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A. Innovation and entrepreneurial ecosystems cur-
rently attract significant attention from both scholars 
and practitioners. These concepts have gained promin-
ence due to the exponential growth of data, informa-
tion, and knowledge, related collaboration and 
coordination needs of diverse organizations and indi-
viduals, as well as the adoption of technologies that can 
facilitate the connectivity of multi-actor ecosystems. 
While the field has progressed considerably particularly 
in recent years, researchers are still discussing and de-
bating the suitability of the proposed conceptual and 
empirical approaches. Therefore, it is useful to take a 
moment to reflect on the current progression and the fu-
ture outlook of this fascinating field. Indeed, as “innova-
tion ecosystems” and “entrepreneurial ecosystems” are 
increasingly studied across the management, market-
ing, and policy realms (Aarikka-Stenroos & Ritala, 2017; 
Adner, 2007; Ansari et al., 2016; Autio et al., 2018; 
Clarysse et al., 2014; Dattée et al., 2018; Scaringella & 
Radziwon, 2017; Spiegel, 2017; Tsujimoto et al., 2017), 
the research field is rather scattered and involves di-
verse views and approaches to the topic. To this end, we 
chaired a professional development workshop titled 
“Fostering Rigor in Innovation and Entrepreneurial Eco-
system Research: Concepts, Methods and Theory” at the 
2017 Academy of Management Annual Conference. In 
addition to our own presentations, we also invited four 
prominent ecosystem scholars to present and discuss 
their views on the theme: Erkko Autio (Imperial College, 
UK), Satish Nambisan (Case Western Reserve Uni-
versity, USA), Mark Phillips (University of Cambridge, 
UK), and Mats Magnusson (KTH, Sweden). The aim of 
the workshop was to facilitate the following: 

1. A shared interpretation of concepts and phenomena.

2. An appreciation and understanding of differences in 
research methods and approaches.

3. The advancement of a joint view and discussion by 
the research community on directions for the pro-
gress of innovation and entrepreneurial ecosystem re-
search. 

The workshop ended with an onsite, real-time survey 
that was conducted among all participants, including a 
moderated discussion around the survey results. In ad-
dition to the chairs and presenters, the workshop in-
cluded around 60 junior and senior academics from 
around the world, of which 55 completed our onsite sur-
vey using their personal devices. The survey was con-
ducted using the Kahoot platform (kahoot.com), and for 
each question, the participants had 45 seconds to vote 
among pre-set alternatives. 

The survey focused on five multiple-choice questions: 

     1. How do you perceive the concept of “ecosystem”?

     2. What is the biggest challenge in conducting 
          ecosystem research?

     3. What are the most promising theoretical 
          foundations of ecosystems?

     4. To empirically study an “ecosystem,” you need to...

     5. What should be done next in ecosystem research?

In the sections that follow, we report the distribution of 
the participants’ responses to each of the five questions. 
In discussing these themes, we build on the insights of 
the presentations that took place in the workshop, as 
well as the overall discussion among the participants 
and the presenters. Finally, we end each section with 
our own conclusions regarding the state and promising 
directions for progress in the research field of innova-
tion and entrepreneurial ecosystems.

1. How do you perceive the concept of “ecosystem”?

     • A useful analogy or metaphor that describes 
        novel phenomena: 62%

     • A promising new scholarly field of its own: 30%

     • A buzzword without much added value: 8%

Q. Innovation and Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Research: Where Are We 
        Now and How Do We Move Forward?

https://kahoot.com
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The question of what “ecosystem” means is typically 
the first reaction that innovation and entrepreneurship 
researchers encounter when using the term for schol-
arly purposes. In this regard, an increasing number of 
studies discussing the applicability and boundary con-
ditions of the ecosystem concept have been conducted 
(Oh et al., 2016; Ritala & Almpanopoulou, 2017; Stam, 
2015; Tsujimoto et al., 2017). However, the conceptual-
ization of ecosystems in innovation and entrepreneur-
ship research remains a debated issue. At the same 
time, the concept was valued by most of the workshop 
participants: a strong majority viewed it as a useful ana-
logy or metaphor for novel phenomena. Both analogies 
and metaphors are important tools in theory building, 
with each playing a different role in the process (Ke-
tokivi et al., 2017). The term “ecosystem” has certainly 
worked as both an inspiration (i.e., metaphor) to under-
stand the networked nature of innovation and entre-
preneurship, as well as an analogy to explain such 
phenomena by utilizing concepts from biological eco-
systems. Nearly a third of participants viewed it as a 
promising scholarly field of its own. This can perhaps be 
attributed to the increasing prominence of ecosystems 
in the management research lexicon. However, before 
becoming anything near to a “field”, theoretical and 
methodological distinctiveness should be pursued, and 
currently, the literature is lacking such foundations (for 
new openings to this direction, see Adner, 2017 and Jac-
obides et al., 2018). Finally, some participants labelled 
ecosystem as a buzzword due to its traction among 
practitioners and academics, while overlapping with 
other concepts such as innovation systems (see Oh et 
al., 2016, for a related discussion).

Overall, an “ecosystem” was perceived as a useful 
concept, or even a scholarly field in its own right, with-
in the areas of innovation and entrepreneurship. This 
finding certainly reflects the audience’s involvement 
and interest in ecosystem research, some having 
already published on it, some doing research drawing 
on the concept, some evaluating whether to engage 
with the concept or not, and all having decided to at-
tend a workshop on this topic. However, to unlock the 
concept’s potential, ecosystem researchers need to ad-
dress several challenges from conceptual, empirical, 
and theoretical standpoints. We discuss these in the re-
maining sections.

2. What is the biggest challenge in conducting 
ecosystem research?

     • Conceptual ambiguity: 39%

     • Methodological challenges: 35%

     • Lack of a rigorous theoretical foundation: 24%

     • Difficulties in publishing: 2%

Conceptual ambiguity is a major challenge for innova-
tion and entrepreneurial ecosystems research, given its 
close resemblance to other network or system-level 
concepts such as interorganizational networks, 
clusters, geographical regions, systems, or platforms 
(see, e.g., Adner, 2017). This ambiguity crops up across 
the research field in heterogeneous formulations of the 
concept, and it is causing difficulties in establishing a 
coherent research program. This is experienced, for ex-
ample, in review processes, where reviewers, editors, 
and authors commonly challenge the use of the 
concept and its applicability, as well as in doctoral 
courses, where discussions arise on the meaning and 
application of the ecosystem concept. Relatedly, meth-
odological challenges arise: how do we study intercon-
nected systems that include actors such as business 
organizations, universities, individuals, regulatory act-
ors, competitors, and complementors? Such a system-
level inquiry is very difficult to obtain using any estab-
lished research methods due to the excessive amount 
of data gathering needed and the multiple influences 
all of these components have on one another, creating 
challenges for both qualitative and quantitative re-
searchers alike. Also, reporting of system-level phenom-
ena with an excessive amount of data can be a 
challenge given the current journal requirements for re-
porting format and page limits. Furthermore, an im-
portant challenge for the research community is to find 
solutions to the lack of rigour in the theoretical founda-
tions. The ecosystem concept has been analogously de-
rived from ecological studies (Moore, 1993). Given that 
the concept is contested even in its original domain 
(e.g., O´Neill, 2001), it becomes difficult to theorize 
based on a mere analogy. Perhaps, for this reason, 
many authors have used ecosystem metaphorically to 
describe the interconnected nature of innovation and 
entrepreneurship, while drawing from other theoretical 
foundations for explanations of the phenomena.

We argue that such a conceptual ambiguity is a root 
cause of other problems (methodological and theoretic-
al) in ecosystems research. Given its multi-purpose 
heuristic use to study such subjects as Deutsche Tele-
com’s “open innovation ecosystem” (Rohrbeck et al., 
2009), the “Silicon Valley ecosystem” (Engel, 2015), and 
the “US Television ecosystem” (Ansari et al., 2016), we 
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can see that both boundaries, as well as levels of analys-
is of ecosystem phenomena, vary considerably. This is 
perhaps not a problem if the concept is scalable, but it 
shows that we need to better understand its fundament-
al features.

3. What are the most promising theoretical 
foundations of ecosystems?

     • Systems theory, complex adaptive systems: 44%

     • Network theory, social networks: 32%

     • Institutional theory and institutional mechanisms: 
        16%

     • Something else/new: 8%

As the concept ecosystem implies, the role of “system” 
is integral to understanding the phenomenon in focus. 
Almost half of the workshop participants found the 
most promising theoretical foundation to be grounded 
in systems theory or complex adaptive systems. The use 
of some system-level theoretical concepts such as emer-
gence, interdependence, and dynamics is rather fre-
quent in current scholarly work (see, e.g., Adner & 
Kapoor, 2010; Ansari et al., 2016; Stam, 2015). However, 
a more overarching emphasis on system-level theoretic-
al principles and concepts is much rarer (for exceptions 
and discussion, see, e.g., Peltoniemi, 2006; Ritala & Alm-
panopoulou, 2017; Roundy et al., 2018; Scaringella & 
Radziwon, 2017). Second, network theory and social net-
works were seen as another promising theoretical 
foundation. Indeed, much of the ecosystem literature 
draws from network literature, including ecosystem 
definitions involving the concept of “network” (Adner & 
Kapoor, 2010), as well as utilizing social network analys-
is to examine innovation ecosystem structures 
(Clarysse et al., 2014; Still et al., 2014). A critical chal-
lenge for this approach is to distinguish ecosystem stud-
ies from network studies: if there is no difference, do we 
need a new concept? Finally, institutional theory and in-
stitutional mechanisms are seen as a possible theoretic-
al foundation. Some authors have already picked up on 
this by suggesting that institutional theory concepts 
such as “organizational field” be infused into an ecosys-
tem analysis (Claudel, 2018; Thomas & Autio, 2014).

We see that there is certainly potential to examine eco-
systems through multiple lenses. This is similar to in-
novation and entrepreneurial networks, which have 
been studied not just from a network-theoretical per-
spective, but also from institutional and contextual per-

spectives (Autio et al., 2014), for instance. However, 
there is a risk in relabelling networks as ecosystems, 
just because the latter might resonate better with some 
of the ongoing discussions, thereby helping to argue for 
novelty via reconceptualization. To harness the distinct-
ive nature of the analogy, we need to understand the 
ecological component when it comes to explaining in-
terdependencies and coevolution, as well as the systems 
component when it comes to studying not only net-
work linkages, but also other actors in the broader sys-
tem (see also Ritala & Almpanopoulou, 2017). Also, 
innovation and entrepreneurial ecosystems could be 
viewed as cultural or value systems (Fisher et al., 2017; 
Glynn & Lounsbury, 2005). We believe that efforts to de-
velop theory both from complex adaptive systems (e.g., 
Peltoniemi, 2006) and institutional theory (e.g., Vargo 
et al., 2015) show particular promise for creating bases 
for theorizing on innovation and entrepreneurial eco-
systems. Finally, some studies have recently examined 
ecosystems through organizational lenses, viewing 
them as meta-organizations (e.g., Järvi et al., 2018). 
These and other types of theoretical approaches related 
to the organization of innovation and entrepreneurial 
ecosystems could be useful to understand the “micro-
foundations” of ecosystem governance.

4. To empirically study an “ecosystem”, you need 
to...

     • Examine the ecosystem in its contextual and 
        institutional environment: 64%

     • Examine the complete set/all ecosystem actors: 19%

     • Study a specified set of actors: 17%

The strong majority of the participants in the profes-
sional development workshop opted for examination of 
the ecosystem in its overall contextual and institutional 
environment. This is important given the regulative and 
normative relevance of context for any actor, organiza-
tion, and collective (Suddaby et al., 2010; Zietsma et al., 
2017). For instance, several scholars have suggested 
that any analysis of innovation and entrepreneurship in 
an ecosystem context should include the understand-
ing of institutions and institutionalization (Aarikka-
Stenroos & Ritala, 2017; Autio et al., 2018; Vargo et al., 
2015). Other, less popular options included the two al-
ternative approaches to studying ecosystems: examina-
tion of the complete set of actors or studying a specified 
set of actors. Although the former is ideal for under-
standing the overall system and its interdependencies, 
researchers often tend to focus on a focal actor and its 
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ecosystem. This approach resembles the distinction 
between network studies of whole networks and ego-
centric networks (Provan et al., 2007).

We see substantial challenges in conducting rigorous 
empirical studies of innovation and entrepreneurial 
ecosystems, particularly in the understanding of contex-
tual interactions taking place within them (Autio et al., 
2014). Studies need to account for both the institutional 
complexities arising from contexts with multiple institu-
tional logics (Greenwood et al., 2011) and the contested 
and fragmented nature of institutional environments 
(Pache & Santos, 2010, 2013). Furthermore, as the num-
ber of actors, technologies, and institutions grows, the 
challenges of accessing such data become difficult. Ad-
vances in empirical approaches and research methodo-
logies to account for the complex and fragmented 
nature of environments, as well as the multitude of in-
teractions between actors, are needed to move the in-
novation and entrepreneurial ecosystem field forward.

5. What should be done next in ecosystem 
research?

     • Move on and find empirical evidence: 38%

     • Integrate ecosystem research into existing streams: 
        32%

     • Keep clarifying the conceptual underpinnings: 17%

     • Create new, solid, and unique foundations: 13%

Where should we go next? A majority of the workshop 
participants were inclined to suggest moving on and col-
lecting empirical evidence. The ecosystem literature 
tends to revolve around conceptual papers and discus-
sions, and it would be useful to start collecting empiric-

al evidence that would utilize the perspective. Many au-
thors have certainly done this, but the problem remains 
that an ecosystem is typically defined quite differently, 
leading to major differences in empirical research 
designs. The other suggestions include perhaps some 
remedies to this problem. First, a sufficiently popular 
option was to integrate ecosystem research into existing 
streams. This would help not only in empirical research 
design but also in grounding ecosystems in established 
research traditions and programs. Second, clarifying 
the conceptual underpinnings is still a valid future direc-
tion given the lack of consensus on what an ecosystem 
is and how it can be studied. Third, creating a new and 
unique foundation for ecosystem research is a lucrative 
option, already pursued by authors in strategy research 
(see, e.g., Adner, 2017). For innovation and entrepren-
eurial ecosystem scholars, the same challenge and op-
portunity remain in sight, with many scholars 
discussing the concept and its uniqueness in these 
fields (Autio & Thomas, 2014; Stam, 2015; Tsujimoto et 
al., 2017).

Conclusion

Innovation and entrepreneurial ecosystems remain im-
portant topics in the ever-connecting and expanding di-
gital economy. Given the practical relevance and 
rapidly increasing utilization of the ecosystem concept 
by managers, entrepreneurs, and policy actors, it is no 
surprise that researchers from different backgrounds 
and disciplines are flocking to these topics. Increasing 
diversity of conceptual and empirical applications cre-
ates both a challenge and opportunity for ecosystem 
scholars. Whether the analogy will be retained within 
the long-lasting scholarly lexicon remains to be seen – 
and this will be strongly affected not only by the relev-
ance of the ecosystem concept, but also the rigour that 
researchers are able to bring to its application.



Technology Innovation Management Review July 2018 (Volume 8, Issue 7)

56timreview.ca

About the Authors

Paavo Ritala, D.Sc. (Econ. & Bus. Adm.) is a Profess-
or of Strategy and Innovation at the School of Busi-
ness and Management at Lappeenranta University 
of Technology (LUT), Finland. He is interested in 
questions and themes around organizing heterogen-
eous systems and networks, where different actors 
and institutions co-evolve, collaborate, and com-
pete. In particular, his research has focused on the 
topics of value creation and appropriation, innova-
tion, networks and ecosystems, coopetition, busi-
ness models, and sustainable value creation. His 
research has been published in journals such as Re-
search Policy, Journal of Product Innovation Manage-
ment, Industrial and Corporate Change, and 
Technological Forecasting & Social Change. He is 
also closely involved with business practice over 
these topics through company-funded research pro-
jects, executive and professional education pro-
grams, and in speaker and advisory roles. Prof. 
Ritala currently serves as an Associate Editor of R&D 
Management.

Robin Gustafsson is Department Vice-Head for Re-
search and Associate Professor of Strategic Manage-
ment at Department of Industrial Engineering and 
Management, Aalto University, Finland. His re-
search focuses on strategy and organization in in-
dustry and market disruptions (especially 
technology-induced disruptions). His research and 
teaching are increasingly focused on how digital is 
disrupting existing industries and markets, success-
ful digital platform strategies, new sources of com-
petitive advantage arising from digitalization, open 
digital platforms, and multi-sided platforms, and 
corporate digital strategies. His research has been 
published in journals such as Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, Research Policy, and Technological 
Forecasting & Social Change.

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.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.08.010

Adner, R. 2017. Ecosystem as Structure: An Actionable Construct for 
Strategy. Journal of Management, 43(1): 39–58.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316678451

Ansari, S. S., Garud, R., & Kumaraswamy, A. 2016. The Disruptor’s 
Dilemma: TiVo and the US Television Ecosystem. Strategic 
Management Journal, 37(9): 1829–1853.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2442

Autio, E., Kenney, M., Mustar, P., Siegel, D., & Wright, M. 2014. 
Entrepreneurial Innovation: The Importance of Context. Research 
Policy, 43(7): 1097–1108.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.01.015

Autio, E., & Thomas, L. D. W. 2014. Innovation Ecosystems: 
Implications for Innovation Management? In M. Dodgson, D. M. 
Gann, & N. Phillips (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Innovation 
Management: 204–288. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
http://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199694945.013.012

Autio, E., Nambisan, S., Thomas, L. D., & Wright, M. 2018. Digital 
Affordances, Spatial Affordances, and the Genesis of 
Entrepreneurial Ecosystems. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 
12(1): 72–95.
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1266

Clarysse, B., Wright, M., Bruneel, J., & Mahajan, A. 2014. Creating 
Value in Ecosystems: Crossing the Chasm between Knowledge and 
Business Ecosystems. Research Policy, 43(7): 1164–1176.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.04.014

Claudel, M. 2018. From Organizations to Organizational Fields: The 
Evolution of Civic Innovation Ecosystems. Technology Innovation 
Management Review, 8(6): 34–47.
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1163

Dattée, B., Alexy, O., & Autio, E. 2018. Maneuvering in Poor Visibility: 
How Firms Play the Ecosystem Game when Uncertainty Is High. 
Academy of Management Journal, 61(2): 466–498.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0869

Engel, J. S. 2015. Global Clusters of Innovation: Lessons from Silicon 
Valley. California Management Review, 57(2): 36–65.
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2015.57.2.36

Fisher, G., Kuratko, D. F., Bloodgood, J. M., & Hornsby, J. S. 2017. 
Legitimate to Whom? The Challenge of Audience Diversity and 
New Venture Legitimacy. Journal of Business Venturing, 32(1): 
52–71.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.10.005

Glynn, M. A. & Lounsbury, M. (2005). From the Critics’ Corner: Logic 
Blending, Discursive Change and Authenticity in a Cultural 
Production System. Journal of Management Studies, 42(5): 
1031–1055.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00531.x

Greenwood, R., Raynard, M., Kodeih, F., Micelotta, E. R., & 
Lounsbury, M. (2011). Institutional Complexity and Organizational 
Responses. Academy of Management Annals, 5(1): 317–371.
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.590299

Q&A. Innovation and Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Research: Where Are We Now 
and How Do We Move Forward?  Paavo Ritala and Robin Gustafsson



Technology Innovation Management Review July 2018 (Volume 8, Issue 7)

57timreview.ca

Jacobides, M. G., Cennamo, C., & Gawer, A. 2018. Towards a Theory of 
Ecosystems. Strategic Management Journal.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2904

Järvi, K., Almpanopoulou, A., & Ritala, P. 2018. Organization of 
Knowledge Ecosystems: Prefigurative and Partial forms. Research 
Policy, 47(8): 1523–1537. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.05.007

Ketokivi, M., Mantere, S., & Cornelissen, J. 2017. Reasoning by 
Analogy and the Progress of Theory. Academy of Management 
Review, 42(4): 637–658.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2015.0322

Moore, J. F. 1993. Predators and Prey: A New Ecology of Competition. 
Harvard Business Review, 71(3): 75–83.

Oh, D. S., Phillips, F., Park, S., & Lee, E. 2016. Innovation Ecosystems: 
A Critical Examination. Technovation, 54: 1–6.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2016.02.004

Pache, A. C., & Santos, F. 2010. When Worlds Collide: The Internal 
Dynamics of Organizational Responses to Conflicting Institutional 
Demands. Academy of Management Review, 35(3): 455–476.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/25682424

Pache, A. C., & Santos, F. 2013. Inside the Hybrid Organization: 
Selective Coupling as a Response to Competing Institutional 
Logics. Academy of Management Journal, 56(4): 972–1001.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0405

Peltoniemi, M. 2006. Preliminary Theoretical Framework for the 
Study of Business Ecosystems. Emergence: Complexity and 
Organization, 8(1): 10–19.

Provan, K. G., Fish, A., & Sydow, J. 2007. Interorganizational Networks 
at the Network Level: A Review of the Empirical Literature on 
Whole Networks. Journal of Management, 33(3): 479–516.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307302554

Ritala, P., & Almpanopoulou, A. 2017. In Defense of ‘Eco’ in 
Innovation Ecosystem. Technovation, 60–61: 39–42.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2017.01.004

Rohrbeck, R., Hölzle, K., & Gemünden, H. G. 2009. Opening Up for 
Competitive Advantage – How Deutsche Telekom Creates an Open 
Innovation Ecosystem. R&D Management, 39(4): 420–430.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2009.00568.x

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.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.032

Scaringella, L., & Radziwon, A. 2017. Innovation, Entrepreneurial, 
Knowledge, and Business Ecosystems: Old Wine in New Bottles? 
Technological Forecasting and Social Change.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.09.023

Spigel, B. 2017. The Relational Organization of Entrepreneurial 
Ecosystems. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 41(1): 49–72.
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12167

Stam, E. 2015. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and Regional Policy: A 
Sympathetic Critique. European Planning Studies, 23(9): 1759–1769.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2015.1061484

Still, K., Huhtamäki, J., Russell, M. G., & Rubens, N. 2014. Insights for 
Orchestrating Innovation Ecosystems: The Case of EIT ICT Labs 
and Data-Driven Network Visualisations. International Journal of 
Technology Management, 66(2-3): 243–265.
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJTM.2014.064606

Suddaby, R., Elsbach, K. D., Greenwood, R., Meyer, J. W., & Zilber, T. B. 
2010. Organizations and Their Institutional Environments — 
Bringing Meaning, Values, and Culture Back In: Introduction to the 
Special Research Forum. Academy of Management Journal, 53(6): 
1234–1240.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.57317486

Thomas, L. D. W, & Autio, E. 2014. The Fifth Facet: The Ecosystem as 
an Organizational Field. Academy of Management Proceedings, 
2014(1): 10306.
http://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2014.10306abstract

Tsujimoto, M., Kajikawa, Y., Tomita, J., & Matsumoto, Y. 2017. A 
Review of the Ecosystem Concept—Towards Coherent Ecosystem 
Design. Technological Forecasting and Social Change.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.06.032

Vargo, S. L., Wieland, H., & Akaka, M. A. 2015. Innovation through 
Institutionalization: A Service Ecosystems Perspective. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 44: 63–72.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2014.10.008

Zietsma, C., Groenewegen, P., Logue, D. M., & Hinings, C. R. (Bob). 
2017. Field or Fields? Building the Scaffolding for Cumulation of 
Research on Institutional Fields. Academy of Management Annals, 
11(1): 391–450.
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2014.0052

Citation: Ritala, P., & Gustafsson, R. 2018. Q&A. 
Innovation and Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Research: 
Where Are We Now and How Do We Move Forward? 
Technology Innovation Management Review, 8(7): 52–57. 
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1171

Keywords: innovation ecosystem, entrepreneurial 
ecosystem, business ecosystem, research, methods, 
approaches, theoretical foundations 

Q&A. Innovation and Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Research: Where Are We Now 
and How Do We Move Forward?  Paavo Ritala and Robin Gustafsson

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0


Technology Innovation Management (TIM; timprogram.ca) is an 
international master's level program at Carleton University in 
Ottawa, Canada. It leads to a Master of Applied Science 
(M.A.Sc.) degree, a Master of Engineering (M.Eng.) degree, or a 
Master of Entrepreneurship (M.Ent.) degree. The objective of 
this program is to train aspiring entrepreneurs on creating 
wealth at the early stages of company or opportunity lifecycles.

• The TIM Review is published in association with and receives 
partial funding from the TIM program.

Academic Affiliations and Funding Acknowledgements

The Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern 
Ontario (FedDev Ontario; feddevontario.gc.ca) is part of the 
Innovation, Science and Economic Development portfolio and 
one of six regional development agencies, each of which helps 
to address key economic challenges by providing regionally-
tailored programs, services, knowledge and expertise.

• The TIM Review receives partial funding from FedDev 
Ontario's Investing in Regional Diversification initiative.

timreview.ca
Technology Innovation
Management Review

http://timreview.ca
http://carleton.ca
http://timprogram.ca
http://www.feddevontario.gc.ca/eic/site/723.nsf/eng/home
http://timprogram.ca
http://www.feddevontario.gc.ca/eic/site/723.nsf/eng/home



