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Abstract. As a result of technological change and increasing digitalization,
corporate and industry structures are changing. Due to a growing dynamic in the
competitive environment, companies are forced to reinvent themselves. Digital
and platform-based ecosystems represent a promising direction for rapid progress
in competition and cooperation at the same time. From a strategic perspective,
however, the question of sustainable management must be posed. The classic
approach of the Resource-Based View (RBV) appears too static in the dynamic
digital environment and must be supplemented by the Knowledge-Based View
(KBV) or the Dynamic Capabilities View (DCV). This paper structures and
analyzes the existing literature on digital ecosystems against the background of
existing management theories. Within the framework of a structured literature
review, we identify and analyze 23 relevant management publications. The extant
literature shows an existing research gap with regard to the KBV and DCV.
Keywords: Digital Ecosystems, Resource-Based View, Knowledge-Based
View, Dynamic Capabilities View, Structured Literature Review.
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Introduction

Scientific literature [1, 2] argues that the world is experiencing a digital revolution:
"Technology is underpinned by digital rather than physical means" [2]. The authors
focus on "digital platform-based ecosystems at the forefront of this change" [2]. The
most important aspect about this change is the characteristic of a highly dynamic
environment in which companies are forced to innovate in shorter cycles to remain
competitive [3–6]. One of the characteristics of digital ecosystems in general is the
ability to create competitive advantages by complementing or sharing their resource
base with partner companies on a digital platform [4, 7–9]. This leads to new business
15th International Conference on Wirtschaftsinformatik,
March 08-11, 2020, Potsdam, Germany

opportunities [4, 10–12]. Especially in the strategic management context, research
about the phenomena of being a competitor and being a cooperation partner at the same
time while sharing the most important assets in an organization to gain competitive
advantages is of great interest [4, 13]. Based on the idea of digital ecosystems,
companies achieve their competitive advantages by using the possibility of combining
different forms of resources. This paper aims to analyze and structure the current
research state of digital ecosystems through the lens of a classical strategic management
theory: The Resource-Based View (RBV).
The number of research publications on digital platform-based ecosystem has
enormously increased in the last years [14–17]. Against the backdrop of the high
relevance in terms of value creation, management literature has surprisingly little effort
made to examine the linkage of digital ecosystems and the RBV [7, 18, 19]. To provide
a structured and transparent overview, which is still missing, of academic results as a
basis for management decision support we set out to fill out the research gap mentioned
by Jacobides et al. that “only a handful of studies have explicitly tried to bridge existing
perspectives [...] and ecosystems" [9].
To overcome different definitions of digital ecosystems, we provide a classification
of digital ecosystems in the next section. Subsequently, we widen the scope from the
RBV to the Knowledge-Based View (KBV), and the Dynamic Capabilities View
(DCV). To provide a structured overview of existing contributions, we conduct a
Structured Literature Review (SLR) combining both research fields: digital ecosystems
and the RBV. We then analyze and structure our results to answer the following
question: To what extent have the approaches of the RBV, KBV and DCV been
analyzed in the scientific management literature in the context of digital ecosystems?
How can practical conclusions be drawn from the theoretical knowledge? Therefore,
our work represents the first holistic analysis of digital ecosystems based on the
approach of the RBV (including KBV and DCV) in strategic management literature.

2

Digital Multi-Sided Platform-Based Ecosystems

Emerging from a biological metaphor, the concept of ecosystems in management
literature emphasizes the need for "strategy to extend its consideration beyond rivals
competing within industry boundaries" [8]. Since Moore introduced the term, a very
broad understanding of ecosystems has developed [8, 20, 21]. Many research streams
in ecosystem research have similar assumptions but use different terminology or use
the same terminology for unrelated concepts. Jacobides et al. classify the literature on
ecosystems into three streams of contributions: Business Ecosystems (BE), Innovation
Ecosystems (IE), and Platform Ecosystems (PE) [9]. In this way, they complement the
findings of Thomas and Autio, making a similar categorization (Technology Ecosystem
instead of PE) and delimiting the ecosystem analogies by the sources of value creation
and coordination [17].
In studies that focus on organizations (BE), the ecosystem is conceived as a
community of interacting actors who, through their activities, influence one another and
consider all relevant actors outside the boundaries of a single industry. It emphasizes

the coevolution of business skills as well as the role of ecosystem managers, who act
as "hub" or "keystone companies" stabilizing the ecosystem [22]. The second flow of
contributions places innovation at the centre of attention (IE). Here, the ecosystem is
defined as "the collaborative arrangements through which firms combine their
individual offerings into a coherent, customer-facing solution" [23]. The focus is on the
question of how actors need to interact to create and promote innovations from which
the end user benefits – with the implicit assumption that they will fail if there is
insufficient coordination [7]. In the literature it is examined how agreements between
the innovator and its complements affect the ability of both groups to invest in new
technology and promotion [23, 24], how the exchange of knowledge influences
intercompany relationships, the development of the ecosystem [25, 26], and the health
and survival of the ecosystem [24, 27]. The third flow of contributions focuses on
platforms and the interdependence between platform leaders and their complementors
(PE). Studies consider the platform's leadership role on industry level [28], the
competitiveness of PEs [29] and how technological interfaces or governance structures
affect collective outcomes [28, 30, 31].
Digital multi-sided platform-based ecosystems (MSP) considered in this work
belong to the third flow (PE) and, as Thomas et al. express it, "the bulk of this stream
is toward the academic discipline of technology and innovation management, although
there has been interest from engineering and economics researchers" [17]. Moreover,
our platform concept comprises transaction between different groups of actors [1, 2].
With regard to the platform, we have additionally made the following specification: the
platform is based on digital technologies and is multi-faceted. Consequently, we define
digital ecosystems as: ecosystems built on a digital MSP "[that are] typically owned or
governed by a [...] platform leader" that connects various sides of the world to facilitate
exchange and value creation" [32] to gain competitive advantages out of their
heterogeneous resource base [33, 34]. Companies such as Alibaba, Facebook and Uber
serve as examples in this context [35–37].

3

Resource-Based View as the Theoretical Framework

The collective term RBV subsumes all approaches, concepts and theories in strategic
management literature that justify lasting competitive advantages of companies with
their heterogeneous resources. "The resource view holds that, in order to generate
sustainable competitive advantage, a resource must provide economic value and must
be presently scarce, difficult to imitate, non-substitutable, and not readily obtainable in
factor markets" [33].
Despite its popularity, the RBV is not free of criticism. The static viewpoint leads
to some fundamental problems of the resource-oriented research: The content-related
evaluation of strategically relevant resources is primarily time-related meaning that
dynamic aspects like changing or re-structuring a resource base are not taken into
account [38]. To overcome the static aspect, literature has extended the RBV to the
KBV and the DCV [38].

3.1

Knowledge-Based View (KBV)

The KBV is a development of the RBV, as knowledge is seen as the most important
strategic resource [38]. The approach is based on the assumption that the individual
knowledge base of enterprises and its adaption to dynamic environmental changes
represent a consistent source of competitive advantage [39–41]. Referring to the
criticism of the RBV’s static character, the KBV is characterized by a primarily
dynamically oriented view. The identification, generation, utilization, transmission and
accumulation of knowledge is conceived as a dynamic process.
To illustrate the logic behind the KBV, a conceptual framework is presented
integrating a static-structural and dynamic-procedural dimension of knowledge as well
as three central concepts. The first dimension is used to describe the knowledge base of
the organization, which is categorized into types (explicit/implicit), emergence
(individual/collective) and content of knowledge (specificity level). Two categories of
knowledge processes can be distinguished. The generation of knowledge describes the
updating of existing knowledge. Whereas knowledge integration serves to synthesize
individual knowledge into a collective knowledge structure stored in organizational
routines. Uniqueness of organizational knowledge arises only from the interaction of
these processes and is described by three main concepts. Absorbency describes the
ability of an organization to build up knowledge potential, i.e. to identify, evaluate,
absorb and apply strategically relevant knowledge from the corporate environment
[42]. Path dependency means that the absorption of new knowledge is always marked
by the historical development of an organization. Since the history of each organization
is unique, so is the learning process [43]. Causal ambiguity arises from the existing
knowledge and the integrated learning processes of an organization. These competitive
advantages are opaque for competitors and represent imitation barriers [44].
3.2

Dynamic Capabilities View (DCV)

The third perspective to consider is the DCV. Like the RBV, the DCV conceives the
organization as a bundle of heterogeneous resources and competences [38, 45]. The
DCV can therefore be regarded as an extension of the RBV [38] and points to the
shortcomings of a purely static resource-oriented consideration [46]. The DCV seeks
to overcome the deficits of classical resource-oriented considerations in terms of
building long-term competitive advantages in dynamic markets [45, 47]. Helfat and
Raubitschek define Dynamic Capabilities (DC) as "those capabilities that enable firms
to create, extend, and modify how they make a living, including through alterations in
their resources [...] operating capabilities, scale and scope of work, products, customers,
ecosystems, and other features of their external environments" [2]. Accordingly, DC
subsume those capabilities that allow the organization to constantly innovate and adapt
flexibly to ever-changing market needs [48]. In doing so, DC enable companies to adapt
changes in their environment through three mechanisms which together constitute the
DC framework: Sense, Seize, and Transform [49].

4

Structured Literature Research on the Current State of
Research

The conducted research method is the SLR using a six-step-process [50]:
(1) Defining the Research Question. The aim is to identify further literature related to
the contributions of Helfat and Raubitschek as well as Teece, to identify research gaps
[1, 2]. The work of Helfat and Raubitschek is a reflection of digital MSP ecosystems
based on the DCV [2]. Such a narrow definition does not raise a sufficient amount of
literature. The focus of this SLR has to be more comprehensive than in the previous
considerations, while at the same time it must be so narrow that only theoretically
related articles with digital MSP ecosystems are recorded. Therefore, PEs, BEs and IEs
are also considered. Moreover, we extended the RBV to the KBV and DCV. The
research question for the SLR is then formulated: To what extent are resource-oriented
considerations (RBV, KBV, and DCV) in the existing literature on ecosystems (BE, IE,
and PE) represented in the management literature?
(2) Determining the Required Characteristics of Primary Studies. The search string
was defined as: (Resource-based View OR Dynamic Capabilities OR Strategic
Management OR Core Competence OR Competitive Advantage OR Knowledge-based
View) AND (Ecosystem OR Value Creation OR Coopetition).
(3) Retrieving a Sample of Potentially Relevant Literature. Moore first introduced
the concept of ecosystems in management literature, which is why we included research
from then on to January 2019 [20]. The defined search terms must appear either in title,
abstract or the Web of Science (WOS) and author keywords. The resulting literature
(n=977) is restricted to the WOS categories "management" and "business", with regard
to the broad use of the ecosystem concept (n=456). The literature is then restricted to
contributions appearing in journals rated B or higher according to the VHB JourQual
3.0 classification (n=259) [51]. By restricting the publication to journals, a high quality
and maturity of the publications can be ensured. Results of the SLR which cannot be
assigned to one of the three ecosystem streams (BE, IE, and PE) as well as resourceoriented considerations not being assigned to one of the three approaches (RBV, KBV,
DCV) are omitted. Results with a peripherally linking of ecosystems and resourcebased orientations are excluded as well.
(4) Selecting the Pertinent Literature. The potentially relevant literature was
downloaded, and the exclusion criteria applied resulting in 23 contributions.
(5) Synthesizing the Literature. We synthesized the identified contributions into a
coordinate system shown in Figure 1. The contributions can then be assigned to nine
fields based on the six selected categories BE, IE, PE, RBV, KBV, and DCV. The
position of the point indicates the affiliation to this field. Articles that have been
removed from the interfaces can be assigned to several approaches or do not exclusively
consider one typology (e.g. the work of [2] and [1]).

Type of Resource-oriented Approach
Amit & Han (2017)

Kraemer-Mbula et al. (2013)

Van der Borgh et al. (2012)

Leih & Teece (2016)
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Rong et al. (2018)
Teece (2007)
Pierce (2009)
Liu & Rong (2015)

Teece (2018b)

Teece (2018a)

Khanagha et al. (2018)
Ehrenhard et al. (2017)

Kay et al. (2018)

Santoro et al. (2018)

KBV

Alexy et al. (2013)
De Silva et al. (2018)

RBV

Cozzolino & Rothaermel
(2012)
Amit & Han (2017)
Kapoor & Furr (2015)
Ceccagnoli et al.
Rong et al. (2018)
(2012)
Du (2018)
Priem et al. (2013)
Greer et al. (2017)

Innovation Ecosystem

Business Ecosystem

Nature of the
Ecosystem
Platform Ecosystem

Figure 1. Synthesized literature

(6) Reporting the Results. With regard to the research question of the SLR, some
resource-oriented considerations (within the meaning of the classical RBV, KBV and
DCV) related to the ecosystem research (in the sense of a BE, IE, PE value creation)
are already existing in management literature. It becomes apparent that the DCV is the
dominant resource-based approach to ecosystem research. It is also noticeable that,
although several contributions consider the linkage of the DCV with PE, research
concerning the theoretical conceptions of the origin of the DCV (the classical RBV and
KBV) is underdeveloped for PE. The question arises as to whether this is a research
gap or whether the lack of coverage results from a lower potential in the analysis?
Therefore, the present work investigates the explanatory potential of RBV and KBV
for PE and more specifically for the digital MSP considered by Helfat and Raubitschek
as well as Teece [1, 2]. The research question derived from the SLR for the purposes
of this paper is therefore: What are the conclusions offered by the approaches of RBV
for digital MSP ecosystems from the existing management research literature?

5

Explanatory Potential of the Knowledge-Based View and
Dynamic Capabilities View in Regard to Digital Ecosystems

5.1

Application of the Knowledge-Based View

The classic static RBV states that individual companies should protect their valuable
know-how to prevent knowledge spillovers, as these can erode or eliminate their
competitive advantage. Systematically sharing valuable knowledge can be beneficial
for companies and thus lead to a voluntarily acceptation of a knowledge transfer [52].

Selective Revealing (SR) can be seen as a strategic mechanism of a focal organization
"to reshape the collaborative behavior of other actors in a firm's innovation ecosystem"
[26]. The higher the perceived partnering uncertainty, the coordination costs and the
unwillingness to collaborate, the more likely an organization will prefer SR to other
mechanisms [26]. Simplified, SR can serve as a novel pathway to collaboration by
overcoming the hurdles described above. And indirectly, SR can benefit from pathway
to reshape external knowledge, since externals use the deliberately shared results of the
platform leaders and thus intentionally or unknowingly switch their knowledge
production, whereby their future outputs, and their involuntary spillover, become more
valuable to the selectively-sharing enterprise [26].
The absorptivity literature is also highlighted by portraying intertemporal dynamics
that had previously been disregarded [43, 49]. Absorbency is relevant in another context
for platform leaders of digital MSP ecosystems. These are exposed to the pressures of
competitive innovation described above in their rapidly changing markets. Thus, it is
of particular interest to platform leaders to keep an eye on these markets and (potential)
competitors. Monitoring their environment continuously, generates a wealth of
information. But it is not enough to collect them. The platform leader needs "in-depth
knowledge of a core product or service" [2] in order to interpret the information
appropriately. Otherwise, the platform leader will find it difficult to estimate the
potential value of including a particular product trait, product, or complement in the
ecosystem or its role.
Furthermore, platform leaders may need to adapt the types of complementors in their
ecosystems and the products and services offered by them when introducing
innovations [2]. For this reason, platform leaders can benefit from "to have knowledge
in excess of what they need for what they make" [25]. This provides platform leaders
with the ability to interpret the wide variety of information that is relevant to their
dependence on complements for ecosystems [2]. For example, the higher and more
divergent the already existing stock of at least partially related knowledge, the faster
learning succeeds [49]. Another point of KBV's construct is the establishment of
routines. KBV's most important finding seems to lie in the fact that the processes
require the generation of knowledge and the application of different organizational
arrangements to be efficient [53]. Thus, the efficient production and storage of
knowledge requires individuals to specialize in certain types of knowledge. Knowledge
production also requires the integration of many different types of knowledge. One of
the organization’s fundamental challenge is to combine these two processes.
Introducing routines that allow specialists to integrate their knowledge into a common
process and thus contribute their knowledge to the team product is one possible way to
do it. The introduction of routines is of particular interest to digital ecosystem platform
leaders being under constant pressure from competitive innovation. Here, the
innovation activities of the platform leaders include "not only new generations of core
products in ecosystems [...] but also innovations that are transformational rather than
upgraded versions of prior products" [2]. To drive such innovation, the platform leader
needs to integrate different types of knowledge. At the same time, such integration
should not lose the efficiency effects of the specializations.

Figure 2 can be explained in the following analysis. (1) The efficient production and
storage of knowledge requires individuals to specialize in particular knowledge types
[53]. A platform leader of digital MSP ecosystems can increase the efficiency of its
knowledge production and thus also its generated outputs by using routines to advance
this specialization and to maintain its efficiency effects. (2) The results of knowledge
production processes can now be deliberately revealed so that actors in the environment
can absorb them. An increase in outsiders using these results means more companies
intending or unknowingly reorienting their knowledge production and aligning their
outputs with the shared knowledge of the platform leader. This increases the related
knowledge in the platform leader’s environment [26]. This, in turn, has an effect on the
absorption capacity, since it is a function of the already existing related knowledge [49].
Knowledge-Based Approaches
Selective Revealing
2
1
(4)

5

Absorptive Capacity
3 (4)

Organizational Routines

Figure 2. Interaction relationships within the knowledge-based approaches

(3) Also, a platform leader can use routines to drive the efficient integration of
knowledge, increasing his generated outputs, directly affecting his knowledge base and
his ability to absorb. Likewise, the integration of knowledge between different units is
crucial for the absorbency. Thus the "organization's absorptive capacity does not simply
depend [26, 54, 55] on the organization's direct interface with the external environment.
It also depends on transfers of knowledge across and within sub-units” [49]. (4)
Constitutive relations exist between the routines of organizational capabilities as well
as the ability to absorb and the ability to SR. (5) Finally, constitutive relationships
between absorbency and SR exist as a "prerequisite to gain from the contributions of
others to the selective revealing effort" [26].
5.2

Application of the Dynamic Capabilities View

Previously, it was argued that the skills of platform leaders in digital MSP ecosystems
should receive increased attention [2]. In particular, DC are relevant to the management
of platforms and associated ecosystems, as platforms develop their own dynamics and
the constituent elements must respond to changes in the enterprise environment [56].
"The dynamic capabilities framework [...] helps explain why some firms successfully
create platform-powered ecosystems" [1]. Here, a different principle is presented to
emphasize the respective capabilities of the DC framework: The DC are ordered in an
ascending structure according to how many capabilities they address within the DC
framework (Figure 3). (1) Environmental Scanning Capabilities are particularly critical
in refoundation as well as finding strategic threats and opportunities [34]. Platform
leaders are required to continually examine their external business environment for new
or unused technology, unexploited market needs, changes in customer preferences, and

to monitor the threat of innovative market entry through new or existing platforms. (2)
Innovation capabilities can be set up at the individual or organizational level, generally
within teams or groups, based on routines, and in combination with material and
intangible assets (resources). (3) Integrative capabilities enable reliable and repeatable
communication and coordination of activities focusing on the introduction and
modification of business models, capabilities, products, and resources (knowledge).
The capabilities focus on strategic change and can help platform leaders to shape and
transform their business model, products, governance, and ecosystem [2].
Dynamic Capabilities of the Platform
Leaders in Digital Ecosystems

Capability Categories of the DCV

Environmental Scanning Capabilities 1

Sensing Capabilities

Innovation Capabilities

2

Seizing Capabilities

Integrative Capabilities

3

Reconfiguring Capabilities

Figure 3. Interaction relationships between the dynamic capabilities and the dynamic
capabilities framework (based on [2])

Before linking KBV and DC, some interaction relationships within the considered DCV
are discussed. Innovation capabilities can contribute to scanning capabilities by
researching new technologies and generating competitive knowledge [2]. Conversely,
scanning capabilities help to early detect innovation potentials [2]. Integrative
capabilities can have a positive impact on internal innovation by facilitating
communication and coordination processes [2].
5.3

Declination of Knowledge-Oriented with Dynamic Capabilities Approaches

Combining the three KBV concepts with the three DCV mechanisms allows to analyze
the different effects, presented in Figure 4.
Dynamic Capabilities of the Platform
Leaders in Digital Ecosystems

Knowledge-Based Approaches
3

Selective Revealing

Environmental Scanning Capabilities

1
2

Absorptive Capacity

4

Innovation Capabilities

5

Organizational Routines

Integrative Capabilities

Figure 4. Relational effects between selective revealing and dynamic capabilities

(1) SR is often an invitation to collaborate. Potential partners can decide whether they
want to join the collaboration or not. (2) The SR mechanism can contribute to
innovation processes in two ways: directly as “a novel pathway to collaboration” or
indirectly as “a pathway to reshape external knowledge” [26]. In both ways networking
effects can be achieved and external knowledge can lead to innovation success. (3) The

platform leaders environmental scanning capabilities provide information about threats
from competitive innovation or opportunities to innovate [2]. This information can
provide the platform leader with decision support on the use of SR mechanisms. (4) By
generating knowledge (e.g., product or product components) through the platform
leader, the starting position for the SR is improving [26]. (5) Integrative capabilities are
determinants of internal knowledge exchange and influence communication processes.
We illustrate the interactions between the absorbency and DC in Figure 5. (1) "The
ability of a firm to recognize the value of new, external information, assimilate it, and
apply to commercial ends is critical to its innovative capabilities. We label this
capability a firm's absorptive capacity" [49]. (2) Conversely, the platform's innovation
capabilities also contribute to the development of its absorption capacity. "Innovative
activity (e.g., R&D) contributes to absorptive capacity" or "absorptive capacity itself
depends on the firm's own R&D" [49].
Dynamic Capabilities of the Platform
Leaders in Digital Ecosystems

Knowledge-Based Approaches
Selective Revealing

Environmental Scanning Capabilities
4
3
1

Absorptive Capacity

2

Innovation Capabilities

5

Organizational Routines

Integrative Capabilities

Figure 5. Interactions between absorbency and dynamic capabilities

(3) The platform leader of digital MSP ecosystems generates a wealth of information.
Absorbency allows it to properly interpret the wide variety of information relevant to
ecosystems [2]. (4) Environmental Scanning Capabilities also affect absorbency by
making the absorption abilities of an organization dependent on those of its individual
members. Thus, the kind of knowledge that individuals should possess in order to
improve the absorption capacity of the organization is important. As the platform leader
orchestrates an ecosystem and oversees the corporate environment, awareness of others'
knowledge and abilities is strengthened [49]. (5) Absorbency refers not only to the
acquisition of information, but also to the ability of the organization to exploit it.
Therefore, the absorption capacity of an organization does not simply depend on the
direct interface to the external environment, but also on the knowledge transfer between
and within subunits [49]. Integrative Capabilities are believed to promote this
communication and coordination.
DC is associated with the capacity to perform activities in a skilled and structured
manner [46]. Thus, a DC enables the repeated and reliable execution of an activity
oriented to strategic change, in contrast to a pure ad hoc activity, which has no
practiced, structured behaviour [46, 54]. It is believed that the capacity for repeated
service provision is due to a large extent to organizational routines [46]. Organizational
skills are described as "high-level routine (or collection of routines)" [54]. Schilke et
al. state that "a certain degree of routine is necessary for a process to qualify as a
dynamic capability" [46]. The scope of these routines may vary: While some activities
appear to be less routine, others are found to have important routine operations: new

product development may not be seen as a routine, as people explore new ideas, but
new products are often developed in a stable framework of recurring (and therefore to
some extent routinely outdated) organizational processes [46]. In summary, DCs can
be assigned routines in a variety of cases [46], although the question of whether all DCs
are necessarily highly roughened is still the subject of ongoing debate [46].
Figure 6 represents the interactions of organizational routines to DC. (1) As an
example of environmental scanning capabilities, platform leaders can manage units to
continuously monitor the external environment. Over time, such units tend to develop
routines, such as which sources of information are to be evaluated, how often, and for
what purpose. (2) In terms of innovation capabilities, platform leaders, like many
software-based companies, often organize their developers into teams assigned to
specific projects. At some stage of development, most digital MSPs have developed
routines to assign software developers with different types of expertise to different
teams. These routines, together with the skills and human capital of software developers
and other key personnel, such as product designers, form the basis of the platform's
organizational innovation capabilities. (3) Platform leaders can potentially benefit from
dedicated teams that use integrative capabilities and are supported by routines in
choosing partners and coordinating activities and products. The arrows in both
directions signal that the DCs are routine-based, but that DCs can be used to adjust,
break up and, if necessary, recreate existing routines [55].
Knowledge-Based Approaches

Dynamic Capabilities of the Platform
Leaders in Digital Ecosystems

Selective Revealing

Environmental Scanning Capabilities
1

Absorptive Capacity

Organizational Routines

2
3

Innovation Capabilities

Integrative Capabilities

Figure 6. Interactions of organizational routines to dynamic capabilities

It becomes clear that the integrative capabilities in the organizational routines have
found their knowledge-based counterpart, as both have an impact on all conceptual and
relevant concepts for platform leaders of digital MSP ecosystems (Figure 7).

Selective Revealing

Dynamic Capabilities of the Platform
Leaders in Digital Ecosystems
Environmental Scanning Capabilities

Absorptive Capacity

Innovation Capabilities

Organizational Routines

Integrative Capabilities

Knowledge-Based Approaches

Figure 7. Interactions of organizational routines and integrative capabilities

6

Implications, Limitations and Further Research

This paper provides implications for research and practice with regard to the strategic
management of digital ecosystems. Fundamentally, the paper introduces a classification
of digital ecosystems and separates the underlying terms for further research. In
addition, the paper classifies the existing literature on digital ecosystems in relation to
the explanatory approaches of the RBV, KBV and DCV from a strategic management
perspective. By combining the increasingly interrelated areas of digitization and
strategic management, the contribution creates a fundamental perspective for future
research work. By reviewing the current academic literature, the paper also provides an
important basis for strategic decision-making regarding the engagement in digital
ecosystems and their suitability for creating value for companies. In this way, existing
interdependencies in digital ecosystems can be identified depending on the respective
role of a company in the ecosystem and analyzed for strategic decisions.
Due to the chosen method, the contribution is subject to some limitations. In respect
to the used search strings, the selected databases and the quality criteria applied to the
SLR the articles do not claim to completely cover the complete body of literature. In
addition, further contributions were identified that relate to PE in the light of RBV [57],
KBV [58] and DCV [59]. With regard to the DC of Helfat and Raubitschekf [2] and
considered here, the question remains: "how does the value of resources and capabilities
differ on the role of firms in the ecosystem" [9]. Also, we offer a very abstract way of
describing MSPs. Further research can link the abstract level with practical insights
from case studies to assure a higher comprehensibility for readers not being familiar
with this topic.
Nevertheless, we show that knowledge-oriented approaches can (or do) moderate
DC. They thus provide an explanatory potential for digital MSP ecosystems and should
be considered by platform leaders in the orchestration of their ecosystems.
Organizational routines and integrative skills constitute a similar pattern of impact and
seem to affect all the concepts within the created framework. Thus, the research
question can be answered as follows: The classical-static RBV has a limited
explanatory potential. The KBV and DCV offer a high potential for explanation. It
seems like the integrative capabilities and the associated routines act as drivers.
Furthermore, the underrepresented view of the KBV represents a research gap. To
overcome this gap further research should investigate SR mechanisms. The various
possibilities of using SR as a "strategic tool in hypercompetitive industries that […] [is
used] to reshape the collaborative behavior of others" seem to be an interesting
approach for strategic management [26]. Finally, less attention should be paid to the
approach of the static RBV. Future work should focus on the DCV and KBV.

References
1. Teece, D.J.: Profiting from innovation in the digital economy: Enabling technologies,
standards, and licensing models in the wireless world. Research Policy 47, 1367–1387
(2018b)
2. Helfat, C.E., Raubitschek, R.S.: Dynamic and integrative capabilities for profiting from
innovation in digital platform-based ecosystems. Research Policy 47, 1391–1399 (2018)
3. Lütjen, H., Schultz, C., Tietze, F., Urmetzer, F.: Managing ecosystems for service
innovation: A dynamic capability view. Journal of Business Research 104, 506–519 (2019)
4. Dass, M., Kumar, S.: Bringing product and consumer ecosystems to the strategic forefront.
Business Horizons 57, 225–234 (2014)
5. Kapoor, R., Lee, J.M.: Coordinating and competing in ecosystems. Strat Mgmt J 34, 274–
296 (2013)
6. Adner, R., Kapoor, R.: Innovation ecosystems and the pace of substitution: Re-examining
technology S-curves. Strat Mgmt J 37, 625–648 (2016)
7. Adner, R., Kapoor, R.: Value creation in innovation ecosystems. How the structure of
technological interdependence affects firm performance in new technology generations.
Strategic Management Journal 31, 306–333 (2010)
8. Adner, R.: Ecosystem as structure. An actionable construct for strategy. Journal of
Management 43, 39–58 (2017)
9. Jacobides, M.G., Cennamo, C., Gawer, A.: Towards a theory of ecosystems. Strategic
Management Journal 39, 2255–2276 (2018)
10. Kohtamäki, M., Parida, V., Oghazi, P., Gebauer, H., Baines, T.: Digital servitization
business models in ecosystems: A theory of the firm. Journal of Business Research 104,
380–392 (2019)
11. Sklyar, A., Kowalkowski, C., Tronvoll, B., Sörhammar, D.: Organizing for digital
servitization. Journal of Business Research 104, 450–460 (2019)
12. Holgersson, M., Granstrand, O., Bogers, M.: The evolution of intellectual property strategy
in innovation ecosystems: Uncovering complementary and substitute appropriability
regimes. Long Range Planning 51, 303–319 (2018)
13. Kumar, P., Dass, M., Kumar, S.: From competitive advantage to nodal advantage:
Ecosystem structure and the new five forces that affect prosperity. Business Horizons 58,
469–481 (2015)
14. Järvi, K., Kortelainen, S.: Taking stock of empirical research on business ecosystems. A
literature review. International journal of business and systems research 11, 215–228 (2017)
15. Scaringella, L., Radziwon, A.: Innovation, entrepreneurial, knowledge, and business
ecosystems: Old wine in new bottles? Technological Forecasting and Social Change 136,
59–87 (2018)
16. Senyo, P.K., Liu, K., Effah, J.: Digital business ecosystem: Literature review and a
framework for future research. International Journal of Information Management 47, 52–64
(2019)
17. Thomas, L.D.W., Autio, E., Gann, D.M.: Architectural Leverage: Putting Platforms in
Context. AMP 28, 198–219 (2014)
18. Meynhardt, T., Chandler, J.D., Strathoff, P.: Systemic principles of value co-creation:
Synergetics of value and service ecosystems. Journal of Business Research 69, 2981–2989
(2016)
19. Kapoor, R.: Ecosystems: broadening the locus of value creation. J Org Design 7, 39 (2018)
20. Moore, J.F.: Predators and prey. A new ecology of competition. Harvard Business Review,
75–86 (1993)

21. Moore, J.F.: The death of competition. Leadership and strategy in the age of business
ecosystems. Harper Business, New York, NY (1996)
22. Iansiti, M., Levien, R.: The keystone advantage. What the new dynamics of business
ecosystems mean for strategy, innovation, and sustainability. Harvard Business School
Press, Boston, Mass. (2004)
23. Adner, R.: Match your innovation strategy to your innovation ecosystem. Harvard Business
Review, 98–107 (2006)
24. Leten, B., Vanhaverbeke, W., Roijakkers, N., Clerix, A., van Helleputte, J.: IP Models to
Orchestrate Innovation Ecosystems: IMEC, a Public Research Institute in Nano-Electronics.
California Management Review 55, 51–64 (2013)
25. Brusoni, S., Prencipe, A.: The organization of innovation in ecosystems. Problem framing,
problem solving, and patterns of coupling. Advances in Strategic Management, 167–194
(2013)
26. Alexy, O., George, G., Salter, A.J.: Cui Bono? The Selective Revealing of Knowledge and
Its Implications for Innovative Activity. AMR 38, 270–291 (2013)
27. West, J., Wood, D.: Evolving an open ecosystem. The rise and fall of the Symbian platform.
Advances in Strategic Management, 27–67 (2013)
28. Gawer, A., Cusumano, M.A.: Platform leadership. How Intel, Microsoft, and Cisco drive
industry innovation. Harvard Business School Press, Boston, Massachusetts (2002)
29. Cennamo, C., Santaló, J.: Platform competition. Strategic trade-offs in platform markets.
Strategic Management Journal 34, 1331–1350 (2013)
30. Ceccagnoli, M., Forman, C., Huang, P., Wu, D.J.: Cocreation of value in a platform
ecosystem. MIS Quarterly 36, 263–290 (2012)
31. Cennamo, C.: Building the value of next-generation platforms. The paradox of diminishing
returns. Journal of Management 44, 3038–3069 (2018)
32. Aarikka-Stenroos, L., Ritala, P.: Network management in the era of ecosystems. Systematic
review and management framework. Industrial Marketing Management 67 (2017), 23–36
(2017)
33. Powell, T.C.: Research notes and communications strategic planning as competitive
advantage. Strategic Management Journal 13, 551–558 (1992)
34. Teece, D.J.: Dynamic capabilities and (digital) platform lifecycles. Advances in Strategic
Management, 211–225 (2017)
35. Zeng, J., Khan, Z., Silva, M. de: The emergence of multi-sided platform MNEs:
Internalization theory and networks. International Business Review 28, 101598 (2019)
36. Loux, P., Aubry, M., Tran, S., Baudoin, E.: Multi-sided platforms in B2B contexts: The role
of affiliation costs and interdependencies in adoption decisions. Industrial Marketing
Management (2019)
37. Hagiu, A., Wright, J.: Multi-sided platforms. International Journal of Industrial Organization
43, 162–174 (2015)
38. Ambrosini, V., Bowman, C.: What are dynamic capabilities and are they a useful construct
in strategic management? International Journal of Information Management 11, 29–49
(2009)
39. Grant, R.M.: Prospering in Dynamically-Competitive Environments: Organizational
Capability as Knowledge Integration. Organization Science 7, 375–387 (1996)
40. Kogut, B., Zander, U.: Knowledge of the Firm, Combinative Capabilities, and the
Replication of Technology. Organization Science 3, 383–397 (1992)
41. Nonaka, I., Takeuchi, H.: The knowledge creating company. How Japanese companies
create the dynamics of innovation. Oxford Univ. Press, New York (1995)

42. Cohen, W.M., Levinthal, D.A.: Fortune Favors the Prepared Firm. Management Science 40,
227–251 (1994)
43. Nelson, R.R., Winter, S.G.: An evolutionary theory of economic change. Belknap Press of
Harvard Univ. Press, Cambridge, Mass. (1982)
44. Simonin, B.L.: Transfer of Marketing Know-How in International Strategic Alliances: An
Empirical Investigation of the Role and Antecedents of Knowledge Ambiguity. J Int Bus
Stud 30, 463–490 (1999)
45. Austerschulte, L.: Entwicklung einer Vorgehensweise zur Erstellung eines Messinstruments
für einzelne Dynamic Capabilities. Springer Gabler, Wiesbaden (2014)
46. Schilke, O., Hu, S., Helfat, C.E.: Quo Vadis, Dynamic Capabilities? A Content-Analytic
Review of the Current State of Knowledge and Recommendations for Future Research.
ANNALS 12, 390–439 (2018)
47. Eisenhardt, K.M., Martin, J.A.: Dynamic capabilities: what are they? Strategic Management
Journal 21, 1105–1121 (2000)
48. Zahra, S.A., George, G.: Absorptive Capacity: A Review, Reconceptualization, and
Extension. The Academy of Management Review 27, 185 (2002)
49. Cohen, W.M., Levinthal, D.A.: Absorptive Capacity: A New Perspective on Learning and
Innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly 35, 128 (1990)
50. Durach, C.F., Kembro, J., Wieland, A.: A New Paradigm for Systematic Literature Reviews
in Supply Chain Management. J Supply Chain Manag 53, 67–85 (2017)
51. Schrader, U., Hennig-Thurau, T.: VHB-JOURQUAL2: Method, Results, and Implications
of the German Academic Association for Business Research’s Journal Ranking. Bus Res 2,
180–204 (2009)
52. Dyer, J.H., Singh, H.: The Relational View: Cooperative Strategy and Sources of
Interorganizational Competitive Advantage. The Academy of Management Review 23, 660
(1998)
53. Grant, R.M., Nippa, M.: Strategisches Management. Analyse, Entwicklung und
Implementierung von Unternehmensstrategien. Pearson Studium, München (2009)
54. Winter, S.G.: Understanding dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Journal 24, 991–
995 (2003)
55. Wollersheim, J.: Dynamic Capabilities im Kontext von Mergers & Acquisitions. Gabler
Verlag / Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden GmbH Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden (2010)
56. Teece, D.J.: Reply to Nelson, Helfat and Raubitschek. Research Policy 47, 1400–1402
(2018c)
57. Tan, B., Pan, S., Lu, X., Huang, L.: The Role of IS Capabilities in the Development of MultiSided Platforms: The Digital Ecosystem Strategy of Alibaba.com. Journal of the Association
for Information Systems 16 (2015)
58. Huang, P., Tafti, A., Mithas, S.: Platform Sponsor Investments and User Contributions in
Knowledge Communities. MIS Quarterly 42, 213–240 (2018)
59. Cenamor, J., Parida, V., Wincent, J.: How entrepreneurial SMEs compete through digital
platforms: The roles of digital platform capability, network capability and ambidexterity.
Journal of Business Research 100, 196–206 (2019)

