contrast with the traditional functional, business, and corporate strategies that are
at the firm level, the business ecosystem strategy, going beyond the network level, brings in
a step change to offer a system-level strategy, presenting a holistic aggregation. The business
ecosystem construct, thus, invokes counterintuitive changes in scholarly thinking and enjoins
upon the management practice for higher strategy content with the systems approach (cf.,
Adner, 2017; Brodie et al., 2021; lansiti and Levian, 2003; Midgley & Lindhult, 2021) with the
system as a unit of analysis (cf., Post et al., 2020). The parsimonious operationalization in this
study attempts to overcome the conceptual overstretch concerning the business ecosystem
phenomenon (cf., Thomas & Autio, 2020; Suominen, et al., 2019; Aarikka-Stenroos & Ritala,
2017) and therefore extends the guidance for purposeful managerial actions.

The major implication of this essay in general, and the operational definition of the
business ecosystem, is that integration of review presents an action regime of the business
ecosystem; and such activity-based perspective, due to its very characteristics, complements
both theory and practice. The business ecosystem phenomenon opens intriguing avenues for
both qualitative and quantitative studies; however, the quantitative studies for theory testing
at the ecosystem level with contextual understanding are scant (Adner, 2017; Javi and
Kortelainnen, 2017; Neumeyer & Corbett, 2017). The principles of parsimony, which are the
foundation of strategy research, adopted for operationalization of the multilateral
interconnectedness, envisaged to help empirical research by shifting the research mode from
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inductive to deductive by identifying the novel research direction. The meta-theoretical
approach of grounding the business ecosystem phenomenon with systems theory provides
an avenue to theorize across these two domains and defining the activity systems and
boundary conditions for examining the reality of the businesses. The systems approach in the
business ecosystem phenomenon revitalizes with clarity causal relationship (cf., Makadok
etal., 2018; Post et al., 2020). The operational definition of business ecosystem posited in this
essay, thus, offers a wider opportunity for configurational theorizing of multiple constructs
for developing the conceptual model and undertaking hypothetico-deductive studies in
business ecosystem phenomenon (cf., Cornelissen et al., 2021; Cortina, 2016; Furnari, et al.,
2021).

The operational definition uncovers the hidden assumptions of the holism of the
business ecosystem phenomenon drawing heavily from the systems theory and introduces
the hitherto ignored system level of analysis, in contrast to other business ecosystem studies
that focus on the firm’s strategy in the business ecosystem instead of examining the
wholeness of the business ecosystem (cf., Jarvi & Kortelainnen, 2017; Rong & Shi, 2015). The
definition includes the elements of component objects, key underlining attributes, action
regimes, and performance metrics, and supports the required precision and clarity for theory
development and generalization with theory testing (cf., Makadok, Burton, & Barney, 2018).
The essay argues for an opportunity for examining the core proposition of the business
ecosystem phenomenon concurrently to capture the ecosystem’s (i) multi-lateral alignment
through collaboration, (ii) regenerative capacity through innovation, (iii) industrial-economics
view of across-the-boundary competition, (iv) criterion of interest in terms of health
performance outcome, and (v) controlling effect of the business environment.

The present essay, thus, makes significant contribution to theory, empirical contexts
and policy making. The study provides a solid foundation for undertaking future research on
the business ecosystem phenomenon in a changing business environment adopting meta-
theoretical approach by integrating systems theory and business ecosystem theory and
extends credence to urgent calls towards this in the scholarship (cf., Bhardwaj et al., 2022;
Makadok et al., 2018; Phillips & Ritala, 2019; Post, Sarala, Gatrell, & Prescott, 2020; Schad &
Bansal, 2018). The operationalization of the business ecosystem phenomenon holds
singificance for underatking deductive, emprical studies in the different context. The present
study provides the processual view of the business ecosystem in terms of activity sequence
of collaboration, innovation, and competitive advantage and helps define the policy drivers
towards achieving sustainable business ecosystem health which would be relevant for
managerial actions and policy road-mapping.

References

Aarikka-Stenroos, L., & Ritala, P. (2017). Network management in the era of ecosystems:
systematic review and management framework . Industrial Marketing Management ,
67, 23-36.

Adner , R. (2017). Ecosystem as Structure: An Actionable Construct of Strategy. Journal of
Management, 43(1), 39-58.

Adner, R., & Feiler, D. (2019). Interdependence, Perception, and Investment Choices: An
Experimental Approach to Decision Making in Innovation Ecosystems. Organisation
Science, 1-17.

Agarwal, S., & Kapoor, R. (2018). Two faces of value creation in platform ecosystems:
leveraging complementaries and managing interdependencies . Working paper .

597



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 13, No. 2, 2023, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2023

Alves, C., Oliveira, J., & Jansen, S. (2018). Understanding governance mechanisms and health
in software ecosystems: a systematic literature review. In International Conference on
Enterprise Information Systems (pp. 517-542). Springer, Cham.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-93375-7_24

Antonelli, C. (2017). Knowledge exhaustibility amd Schumpeterian growth. Journal of
Technolology Transfer, 43(3), 779-791.

Autio, E. (2022). Orchestrating ecosystems: a multi-layered framework. Innovation, 24(1), 96-
109. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2021.1919120

Autio, E., & Thomas, L. D. (2018). Tilting the playing field: Towards an endogenous strategic
action theory of ecosystem creation. In World Scientific Reference on Innovation:
Volume 3: Open Innovation, Ecosystems and Entrepreneurship: Issues and Perspectives
(pp. 111-140). doi:https://doi.org/10.1142/9789813149083_0005

Basole, R. C., & Park, H. (2019). Interfirm Collaboration and Firm Value in Software
Ecosystems: Evidence From Cloud Computing. In IEEE Transactions on Engineering
Management (pp. 368-380). IEEE. doi:10.1109/TEM.2018.2855401.

Battisti, S., Agarwal, N., & Brem, A. (2022). Creating new tech entrepreneurs with digital
platforms: Meta-organizations for shared value in data-driven retail ecosystems.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 175, 121392.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121392

Bhardwaij, R., Srivastava, S., Bindra, S., & Sangwan, S. (2022). An ecosystem view of social
entrepreneurship through the perspective of systems thinking. . Systems Research and
Behavioral Science. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2835

Bremner, R. P., Eisenhardt, K. M., & Hannah, D. P. (2017). Business ecosystems. In L. F.
Mesquita, R. Ragozzino, J. J. Reuer, L. F. Mesquita, R. Ragozzinno, & J. J. Reuer (Eds.),
Collaborative Strategy (pp. 215-223). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Brink, T. (2019). Orchestration of dynamic capabilities for competitive advantage.
International Journal of Energy Sector Management., 13(4), 960-976.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/1JESM-09-2018-0005

Brodie, R., Ranjan, K., Verreynne, M.-l., Jiang, Y., & Previte, J. (2021 ). Coronavirus crisis and
health care: learning from a service ecosystem perspective. Journal of Service Theory
and Practice, 31(2), 225-246. doi: https://doi-org.ezproxy.utm.my/10.1108/JSTP-07-

2020-0178
Cennamo, C. (2021). Competing in digital markets: A platform-based perspective. Academy of
Management Perspectives, 35(2), 265-291.

doi:https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0048

Cennamo, C., & Santald, J. (2019). Generativity tension and value creation in platform
ecosystems. Organization Science, 30(3), 617-641.

Cennamo, C., Ozalp, H., & Kretschmer, T. (2018). Platform architecture and quality trade-offs
of multihoming complements . Information Systems Research , Article in Advance, 1-18.

Cobben, D., Ooms, W., Roijakkers, N., & Radziwon, A. (2022). Ecosystem types: A systematic
review on boundaries and goals. Journal of Business Research, 142, 138-164.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.046

Constanza, R. (2012). Ecosystem health and ecological engineering. Ecological Engineering,
45, 24-29.

Cornelissen, J., Hollerer, M. A., & Seidl, D. (2021). What theory is and can be: Forms of
theorizing in  organizational  scholarship. Organization Theory,  2(3),
26317877211020328. doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/26317877211020328

598



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 13, No. 2, 2023, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2023

Cortina, J. M. (2016). Defining and operationalizing theory. 37(8), 1142-1149. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2121

Datee, B., Alexy, O., & Autio, E. (2018). Maneuvering in poor visibility: How firms play the
ecosystem game when uncertainty is high. Academy of Managemnt Journal, 61(2), 466-
498.

Dias Sant’Ana, T., de Souza Bermejo, P., Moreira, M., & de Souza, W. (2020). The structure of
an innovation ecosystem: foundations for future research. Management Decision,
58(12), 2725-2742. doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-03-2019-0383

Dinerstein, M., Einav, L., Levin, J., & Sundaresan, N. (2018). Consumer Price Search and
Platform Design in Internet Commerce. The American Economic Review, 108(7), 1820-
1859. doi:10.1257/aer.20171218

Easterby-Smith, M., Thorpe, R., Jackson, P. R., & Jespersen, L. J. (2018). Management &
Business Research (6th ed.). London: SAGE Publications Limited .

Ferris, G. R., Hochwarter, W. A., & Buckley, M. R. (2012). Theory in the organizational sciences:
How will we know it when we see it?. Organizational Psychology Review, 2(1), 94-106.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386611423696

Fuller, J., Jacobides, M. G., & Reeves, M. (2019). The myths and realities of business
ecosystems. MIT Sloan Management Review.

Furnari, S., Crilly, D., M. V., Greckhamer, T., Fiss, P. C., & Aguilera, R. V. (2021). Capturing
causal complexity: Heuristics for configurational theorizing. Academy of Management
Review, 778-799. doi:https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2019.0298

Ganco, M., Kapoor, R., & Lee, G. (2020, Novemeber 4). From rugged landscapes to rugged
ecosystems: Structure of interdependencies and firm's innovsative search. Academy of
Management Review, 45(3), 646-674. doi:https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0549

Gomes, L. A, Facin, A. L., & Salerno, M. S. (2021). Managing uncertainty propagation in
innovation ecosystems. . Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 171, 120945.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120945

Goswami, K., Mitchell, J. R., & Bhagavatula, S. (2018). Accelerator expertise: U nderstanding
the intermediary role of accelerators in the development of the B angalore
entrepreneurial ecosystem. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 12(1), 117-150.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1281

Graga, P., & Camarinha-Matos, L. M. (2021). Exploring Performance Assessment Scenarios in
Collaborative Business Ecosystems. In L. Camarinha-Matos, X. Boucher, & H.
Afsarmanesh, Smart and Sustainable Collaborative Networks 4.0. PRO-VE 2021. IFIP
Advances in Information and Communication Technology (Vol. 629, pp. 81-91). Springer,
Cham.

Greve, H., & Song, S. (2017). Amazon Warrior: How a Platform Can Restructure Industry Power
and Ecology. In Entrepreneurship, Innovation, and Platforms (Advances in Strategic
Management (Vol. 37, pp. 299-335). Bingley: Emerald Publishing Limited.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/S0742-332220170000037010

Guerrero, R., Lynn, M., & Berlanga, M. (2013). Symbigenesis: the holobiont as a unit of
evolution. International Microbiology, 16(3), 133-143.

Hannah, D. P., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2018). How firms navigate cooperation and competition
in nascent ecosystems. Strategic Management Journal, 39(12), 3163-3192.

Harrigan, K. R. (2017). Strategic alliances as agents of competitive change. In L. F. Mesquita,
R. Ragozzino, J. J. Reurer, L. F. Mesquita, R. Ragozzino, & J. Reuer (Eds.), Collaborative
strategy (pp. 13-19). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing, Inc.

599



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 13, No. 2, 2023, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2023

Hartigh, E. D., Vissacher, W., Tol, M., & Salas, M. J. (2013). Measuring the health of a business
ecosystem. In S. Jansen, S. Binkkemper, M. A. Cusumano, S. Jansen, S. Brinkkemper, &
M. Cusumano (Eds.), Software ecosystems: Analyzing and managing business networks
in the software industry (pp. 221-246). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing
Limited.

Hird, M. J. (2010). Coevoluton, Symbiosis and Sociology. Ecological Economics, 69, 737- 742.

Hoffman, W., Lavie, D., Reurer, J. J., & Shiplov, A. (2018). The interplay of competition and
cooperation . Strategic Management Journal , 39(12), 3033-3052.

Hou, H., & Shi, Y. (2021). Ecosystem-as-structure and ecosystem-as-coevolution: A
constructive examination. Technovation, 100.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102193.

Hou, H., Cui, Z., & Shi, Y. (2020). Learning Club, Home Court, and Magnetic Field: Facilitating
business model portfolio extension with a multi-faceted corporate ecosystem. Long
Range Planning, 53(4), 101970. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/].Irp.2020.101970

Huang, P., Tafti, A. R., & Mithas, S. (2018). Platform sponsor's investments and user
contributions in knowledge communities: The role of knowledge seeding. MIS
Quarterly, 42, 213-240.

Huo, L., Shao, Y., Wang, S., & Yan, W. (2022). Identifying the role of alignment in developing
innovation ecosystem: value co-creation between the focal firm and supplier.
Management Decision, ahead-of-print(ahead-of-print). doi:https://doi-
org.ezproxy.utm.my/10.1108/MD-03-2021-0433

Hyrynsalmi, S., & Mantymaki, M. (2018(a)). Is ecosystem health a useful metaphor? towards
a research agenda for ecosystem health research. In Challenges and Opportunities in
the Digital Era. 3E 2018. Lecture Notes in Computer Science (pp. 141-149).
doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-02131-3_14

Hyrynsalmi, S., Ruohonen, J., & Seppanen, M. (2018b). Healthy until otherwise proven: some
proposals for renewing research of software ecosystem health. In International
Workshop on Software Health (pp. 18-24). SoHeal: IEEE/ACM 1st International
Workshop on Software Health.

lansiti, M., & Levian, R. (2004a). Strategy as Ecology. Harward Business Review, 82(3), 68-81.

Jacobides, M. G., Cennamo, C., & Gawer, A. (2018). Towards a theory of ecosystems. Strategic
Management, 39, 2255-2276.

Jha, S. K., Pinsonneault, A.,, & Dubé, L. (2016). The evolution of an ict platform-enabled
ecosystem for poverty alleviation. MIS Quarterly, 431-446.
doi:https://www.jstor.org/stable/26628914

Joo, J. S. (2018). Building sustainable business ecosystems through customer participation: A
lesson from South Korean cases. . Asia Pacific Management Review, 23(1), 1-11.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2017.01.001

Kapoor, R. (2018). Ecosystems: broadening the locus of value creation. Journal of
Organisation Design, 7(12), 1-16.

Khanagha, S., Ansari, S., Paroutis, S., & Oviedo, L. (2022). Mutualism and the dynamics of new
platform creation: A study of Cisco and fog computing. Strategic Management Journal,
43(3), 476-506. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3147

Kretschmer, T., Leiponen, A., Schilling, M., & Vasudeva, G. (2022). Platform ecosystems as
meta-organizations: Implications for platform strategies. Strategic Management
Journal, 43(3), 405-424. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3250

600



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 13, No. 2, 2023, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2023

Kumarswamy, A., Garud, R., & Ansari, S. S. (2018). Perspective of disruptive innovations.
Journal of Management Studies, 55(7), 1025-1042.

Leong, C., Pan, S. L., Newell, S., & Cui, L. (2016). The emergence of self-organizing E-commerce
ecosystems in remote villages of China: a tale of digital empowerment for rural
development. MIS Quarterly, 40(2), 475-484.
doi:https://www.jstor.org/stable/26628917

Lingens, B., Miehé, L., & Gassmann, O. (2021). The ecosystem blueprint: How firms shape the
design of an ecosystem according to the surrounding conditions. Long Range Planning,
54(2). doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.Irp.2020.102043

Madhavan, R., & Prescott, J. (2017). The network perspective of alliances: taking stock and
looking ahead. In L. F. Mesquita, R. Ragozzino, J. F. Reurer, L. F. Mesquita, R. Ragozzino,
& J. J. Reuer (Eds.), Collaborative Strategy (pp. 179-186). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Makadok, R., Burton, R., & Barney, J. (2018). A practical guide for making theory contributions
in strategic management. Strategic Management Journal, 39(6), 1530-1545. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.2789

Masucci, M., Brusoni, S., & Cennamo, C. (2020). Removing bottlenecks in business
ecosystems: The strategic role of outbound open innovation. Research Policy, 49(1).
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2019.103823

Meissner , D., Polt, W., & Vonortas, S. (2017). Towards a broad understanding of innovations
and its importance for innovation policy. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 42, 1184-
1211.

Midgley, G., & Lindhult, E. (2021). A systems perspective on systemic innovation. Systems
research and behavioral science, 38(5), 635-670. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2819

Mitleton-Kelly, E. (2003). Ten principles of complexity and enabling infrastructure. In E.
Mitleton-Kelly (Ed.), Complex Systems and Evolutionary Perspectives (pp. 23-48).
Amesterdam: Pergamon.

Moore, J. F. (1993). Predators and Prey. Harvard Business Review, 71(3), 76-86.

Palmié, M., Wincent, J., Parida, V., & Caglar, U. (2020). The evolution of the financial
technology ecosystem: An introduction and agenda for future research on disruptive
innovations in ecosystems. echnological Forecasting and Social Change, 151, 119779.

Panico, C., & Cennamo, C. (2022). User preferences and strategic interactions in platform
ecosystems. Strategic Management Journal, 43, 507-529.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.3149

Phillips, M. A., & Ritala, P. (2019). A complex adaptive systems agenda for ecosystem research
methodology . Technological Forecasting & Social Chnage , 148, 119739.

Podsakoff, P., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2016). Recommendations for Creating
Better Concept Definitions in the Organizational, Behavioral, and Social Sciences.
Organizational Research Methods, 19(2), 159-203.

Porter , M. E. (1985). Competitive Advantage Creating and Sustaining Superior Performance
(1st ed.). New York, NY: The Free Press.

Post, C., Sarala, R., Gatrell, C., & Prescott, J. E. (2020). Advancing theory with review articles.
Journal of Management Studies, 57(2), 351-376. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12549

Pushpananthan, G., & Elmquist, M. (2022). Joining forces to create value: The emergence of
an innovation ecosystem. Technovation, 115, 102453.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102453

601



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 13, No. 2, 2023, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2023

Ramezani, J., & Camarinha-Matos, J. M. (2020). Approaches for resilience and antifragility in
collaborative business ecosystems. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 151.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119846

Ramezani, J., & Camarinha-Matos, L. M. (2020). Approaches for resilience and antifragility in
collaborative business ecosystems . Technological Forecasting & Social Change , 151.

Rietveld, J., & Schilling, M. A. (2021). Platform competition: A systematic and interdisciplinary
review of the literature. 1528-1563. doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320969791

Rietveld, J., Ploog, J. N., & Nieborg, D. B. (2020). Coevolution of platform dominance and
governance strategies: Effects on complementor performance outcomes. Academy of
Management Discoveries, 488-513. doi:https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2019.0064

Rietveld, J., Schilling, M. A., & Bellavities , C. (2019). Platform Strategy: Managing ecosystem
value through selective promotion of complements. Organization Science, 30(6), 1232-
1251.

Ritala, P., & Gustafsson, R. (2018). Q. Innovation and entrepreneurial ecosystem reasearch:
Where are we now and how do we move forward. Technology Innovation and
Management Review , 8(7), 52-57.

Roundy, P. T., Bradshaw, M., & Brockman, B. K. (2018). The emergence of entrepreneurial
ecosystems: A complex adaptive systems approach. Journal of Business Research, 86, 1-
10. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.032

Roundy, P. T., Brockman, B. K., & Bradshaw, M. (2017). The resilience of entrepreneurial
ecosystems. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 99-104.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbvi.2017.08.002

Roundy, P., & Bayer, M. (2019). To bridge or buffer? A resource dependence theory of nascent
entrepreneurial ecosystems. Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies, 11(4),
550-575. doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-06-2018-0064

Schad, J., & Bansal, P. (2018). Seeing the forest and the trees: How a systems perspective
informs paradox research. Journal of Management Studies, 55(8), 1490-1506.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12398

Schreieck, M., Wiesche, M., & Krcmar, H. (2021). Capabilities for value co-creation and value
capture in emergent platform ecosystems: A longitudinal case study of SAP’s cloud
platform. 36(4), 365-390. doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/02683962211023780

Seamans, R., & Zhu, F. (2017). Repositioning and cost-cutting: The impact of competition on
platform strategies. 2(2), 83-99. doi:https://doi.org/10.1287/stsc.2017.0027

Shipilov, A., & Gawer, A. (2020). Integrating research on interorganizational networks and
ecosystems. Academy of Management Annals, 14(1).

Singal, A. (2021). Designing platform ecosystems for collaboration, innovation and growth.
Benchmarking: An International  Journal, ahead-of-print(ahead-of-print).
doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/BlJ-12-2020-0619

Stonig, J., Schmid, T., & Miiller-Stewens, G. (2022). From product system to ecosystem: How
firms adapt to provide an integrated value proposition. Strategic Management Journal.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.3390

Sun, Q., Wang, C., Zhou, Y., Zuo, L., & Tang, J. (2020). Dominant platform capability, symbiotic
strategy and the construction of “Internet+ WEEE collection” business ecosystem: A
comparative study of two typical cases in China. Journal of Cleaner Production, 254,
120074. doi:Dominant platform capability, symbiotic strategy and the construction of
“Internet +

602



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 13, No. 2, 2023, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2023

Suominen, A., Seppanen, M., & Dedehayir, O. (2019). A bibliometric review on innovation
system and ecosystems: a reasearch agenda. European Journal of Innovation
Management, 22(2), 335-360.

Tabas, A., Natti, S., & Komulainen, H. (2022). Orchestrating in the entrepreneurial ecosystem
— orchestrator roles and role-specific capabilities in the regional health technology
ecosystem. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, ahead-of-print(ahead-of-print).
doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-05-2021-0257

Thomas, L. D., & Autio, E. (2017). The processes of ecosystem emergence. In Academy of
Management Proceedings (Vol. 2015, p. 10453). Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510: Academy
of Management. doi:https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2015.10453

Thomas, L. D., & Ritala, P. (2022). Ecosystem legitimacy emergence: A collective action view.
. Journal of Management, 48(3), 515-541.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320986617

Thomas, L., & Autio, E. (2020). Innovation Ecosystems in Management: An Organizing
Typology. In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Business and Management.
doi:https://oxfordre.com/business/view/10.1093/acrefore/97801902

Tiwana, A. (2018). Platform synergy: Architectural origins and competitive consequences.
Information Systems Research, 29(4), 829-848.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2017.0739

Tsujimoto, M., Kajikawa, Y., Tomita, J., & Matsumoto, Y. (2018). A review of the ecosystem
concept — Towards coherent ecosystem design. Technological Forecasting & Social
Change, 49-58.

Von Bertalanffy, L. (1950). An outline of general system theory. British Journal for the
Philosophy of Science, 1, 134-165.

Walrave, B., Talmar, M., Podoynitsyna, K. S., Romme, A. G., & Verbong, G. P. (2018). A multi
level perspective on innovation ecosystems for path breaking innovation. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 136, 103-113.

Wen, W., & Zhu, F. (2019). Threat of platform-owner entry and complementor responses:
Evidence from the mobile app market. Strategic Management Journal, 40(9), 1336-
1367. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3031

Wurth, B., Stam, E., & Spigel, B. (2021). Toward an entrepreneurial ecosystem research
program. Entrepreneurship Theory and  Practice, 1042258721998948.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258721998948

Zhang, Y., Li, J., & Tong, T. W. (2022). Platform governance matters: How platform
gatekeeping affects knowledge sharing among complementors. Strategic Management
Journal, 43(3), 599-626. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3191

603



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 13, No. 2, 2023, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2023

Table 1

Exemplary Definition of Business Ecosystem

No.

Author & Year

Definitions and Descriptions

Constituent Objects

Attributes

Action Regimes

Functions/
Performance
Outcomes

1

Moore (1996, p. 26)

"An economic community
supported by a foundation of
interacting organizations
and individuals- the
organisms of the business
world. This economic
community produces goods
and services of value to
customers, who are
themselves members of the
ecosystem. The member
organizations also include
suppliers, lead producers,
competitors, and  other
stakeholders, over time, they
co-evolve their capabilities
and roles, and tend to align
themselves with the
directions set by one or more
central companies. Those
companies holding
leadership roles may change
over time, but the function
of ecosystem leader s
valued by the community
because it enables members
to move toward shared
visions to align their
investments and to find
mutually supportive roles."

e community,

e suppliers,

e lead produces, competitors
e Stakeholders.

e Central companies

e ecosystem leader

e shared vision
e mutually supportive roles
o align to set the direction

e coevolution
of
capabilities

2

lansiti and Levien (2004b, p. 35)

"Like biological ecosystems,
business ecosystems are
formed by large, loosely
connected  networks  of
entities. Like species in
biological ecosystems, firms
interact with each other in
complex ways, and the
health and performance of
each firm are dependent on
the health and performance
of the whole. Firms and
species are therefore
simultaneously  influenced
by their internal capabilities
and by their complex
interactions with the rest of
the ecosystem."

e business entities

e |oosely connected networks.

e interdependence
e considered “whole”

e complex
interactions

e health
e performance

Rong and Shi
(2015, p. 51)

“A business ecosystem is a
community consisting of
different levels of
interdependent
organizations which
generate co-evolution
between partners and their
business environment.”

e organization community
e partners
e environment

o different levels
e interdependent

e coevolution
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4

Teece
(2016, p. 1)

"A business ecosystem is a
group of interdependent
organizations collectively
providing goods and services
to their customers. Shared
standards and interfaces are
inherent features of
platform-based ecosystems.
They permit the members of
the ecosystem to innovate
independently while
competing collectively
against other firms and/or
ecosystems in the relevant
market."

organization group

e interdependent
e collective

provide
goods.
provide
services.
share
standards.
share
interfaces.
innovate
compete

Adner
(2017, p.42)

“The ecosystem is defined by
the alignment structure of
the multilateral set of
partners that need to
interact in order for a focal
value proposition to
materialize.”

partner set

e alignment structure
e multilateral

interact to
materialize

e value
proposition

Jacobides, et al (2018, p.2264)

“An ecosystem is a set of
actors with varying degrees
of multilateral, non-generic
complementarities that are
not  fully  hierarchically
controlled.”

set of actors

e multilateral
e complementary
e no full hierarchy

Kapoor
(2018, p.2)

“An ecosystem encompasses
a set of actors that
contributes to the focal
offer’s user value
proposition.”

set of actors

o focal offer
e value proposition

9.

Fuller et al
(2019, p.3)

Pidun, et al. (2022, p. 2)

“

Business ecosystems “are
multi-entity, made up of
groups of companies not
belonging to a single
organization. They involve
networks of shifting, semi-
permanent relationships,
linked by flows of data,
services, and money. The
relationships combine
aspects of competition and
collaboration, often
involving complementarity
between different products
and capabilities (for
instance, smartphones and
apps). Finally, in ecosystems,
players coevolve as they
redefine their capabilities
and relations to others over
time.”

“A business ecosystem is a
dynamic group of largely
independent economic
players that create products
or services that together
constitute a coherent
solution.”

multiple entities
groups of companies

Group
Independent players
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e shifting network
e semi-permanent
relationships
e complementarity

e Create product and services

competition
collaboration
coevolve
capabilities
and
relationship.

e Coherent
solution
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Outcomes
No. Author & Year Definitions and Descriptions  Constituent Objects Attributes Action Regimes
10. Kretschmer, et al., (2022, p. 407 A platform ecosystem is a e multiple organizations e organization of e activities e value
) meta-organization that e actors organizations propositions
“connects multiple o interrelated business
organizations, actors, models

activities, and interfaces, and
are underpinned by
interrelated social or
economic value propositions
or business models.”
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