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Abstract

Digitalization has changed the way certain firms create and capture value. One channel for this
change is through the emergence of business ecosystems. Taking part in these ecosystems
requires a certain set of dynamic capabilities, called integrative capabilities. In this article, we
use data from a large-scale, cross-industries and cross-continents survey to empirically test
whether the presence of such capabilities are associated with faster revenue growth. We
conclude that it is the case, providing empirical confirmation to the theory that participation in
a business ecosystem helps with the value creation or capture of a firm.
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1. INTRODUCTION

There is a broad consensus, among both practitioners and academics, that digitalization
has changed the way value is created and captured in many industries all around the world.
In the past few decades, scholars have dug deeper into the mechanisms underlying this
change and have identified several channels through which this transformation is operated.
One of the most recent development in this pursuit is the identification of business
ecosystems as a driving force behind this change (Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer 2018).
Participating in this new environment requires a reorganisation of the firm resources
(Amit and Han 2017). Operating this reorganisation calls, in turn, for a certain set of
dynamic capabilities, called integrative capabilities (Helfat and Raubitschek 2018).
Empirically testing whether those capabilities are connected with the process of value
creation or capture, however, remains a challenge. This is what this article sets up to do.

The challenge for this identification is two-fold. First, obtaining data on a sufficiently broad
array of companies and their digital strategies and action remains a challenge. In this
article, we have access to a survey of more than 1,300 firms from all over the world and
across many industries. This dataset is unique in that it allows for controlling for several
potential sources of value creation or capture coming both from the digital strategy, such as
their digital maturity, or the underlying characteristics of firms, such as their location,
industry or size.

The second part of the challenge lies in the fact that, besides the participation in an
ecosystem, an often connected but distinct concept, the participation of a firm in a platform
strategy, might make identification of the effect of integrative capabilities complex. The
platform phenomenon is well-researched, namely under the scope of network effects,
whether direct (Eisenmann, Parker, and Van Alstyne 2009; Farrell and Saloner 1985; Katz
and Shapiro 1986) or indirect (Boudreau and Jeppesen 2015; Evans 2003; Hagiu 2013;
Rochet and Tirole 2003), that result in winner-takes-all outcomes. The connection between
the presence of platforms and value creation or capture being established both in the
theoretical and the empirical literature, disentangling its effect from the value potentially
arising from having integrative capabilities is not simple. In this article, and given the
nature of the data we have at our disposal, described in Section 5, we are able to control for
aspects of the platform strategy to identify the effect of the integrative dynamic
capabilities.

Our main results suggest that the mere fact of participating to a digital platform does not
correlate with performance when properly controlling for external and firm-specific
factors. We further observe that it is not the ownership of a platform (over the use of third-
party platforms) that conditions its relationship with performance. Our results shed light
on the importance of firms’ specific capabilities in today’s platform environment. More
precisely, the data indicates that the value creation or capture comes rather from the
capabilities to integrate a firm offer with the one of competitors or of partners in order to
foster the emergence of a business ecosystem.



This has practical importance as it indicates that strategic leaders should devote their
attention primarily to the building of capabilities turned towards integrating their offers
and processes with their business partners instead of giving priority to the questions of
platform ownership or participation. It confirms, in this instance, the link between internal
dynamic capabilities and the creation or capture of a larger share of value. It is, finally, a
confirmation of the call for strategic leaders to rethink the role of their company as part of
a larger ecosystem as a way to partake into the new industrial organization brought forth
by the digital transformation.

The next two sections (2 and 3) will define and detail the two concepts we seek to connect
with value creation or capture. Section 5 then details in a conceptual fashion the
econometric model we will use to test the connection between those concepts. We then
describe the data used in Section 5 and the results of the tests in Section 6. We finally
conclude and provide the key take-away points in Section 7.

2. ECOSYSTEMS[ecosystems]

The term ecosystem refers to “a group of interacting firms that depend on each other’s
activities” (Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer 2018). According to Iansiti and Levien (2004a),
this group of interacting firms co-evolve their capabilities and roles and align with the
direction given by one or more central firms. The concept of ecosystems has received
significant attention both from academia and the industry over the past 20 years (Adner
2017). lllustrating the recent rising interest for the topic in the industry, Jacobides,
Cennamo, and Gawer (2018) points out that the word “ecosystem” appeared more than
160 times in Alibaba IPO’s announcement in 2014. In academia, the frequency of the word
ecosystem in the titles or abstracts of strategy papers is seven times greater now than it
was five years ago (Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer 2018). This concept has become so
important that Teece (2016) suggests it might replace the traditional notion of industries
when performing analyses. According to Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer (2018),
modularity enables the emergence of ecosystems. It allows indeed interdependent firms to
coordinate, integrating their offerings, without a formal hierarchy in place. Based on their
literature review, we identified three non-mutually exclusive views on ecosystems.

The first perspective focuses on platform ecosystems. It considers how the different actors
organize around a platform (Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer 2018). Studies focus on the
interdependence between a platform owner and its network of complementors. We
observe three main streams of research around platform ecosystems (McIntyre and
Srinivasan 2017). First, the industrial organization stream focuses on better understanding
network effects (Parker and Van Alstyne 2005; Shapiro and Varian 1999), and their impact
on the emergence of dominant platforms. Second, the technology management perspective
puts emphasis on the platform architectures (Gawer 2009) and on how platform sponsors
can attract third-party complementors. This stream therefore focuses on design strategies
to generate indirect network effects (Eisenmann 2006; Evans, Hagiu, and Schmalensee
2008). Lastly, the strategic management literature deals with the competitive advantage
induced by platforms. Authors like Adner and Kapoor (2010) and Hein et al. (2019) have



shown that competitive advantage in the platform play depends on the capacity of firms to
stimulate value co-creation with the ecosystem.

Secondly, the business ecosystems (as defined in (Autio et al. 2018)) stream focuses on a
firm and its environment. Teece (2007) defined a business ecosystem as a “community of
organizations, institutions, and individuals that impact the enterprise and the enterprise’s
customers and supplies”. Still according to Teece (2007), the ecosystem is related to the
environment of the firm that affects its dynamic capabilities and competitive advantage.
Others, such as lansiti and Levien (2004b), focus on the performance of involved firms that
is dependent on the overall performance of the ecosystem. lansiti and Levien (2004b) and
Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006) also emphasize the crucial role of the central firm - called hub
or keystone firm - in maintaining stability within the network.

The last stream, focusing on innovation ecosystems, concerns the development of new
innovations or value propositions, and the latent players involved. This perspective focuses
on groups of firms that interact and partner up to combine individual products or services
to propose integrated offerings. We can associate this type of ecosystem to what Adner
(2017) call “ecosystem-as-structure”, where the “configurations of activity are defined by a
certain value proposition”. Earlier, in 2006, Adner defined an innovation ecosystem as “the
collaborative arrangements through which firms combine their individual offerings into a
coherent, customer-facing solution” (Adner 2006). In innovation ecosystems, an important
driver of value creation for customers is the extent to which companies align thanks to
different arrangements (Adner 2017). According to Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer (2018),
research in the field has notably studied the impact on collaborative arrangements
between the innovator and its complementors on the ability to invest in and commercialize
a new technology (e.g., Kapoor and Lee (2013); Leten et al. (2013)), the positive effect of
knowledge sharing on the strength of inter-organizational relationships and the ecosystem
(e.g. Alexy, George, and Salter (2013); Brusoni and Prencipe (2013); Frankort (2013)) and
the health and survival of the ecosystem (Leten et al. (2013); West and Wood (2013)).

In the present article, we provide evidence that the first type of ecosystem might not be the
primary source of value creation or capture. Indeed, its effects partially “fades away” when
analysed together with information about the other two aspects. Those, in turn, are robust
to a large set of controls, both on the digital strategy of the firm and their other
characteristics.

3. INTEGRATIVE DYNAMIC CAPABILITIES[dynamic_capabilities]

The way incumbents or new-entrant alike can be usefully part of ecosystems is by building
up what the literature calls integrative dynamic capabilities. According to standard strategy
literature, sustainable competitive success derives from a specific set of capabilities, called
dynamic capabilities (Eisenhardt and Martin 2000). Those capabilities are "the firm’s
processes that use resources - specifically the processes to integrate, reconfigure, gain and
release resources - to match and even create market change" (Teece, Pisano, and Shuen
1997). These are often grouped into 3 subsets, according to their finality: the ones that
enable sensing and scanning the environment, the ones that enable seizing new



opportunities and the ones enabling transforming (or reconfiguring) the resources of the
firm (Teece 2007).

The logic behind this strand of literature is based on the classical innovation research,
going back to the Schumpeterian notion of creative destruction. The reasoning highlights
the fact that, in order to survive, firms have to innovate at least at the same pace as their
competitors. In the language of the Resource Based View, the prevalent paradigm in the
strategic management literature, this entails being able to reorganize resources to respond
to environmental changes. This is why dynamic capabilities are conceived as the strategic
source of profit in turbulent industries (Teece 1986).

More recently, scholars have operated a convergence between the general framework of
dynamic capabilities and the topics of digital business and platform ecosystems (Helfat and
Raubitschek 2018). This convergence emphasize the importance of integrative capabilities.
Those capabilities, that can be either operational - meaning used to operate the current
business model of the firm - or dynamic - meaning used primarily to make the business
model of the firm evolve - are thought to be important in markets underpinned by
ecosystem dynamics. Those capabilities span several categories of dynamic capabilities
(mostly sensing and seizing). They also differ from their more classical counterpart in the
sense that they are related to the way they impact the boundary of the firms rather than the
resources inside those boundaries. There has, however, been no empirical confirmation of
those hypotheses so far in the scientific literature. Moreover, the literature has, thus far,
focused mostly exclusively on platform owners (or ecosystems orchestrators) with very
little emphasis on firms taking part to the ecosystem.

In the aforementioned context, there is a need for moving beyond the adoption of a
platform strategy itself to further look at the required capabilities to benefit from such
models. Based on the early Profiting From Innovation (PFI) framework proposed by Teece
(1986) and revised in Teece (2018), Helfat and Raubitschek (2018) have recently
suggested that in order to not only create but also capture value from digital platform-
based ecosystems, three types of capabilities are crucial for orchestrators: innovation
capabilities, environmental scanning and sensing capabilities, and integrative capabilities.



4. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Digital state

/\

Platform adoption 7 > Performance

Integrative capabilities

Figure 1 - Conceptual framework

In this article, we propose a theoretical model grounded in the literature presented above.
As most platforms have a revenue enhancement component, we define performance based
on firms’ top line results. The model considers this performance as dependent on elements
related to the environment in which the firm operates (e.g.: its industry), its own
characteristics (e.g.: size) and its strategic choices such as those linked with digitization.

Figure 1 illustrates the focus of the theoretical model investigated. The central objective is
to refine our understanding on the relationship between the platform strategy and
performance. To do so, we make the hypotheses that

Hypothesis (H1). Digital maturity is a confounding factor of the relationship between
platforms and performance

Hypothesis (H2). This relationship is moderated by the extent to which firms partner up
with other organizations to integrate their offerings, used as a proxy for what Helfat and
Raubitschek (2018) call "integrative capabilities".

The conceptual model presented above only depicts our variables of interest. However, the
regression model used to explore the correlation between platform strategies and
performance takes a series of controls into account. Indeed, as stated above, we also
account for external (e.g.: industry) and firm-specific characteristics (e.g.: size) that are
expected to play a role on firms’ performance

Before diving into the statistical description of our variables of interest, the next section
describes in greater details the sample used as well as variables included in our analyses.

5. DATA AND EMPIRICAL IMPLEMENTATION

The data used in this article comes from a survey conducted online by the McKinsey Global
Institute between May 15 to May 25 2018. It was based on a closed sample of more than
15,000 companies with a skew towards large companies. In total, we have 1,303 responses
from executives from all over the world and across a vast array of industries (the typical



response rate was 8-12% in the country/industy pairs). The composition of the sample in
each country was conceived to match the economic representation of each industry.

The answer were provided by officers in charge of at least a business unit in the company
and was incentivized by the access to the aggregated results of the survey. Additional
quality checks, such as questions randomization were performed. This dataset is similar in
its conception to the one used in Bloom, Sadun, and Van Reenen (2015, 2012). While other
papers, such as Bughin et al. (2017) and Bughin and Zeebroeck (2017) have used previous
versions of the survey, it is the first time this version of the survey is used in the academic
literature.

A full description of our sample is provided in Appendix A. It shows that the data on which
our analysis is based is well-varied, in terms of industry, geography and type of business.
As for any survey data, there are biases, but the econometric treatment given in the next
sections makes sure those are accounted for when relevant. Moreover, the large cross-
sectional nature of the data allows for statistically robust comparisons between different
types of actors that will lend credit to the generality of the results presented here. Finally,
we firmly believe that this data is as close as one can obtain to analyze such specific topics
across a large number of countries and industries. As such, the present article contributes
to the literature by generalizing local or industry-specific findings and bringing scale to the
discovery in the field of digital platforms, ecosystems and dynamic capabilities. The
following paragraphs aim at describing the different variables used throughout the
analyses to come.

First, the Platform Strategy variable has been derived from a multiple choices question
asking: “Which of the following statements best describe your organization’s use of digital
platforms? (Select all that apply)”. Next to the “Other” and “Don’t know” options that were
left out of our analyses, five main options were proposed:

1. We own at least one platform that is used by others.

2.  We use a platform to gain access to customers/partners we otherwise would not
reach.

3.  We use a platform to improve (or maintain) access to our current customers/partners.
4. We use a platform to monetize our data.
5. Notapplicable; we do not own or use any platforms.

This question allows to derive information on the two strategies present in the literature
(Van Alstyne and Parker 2017). First, a firm may own its platform and therefore act as
platform leader. This case is composed by respondents having answered either the first
option alone, or a combination of the first option and one or several of the following
excluding the fifth. Second, a firm may only use an existing platform owned by another
entity, and therefore act as a complementor. This case is composed by respondents having
chosen one or several options among the second, third and fourth options. Used as dummy
variable, the alternative option that will be left out of the regressions to come is "having not



adopted any of the platform strategy” and is composed by respondents having chosen the
option five to this question.

Second, as we suspect a confounding effect of digitization of firms impacting both the
adoption of platforms and performance, we use first a measure of the proportion of core
operations that are digitized to account for the Digital Maturity of firms represented. This
measure is based on a categorical variable composed by 7 levels, from "0%" to "more than
80%". Since the pace of digitization might differ from one industry to another, we subtract
the average of the industry (excluding the focal company) from the category of the focal
firm. We end up with a relevant measure of the digital stage of firms taking their peers’
situation into account.

In order to complete this Digital Maturity measure, we add a second dimension that takes
both the incumbency and digital status of firms into account. In this case, the dimension of
digital maturity is oriented towards firms’ output, and more precisely sales. The variable
used distinguishes traditional established firms from digital established firms and digital
natives. Traditional established firms are companies that are competing primarily in
traditional ways (i.e. more than 80% of sales that are not digital). Digital established firms
are established firms having operated a digital transformation and that are therefore
competing substantially in new ways through digitization (i.e., more than 20 percent of
sales consists of digital offerings and/or new digital businesses). Finally, digital natives are
firms that are born digital, and that are therefore mostly competing through digitization.
We call this variable Digital Incumbency.

Third, we are interested in assessing the potential moderating effect of Integrative
Capabilities over the relationship between platform strategy and performance. Such
capabilities are proxied by a survey question asking the extent to which the companies’
respondents agree with the following statement: “We partner up with other organizations
to propose more integrated offerings”. Next to the “Don’t know” option, respondents were
proposed with the other options “Strongly disagree”, “Disagree”, “Neutral”, “Agree” and
“Strongly agree”. Based on this question, we derive a measure of the level to which firms
collaborate to integrate their offerings, reflecting integrative capabilities possessed by the

firms.

Finally, the Performance variable is proxied by firms’ past revenue growth compared with
the median of the industry they operate in. This variable is based on a survey question
asking respondents their revenue growth over the past 3 years. To answer this question,
respondents had to select one category of past revenue growth among those listed in Table
1. The Performance variable is then computed by subtracting the industry’s median
category from the category of each firm. We finally have a three levels variable that
distinguishes under-performers whose past performance has been below the industry
median from median-performer and over-performer whose past performance has been
respectively equal to or above the industry median.

Table 1 - Categories of past revenue growth
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In order to account for other potential performance drivers, we will include three
additional control variables to our regression analyses.

First, the Geography control is based on the region in which the HQ and, supposedly,
strategic decisions are located. All regions of the world are represented: Europe, North
America, Asia-Pacific, India and Developing regions including China, Latin America, North-
Africa and Middle East. Taking the geographic dimension into account allows to consider
potential macro differences in firms’ profiles, strategies and performances.

As strategic decisions and resulting performance may also be influenced by unobservable
factors at the industry level, we include a dummy variable for the Industry to account for
these potential effects. As already explained, a wide range of industries are represented,
but three industries are pre-dominant in the sample. These three industries are composed
by “Business, legal and professional services”, “Financial services” and “High-tech”. In order
to avoid any misinterpretation coming from over-representation of some industries, and to
be able to draw conclusions at the industry level, we have aggregated certain industries
according to usual industries’ grouping. From a total of 22 initial industries, we end up with
10 groups of industries that will be used throughout the analyses. These groups and their

relative distribution are detailed in Appendix B.

Finally, we also include a control for the Size of the company in terms of revenue. Size of the
company is based on the revenues declared by respondents. It is a broad categorical
variable with 12 levels ranging from “Less than $10 Million per year” to “$30 Billion or
more”.

Further information about the questionnaire and the questions is available in the Online
Appendix.



6. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS[results_desc]

Platform strategy

In total, 92% of companies represented in our sample have adopted a platform strategy. If
we restrict the dataset to these platform players, we observe that 54% of platform adopters
have launched their own platform while the remaining 46% declare using a third-party
one. The present section aims at documenting the phenomenon of platform adoption
across different characteristics such as location or market type.
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(a) Platform strategy by location of headquarters (b) Platform strategy by industry
(c) Platform strategy by type of market (d) Platform strategy by type of offering

Figure 2 - Type of platform strategy by geographical origin, industry, types of market and
offering

Looking at Figure 2, our objective is to highlight differences in adoption patterns across
several dimensions!. First of all, while the Figure 2.a depicting the platform strategy by
location of headquarters seems to indicate a difference between Europe and North America

1 Please note that proportion z-tests have been performed in R to assess the significance of
these differences. Heterogeneity highlighted is considered as significant if the p-value is
lower that 0.05. When differences are declared significant, tables are available in the Online
Appendix



in terms of the proportion of firms having adopted a platform strategy, this difference is not
significant. The same conclusion holds for industries if we compare each pair of industries.
There is no statistical evidence confirming that some industries have a larger proportion of
platform adopters than others. Looking at the proportion of adopters versus non adopters,
the phenomenon is actually quite homogeneous across all dimensions. In other words,
there are no significant differences across different locations, industries, types of markets
or offerings, leading us to the conclusion that most firms today have adopted a platform
strategy, whatever the environment they evolve in.

Looking at the distinction between platform owners and users, data seem to indicate a
significant difference in terms of market types. Indeed, as illustrated by Figure 2.c, our data
show that there are proportionally more owners than users of platforms in business-to-
business markets than in business-to-consumer ones (see Table 1 of the Online Appendix,
where business-to-government and business-to-business-to-consumer have been included
in the business-to-business category). This result may be explained by the fact that
business-to-consumer markets are characterised by potential for strong network effects
due to the size of the targeted markets. These network effects lead to winner-takes-all
outcomes that leaves no place for several platform owners. Another potential reason may
be related to multi-homing and interoperability potential. In the first case, firms in
business-to-business markets may be willing to use several platforms according to specific
business needs, leaving place for several platform owners to co-exist. The second case,
which may be considered as a cause or consequence of the first one, is related to
interoperability. Interoperability tend to increase the potential for platform players to co-
exist as platforms can easily be connected to one another. While these reasons may explain
the results presented, it is worth noting that this question has not been empirically
addressed yet in the literature. Indeed, the literature on platforms has been mainly focused
on business-to-consumer markets (e.g. Facebook, Apple, etc.), neglecting the emergence of
noteworthy platforms in business-to-business environments and the potential
heterogeneity between these two environments. Finally, it is important to emphasize the
fact that, while industries tend to show differences in the proportion of owners on Figure
2.b, differences between each pair of industries are not significant enough to draw any
conclusion. Based on the data presented, we cannot confirm that, to take the two extreme
on Figure 2.b, there are more platform owners in the retail industry than in the mining and
raw materials industry.

The last distinction we explore is related to the digital incumbency of firms. As a reminder,
we distinguish here traditional incumbents from digital incumbents and digital natives. Our
data show a significant difference in terms of adoption of platforms between traditional
and digital firms. Indeed, digital firms, whether being a digital native or an incumbent
having operated a digital transformation, seem to own or use more platforms than their
traditional counterparts (see Table 2 in the Online Appendix). If we look at the strategies
into more details, we only observe a significant difference between digital incumbent and
digital natives. Indeed, the proportion of platform owners is significantly higher among
digital native than among digital incumbents who seem to favour the strategy of using a
third-party platform.



Integrative capabilities

While we have seen that a large majority of firms (i.e. 92%) in our sample has already
adopted a platform strategy, we turn now our attention to a specific capability supposed to
favor both value creation and capture for platform players: integrative capabilities. The
first striking result we observe is that the integrative approach and underlying capabilities
do not seem to always accompany a platform strategy. Indeed, only 61% of companies
having adopted a platform strategy declare integrating their offering with external
partners. Before looking closer at the intersection of platform strategies and integrative
capabilities, let us first describe this dimension across several characteristics, as we did for
platform strategies. The following graphs are based on the complete sample data and
consider thus both platform adopters and non-adopters.

“We partner with other organizations to give "We partner with other organizations o give
customers more integrated offerings.” customers more integrated offerings.”

7

Industries

Geography

Mt

Developing -

050 075 050 U]
Proportion Proportion

(a) Integrative capabilities by location of head- (b) Integrative capabilities by industry
quar ters
"We partner with other organizations to give "We partner with other organizations to give
customers more inlcgmlcjufil‘,rings." customers more imc:g.rnlcrff offerings.”
B:( - -
Hok -
in:“ ) - EJ
£ Bic- e 2
Productis) -
. - -
nda 035 030 n¥s 100 i 035 050 160
Proportion Proportion

(c) Integrative capabilities by type of market ~ (d) Integrative capabilities by type of offering

Figure 3 - Integrative capabilities by geographical origin, industry, types of market and
offering

Looking at Figure 3.3, there is a clear difference between North America and the other
regions. Indeed, it can be observed that North America has a greater proportion of
companies that integrate their offerings with external partners than the rest. This
difference is statistically significant: North America’s share of companies having an
integrative approach is higher than in other regions (see Table 3 in the Online Appendix).



Moving on to the industries, we also observe some heterogeneity. As depicted by Figure
3.b, there exist three groups of industries in terms of integration. First, the high tech,
finance and telecommunication industries tend to have a greater share of companies that
integrate their offerings than the rest. The second group is composed by the retail,
chemicals, transport and manufacturing industries that have a lower proportion of
integrating firms. Finally, the third group is composed by the rest of the industries that
have a share of integrating firms around the average (see significant differences between
pairs of industries in Table 4 of the Online Appendix). While we only see a minor difference
between types of markets, the types of offerings also show some heterogeneity. Indeed,
Figure 3.d clearly shows that pure product firms tend to be less integrative than pure
service firms or hybrid ones. These differences are statistically significant (see Table 5 of
the Online Appendix). The rationale behind it may be that it is more difficult to adapt your
own product to offer it in a combined value proposition than to adapt services. Services can
indeed easily be combined with the ones of external partners, while products may incur
greater costs to do so.

"We partner with other organizations to give
customers more integrated offerings."
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Figure 4 - Integrative capabilities by digital incumbency

Figure 4 depicts the propensity to integrate offerings with external partner by digital
incumbency. While digital natives seem relatively similar to incumbents having operated a
digital transformation, they differ significantly from their traditional counterparts who
haven’t done so (see Table 6 of the Online Appendix). Based on this result and previous
observation related to the industries, we observe that the integrative approach seems
correlated with digitization. Firms that are digital or evolving in a digital environment seem
to be more likely to integrate their offerings than others.



To sum up, looking at the data highlights the fact that, while it appears that platform
strategies are adopted by the majority of our sample and are equally distributed across
several dimensions, the propensity to integrate offerings with external players is much less
present and uniform. While interesting as a standalone factoid, it does not answer the
question of whether it has an impact on a companies’ performance. Before diving into our
regression analysis, let us take a look at the descriptive analysis of the combination
between platform strategy and integrative capabilities.

On the interplay between platform strategy and integrative
capabilities

"We partner with other organizations to give
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Figure 5 - Integrative capabilities by platform strategy

Combining platform and integrative capabilities, it can be observed on Figure 5 that there
are proportionally more firms integrating their offerings with external partners among
platform players than among non-platform players. This observation is confirmed by
statistical testing (see Table 7 of the Online Appendix). If we look deeper at the different



strategies, the same Figure 5 seems to indicate that there are proportionally more
integrative players among users of platforms than among owners. Again, this difference is
statistically significant (see Table 7 of the Online Appendix). With these descriptive
statistics in mind, we are now able to explore the relationship between platforms and
performance.

7. REGRESSION ANALYSIS[results_reg]

The objective of the present section is to further study the relationship between platform
strategies, integrative capabilities and performance. To do so, we built a multiple
regression model aiming at exploring (1) the potential confounding effect of firms’ digital
state and (2) the moderation effect of integrative capabilities over platforms strategies’
impact on performance.

The ordered categorical nature of the output variable turns the use of simple linear
regression spurious as the variable is constrained to a set of discrete values. The most
natural way of evaluating the data involves therefore using a member of the generalized
linear models’ family: the ordered logit regression method. The model assumes
proportional odds and is therefore a case of classical ordered logit application. This means
that the coefficients are not directly interpretable as proportional effects. In the present
econometric analysis, we are mainly concerned about the sign of the coefficient: a positive
coefficient indicates that the variable is positively correlated to the outcome variable while
a negative coefficient indicates the opposite.

The reader interested in interpreting the magnitude of coefficients should note that data
was standardized. As such the coefficient represent the change in odds between two classes
when we move a covariate by one standard deviation. This rescaling is fairly common in
the literature when using logit models. This avoids oddities in the regression due to
difference in scales between variables, although the data at hand is mostly on likert scales.
The regressions were also estimated on the unscaled data with the same conclusions.

Platform strategy

Authors in the field of platforms tend to indicate that the participation in a platform
strategy correlates with higher performance. The rationale is mostly based on the positive
network and resulting winner-takes-all effects (e.g. (Van Alstyne, Parker, and Choudary
2016))

As it turns out, this is confirmed in our data (see Table 2, column (1)). The fact of owning or
using a platform correlates indeed positively with performance when compared to the
alternative of not participating in the platform game at all. As already mentioned in the
description of the dataset, though, most of the respondents declared to be involved at some
degree with platforms. It means that the base case in such regression is relatively small.



Table 2 - Regression coefficients of platform strategies. The different regressions in each
column were built with different sets of controls.

Dependent variable:

Performance : Past Revenue Growth
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Own platform 0.382* 0351 0429 0418 0442 0431 0357
(0.206) (0.207) (0.209) (0.269) (0.215)  (0.216) (0.217)

Use platform 0.351° 0.287 0.394" 0.349 0.370" 0.352 0.310
(0.208) (0.211) (0.211) (0.213) (0.217) (0.218) (0.220)

Geography - Yes - Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry - - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Size - - - - Yes Yes Yes
Digital Maturity - - - - - Yes Yes
Digital Incumbency - - - - - - Yes
Observations 1,235 1,235 1,235 1,235 1,211 1,211 1,211
Note: p<0.1; “p<0.05; " p<0.01

If we now look deeper at the distinction between the two platform strategies (i.e. owning
versus using a platform), it seems that our data also confirms what the literature suggests.
Indeed, when looking at the coefficients, it appears that owning a platform has a greater
and positive impact on performance compared with only using a platform owned by a
third-party.

Furthermore, it is worth noting that the positive effect of owning a platform persists even if
we control for the industry, geography, size and digital maturity in terms of core
operations. However, if we account for the fact that a company has or not operated a digital
transformation (i.e. is it a digital native, an incumbent having adopted a clear digital
strategy or, our base case, a traditional incumbent that has not adapted to the ways of
working brought about by the digital revolution), the relation between platform strategy
and performance loses relevance at traditional statistical significance levels (this can be
seen in column (7) of Table 2). Combining descriptive statistics and regression analyses,
results tend to confirm that firms’ digital state act as a confounding factor in the link
between a platform strategy and performance.

Integrative capabilities

As stated earlier, we took the hypothesis that integrative capabilities moderate the relation
between platforms and performance. The first step to assess this moderating effect is to
add this variable (i.e. integrative capabilities) as a control variable in our model and look at
the impact on the platform effect. While previous results seem to confirm, as long as we
don’t account for the digital incumbency measure, that companies which have a platform



strategy tend to grow at faster rate, these conclusions fade when we control for the focal
company’s integrative capabilities.

Indeed, when we repeat the previous analysis while adding this variable to the set of
factors correlating with performance, it makes the relevance of adopting a platform
strategy weak, whatever the strategy adopted (see Table 3). As one can notice, integrative
capabilities seem to be an important determinant of performance in today’s digital
environments?.

Table 3 - Regression coefficients of platform strategies with the addition of integrative
capabilities. The different regressions in each column were built with different sets of controls.

Dependent variable:

Performance : Past Revenue Growth
(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (6) (7) (8)

Integrative capabilities  0.240"**  0.234°* 0236  0.212° 0219  0242°  0.203"*  0.199"*
(0.050)  (0.050)  (0.050)  (0.051)  (0.052)  (0.053)  (0.054)  (0.055)

Own platform 0.285 0.257 0.345 0.336 0.3587 0.308 0.303
(0.208) (0.209) (0.211) (0.212) (0.216) (0.218) (0.218)

Use platform 0.234 0.173 0.294 0.249 0.274 0.210 0.250
(0.211) (0.213) (0.213) (0.215) (0.219) (0.221) (0.222)

Geography - - Yes - Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry - - - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Size - - - - - Yes Yes Yes
Digital Maturity - - - - - - Yes Yes
Digital Incumbency - - - - - - - Yes
Observations 1,235 1,235 1,235 1,235 1,235 1,211 1,211 1,211
Note: “p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01

This might be understood as an indication that digital native companies or companies that
have operated a digital transformation are expected to see their revenue grow faster than
the rest of companies, no matter whether they pursue a platform strategy or not (i.e. a
company that is digital from the start but sells through their own webshop has the same
expected revenue growth as the same company which built a platform to sell the same
wares). However, wanting to integrate its own offer with other companies correlates with
revenue growth even when accounting for the fact of having operated this transformation
or not (i.e. knowing if the webshop in the previous example somehow sells its products as

2 Besides the main regression, we also performed several robustness checks, both to test
the influence of the choice of the dependent variable and possible endogeneity between the
platform strategy and the variable of interest. The results of such checks do not alter the
main conclusions presented here. They are summarize in the appendix in section
[robustness]



complements to the services or product of another company as part of a bundled offer, for
example).

While this result seems to put in question part of the previous literature about the effects of
adopting a platform strategy, it is important to mention that it is not antagonistic to it;
indeed, this does not dismiss the effect of platform on revenue growth. Rather than that, it
nuances it and helps highlight the mechanism through which platforms create value: by
creating joint value through integrating value propositions rather than by just herding the
consumer and decreasing search costs on both sides. Platforms are possibly one way to
create this joint value but not exclusively. While it can help reaching the critical mass by
bringing customers or suppliers together, more value can still come from the creation of a
common proposition from different players.

On the interplay between platform strategy and integrative
capabilities

Having analyzed the basic model, we now turn our attention towards interactions between
the adoption of platform strategies and capabilities. It is possible to use the data to query
whether the willingness to integrate a company’s offer with other players, that we use as a
proxy for dynamic capabilities, has an impact on the company’s platform strategy
performance. This is done in Table 4. From it, one can see that there is a difference between
companies that use or own platforms and state that they aim at integrating their offer with
others and the ones that use or own platforms but are not collaborating with other players
to serve their customer in a more integrated fashion. The base case left outside of the
regressions to avoid multicollinearity is, again, the No platform strategy. The companies in
the first category tend to have a better results in terms of revenue growth. It seems
therefore that, when pursuing a platform strategy, it is less effective to want to retain
control over the whole offer than to partner with others to propose the customer a more
integrated offer. These results confirm the importance of integrative capabilities in digital
platform ecosystems, as suggested by (Helfat and Raubitschek 2018).

Table 4 - Regression coefficients of platform strategies coupled with integrative capabilities.
The different regressions in each column were built with different sets of controls.



Dependent variable:

Performance : Past Revenue Growth
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6) (7)

Own platform w/ integrative capabilities 0.537**  0.494* 0565 0546  0.600"*  0.565* 0.471""
(0.216) (0.218) (0.2200 (0.222) (0.226) (0.226) (0.229)

Own platform w/o integrative capabilities 0.179 0.169 0.252 0.255 0.240 0.260 0.228
(0.223) (0.224) (0.226) (0.228)  (0.232)  (0.233) (0.234)

Use platform w/ integrative capabilities 0461  0416° 0.475* 0451 0494  0.456" 0415"
(0.217)  (0.220) (0.220) (0.222)  (0.227)  (0.228) (0.231)

Use platform w/o integrative capabilities 0.151 0.060 0.251 0.173 0.167 0.182 0.164
(0.235)  (0.237) (0.238) (0.240)  (0.243)  (0.245) (0.246)

Geography - Yes - Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry - - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Size - - - - Yes Yes Yes
Digital Maturity - - - - - Yes Yes
Digital Incumbency - - - - - - Yes
Observations 1,235 1,235 1,235 1,235 1,211 1,211 1,211
Note: *p<0.1; *"p<0.05; **p<0.01

While Helfat and Raubitschek (2018) highlight the importance of integrative capabilities,
among other dynamic capabilities, for platform leaders, our results seem to extend this
suggestion to platform users, also called complementors in the literature. However, one
may notice that both the magnitude of the effect as well as the significance is higher for
platform owners than for platform users, and this is confirmed by our robustness checks
(see Appendix B). These results clearly show that integrative capabilities are crucial for
platform players, and especially for owners of platforms. Aggregated, these conclusions
seem to imply that, while competition between platforms usually exhibit winner-takes-all
dynamics, it might be counterproductive to keep this mindset as an individual player. As
such, as platforms become important gateways, substituting or coalescing huge swaths of
the market, they simultaneously force participants, both orchestrators and complementors,
to open and, hence, develop the necessary capabilities to collaborate with external players
in what one can hope is a mutually beneficial way.

In conclusion, the data analyzed here points towards a shift of focus from the actual way to
create or participate into a platform towards the emphasis on value co-creation and
capture based on integrative capabilities. Although this paper does not have vocation to
bring about a new consistent theory, it aims at providing additional empirical evidence on
the importance of specific capabilities needed to create and capture value from platforms.
Furthermore, it is worth noting that conclusions remain unchanged when applying the
following changes to the dependent variable : (1) using a binary dependent variable that
takes the value 1 if Past Revenue Growth is higher the industry’s median and 0 if equal or
lower, (2) using the same binary variable based on Future Revenue Growth expectations
and (3) using Future Revenue Growth categories compared with the industry and thus,
three levels performance as we used throughout this paper. Moreover, results remain



unchanged when the dataset is limited to incumbent firms by excluding the Digital natives
category from the sample. These robustness checks are presented in details in Appendix B.

8. CONCLUSION

Although the nature of data used may be subject to some bias (as it is survey data) and
prevent causal analysis (due to its cross-sectional nature), we have presented evidences
showing that platforms strategies per se may not be beneficial if they are not supported by
the right capabilities. Building up on Teece (2018) and Helfat and Raubitschek (2018)’s
work, we have focused on integrative capabilities and have shown that, especially for
platform owners, platform adoption is positively correlated with performance when
coupled with an integrative approach towards external partners. Our contribution
therefore confirms Helfat and Raubitschek (2018)’s suggestions in a field that has been
relatively less investigated compared with other dynamic capabilities such as innovation
ones. More generally, this finding seems to indicate that the fact of being a platform
orchestrator or simply a participant could have less importance than being part of a larger
ecosystem and being able to integrate one’s value proposal with that of others.

Besides our contribution to the literature depicted here above, these results have also
important managerial implications. By confirming Helfat and Raubitschek (2018)’s
suggestions, we have empirically shown that integrative capabilities are crucial to thrive in
today’s highly connected environments dominated by digital platforms. We have indeed
proved that the mere adoption of a platform strategy is not sufficient to succeed. Indeed, in
order to profit from platform ecosystems, firms must make sure they have the right
capabilities and in particular, integrative ones. These capabilities include, as mentioned by
Helfat and Raubitschek (2018), dedicated teams working on selecting partner to form
potential alliances and working with them to align activities and products.

Finally, our results opens up doors for future research at the frontier of platforms,
ecosystems and dynamic capabilities. The literature on ecosystems is emergent and there is
still a lack of unified view on what shapes an ecosystem and what are the success factors in
these specific environments. As we know, platforms favour the emergence of such
environments by connecting different players. In this context, the source of value creation
and hence, capture, shift from assets ownership to relationships’ orchestration (Van
Alstyne, Parker, and Choudary 2016). Two specific areas for future research can be
explored based on our results. First, it would be relevant to study integrative capabilities in
further detail in order to assess, in practice, what makes effective integrative capabilities
emerge and work. Moreover, better understanding from a process perspective how firms
collaborate in digital (platform) ecosystems would also be beneficial for the knowledge
around these topics. Second, the same kind of empirical research can be applied to other
categories of dynamic capabilities in the context of platforms, such as innovation and
sensing capabilities. As more research is done at the frontier of platforms, ecosystems and
dynamic capabilities, it is likely that our understanding and therefore the need for
empirical testing of the many theories around will be more important than ever.



9. APPENDIX

A Sample

The empirical distributions are shown in Figures A.1-A.4. As one can see, the focus of the
survey was on professional and legal services firms as well as financial services and high-
tech companies. However, there were still hundreds of respondents from other industries.
At the beginning, 22 categories of industries were represented. We have aggregated some
of these industries to end up with 10 groups of industries (see Table A.1). The distribution
of respondents by groups of industries is presented in Figure A.1.

Table A.1 - Grouping of industries

Groups Industries
1. Chemicals Chemicals
Pharmaceuticals and medical products
2. Finance Financial services
Private equity
3. Manufacturing Automotive and assembly
Aerospace and defense
4. Professional services Business, legal, and professional services
5. Public Public sector

Social sector
Healthcare systems and services

6. Raw materials Oil and gas

Paper and forest products
Metals and mining

Electric power and natural gas

7. Retail Retail
Consumer packaged goods
8. Tech High-tech
Advanced electronics
9. Telecom Telecommunications
Media and entertainment
10. Transport Travel, transport, and logistics

Infrastructure
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The geographic origin of both respondents and the headquarter of the company they work
for (respectively, Figures A.2.a and A.2.b) is somewhat biased towards Europe rather than
North America and Asia. This might be something to account for in the analysis. However,
we see that as a strength of the present study. Indeed, due to data availability or
researchers’ interests, the academic literature tends to use data on the US or North America
in general while, maybe out of concern about privacy, the European side is less prevalent.
However, we control for the geographical aspect of the dataset in all our analyses.
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Figure A.3 - Distribution of respondents by type of market and offering

Finally, while there are more respondents working in business-to-business (B2B)
companies than to business-to-consumers (B2C) ones (Figure A.3.a), the numbers for each
of the first three categories (that also include business-to-business-to-customers (B2B2C))
are all high enough to ensure a broad variety of responses. The same observation holds for
what they sell. Indeed, while most of the respondents work in companies that sell more
than one product or service, the spread of respondents between products, services and a
combination of the two is relatively homogeneous and there remain enough observations
in each of those categories to draw conclusions holding for each of them.
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Figure A.4 - Digital maturity - Percentage of core operations that are digitized

Regarding the degree to which the respondents’ companies are digitized in their core
processes (Figure A.4), we observe what we would expect. Most of the respondents have
less than 50% of their core operations that happen through digital means, while a little
above a fifth of them have more than that. Finally, we have around 150 respondents who
operate only through such channels. While this is certainly more than what would be
observed in the economy, this is potentially due to the over-representation of high-tech and
financial services in the sample rather than a systematic bias of this survey on that point in
particular.

B Robustness checks

Alternative dependent variables and models

One might wonder whether the previous results are not due more to choice of dependent
variable or regression model. In order to assess the robustness of our results, we have built
three alternative measures of performance. The first one is still based on past revenue
growth but compares two groups of performers : the first group is composed by firms that
have over-performed compared with the industry’s median, while the second group has
either performed like their peers or under-performed. We therefore end-up with a binary
dependent variable that takes the value 1 if the company has over-performed, and 0 if not.
The second and third alternative dependent variables takes Future Revenue Growth
(expectations) as an indicator of performance. It is either built as a binary variable like we
did with past revenue growth or on the three levels of performance. Both compare the
expectations of the firms with the median of the industry, but the categories of
performance are actually different. The results shown in Table B.1 confirm our conclusions.
Indeed, when taking a measure based on past performance, these results also show that the
performance effect of the interaction between platform adoption and integrative
capabilities seem more relevant for platform owners than for platform users. We see that
both the coefficients and the significance are higher in the case of platform owners than
platform users, which tend to confirm Helfat and Raubitschek (2018) propositions focusing
on platform owners. If we now look at columns (2) and (3) in the same table, it can be



observed that the performance effects are greater when using indicators for future
performance. However, this measure is based on expectations from firms’ executives and
may involve more biases than with the past performance measure. But what is striking is
that both platform owners and platform users with integrative capabilities show better
expectations in terms of future results. This conclusion holds both with the probit and
ordered logit models. As a reminder, the probit model distinguishes over-performer from
the rest, while the ordered logit model is based on three levels of performance i.e. under-
performance, median-performance or over-performance.

Table B.1 - Regressions using alternative measures of performance

Dependent variable:

Binary Past Performance  Binary Future Performance  Future Performance

probit probit ordered
logistic
(1) (2) (3)
Own platform w/ integrative capabilities 0.264* 0.400* 0.608***
(0.160) (0.167) (0.235)
Own platform w/o integrative capabilities 0.105 0.108 0.233
(0.166) (0.173) (0.239)
Use platform w/ integrative capabilities 0.241 0.331* 0.497*
(0.161) (0.168) (0.236)
Use platform w/o integrative capabilities 0.144 0.129 0.152
(0.172) (0.179) (0.251)
Geography Yes Yes Yes
Industry Yes Yes Yes
Size Yes Yes Yes
Digital Maturity Yes Yes Yes
Digital Incumbency Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1,211 1,211 1,211
Log Likelihood -741.524 =702.718
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,527.048 1,440.437
Note: “p<0.1; “p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Finally, we also tested some potential endogeneity issue between the platform strategy and
the dynamic integrative capability. Applying the Heckman probit method, we find
essentially the same effect as the one presented in the main article.

Sub-sample of incumbents

Secondly, we were interested in assessing whether these results were robust when limiting
the sample to incumbent firms. This is done in Table B.2. While we still control in
regression (4) for the digital state of companies (in terms of output, as described in Section
5), we observe that results remain unchanged. In this case, results show that the integrative
approach and underlying capabilities is crucial for both platform owners and users, even if
the magnitude and significance of the coefficients are higher for platform leaders than for



complementors. In conclusion, results are robust to a change in the dependent variables as
well as to a change in the sample studied in terms of companies’ digital profile.

Table B.2 - Regressions on the sub-sample of incumbents, excluding digital natives

Dependent variable:

Performance

(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (6) (7

Own platform w/ integrative capabilities 0.408°  0.374*  0454™  0440° 0484 0471" 0438
(0.225) (0.227) (0.229) (0.232) (0.236) (0.236)  (0.238)

Own platform w/o integrative capabilities 0.179 0.178 0.253 0.263 0.245 0.265 0.255
(0.231) (0.233) (0.235) (0.237) (0.241) (0.242) (0.242)

Use platform w/ integrative capabilities 0.411* 0.365 0.440* 0415 0.454* 0434 0394
(0.225) (0.228) (0.228) (0.232) (0.236) (0.236) (0.239)

Use platform w/o integrative capabilities 0.098 0.021 0.210 0.146 0.142 0.156 0.139
(0.243) (0.246) (0.247) (0.249) (0.252) (0.253) (0.253)

Geography - Yes - Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry - - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Size - - - - Yes Yes Yes
Digital Maturity - - - - - Yes Yes
Digital Incumbency - - - - - - Yes
Observations 1,095 1.095 1,095 1,095 1,075 1,075 1,075
Note: *p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p=<0.01
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