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Purpose:  Established approaches to supply chain management are increasingly being 

challenged due to disruptive events that neglect the dynamics and interdependencies of 

supply chains. Supply ecosystems form a new theoretical view of the supply chain that is 

more in line with systemic thinking, although it is unclear how these can contribute to 

increased resilience. 

Methodology: Based on the assumption that supply ecosystems are complex adaptive 

systems with a dynamic capacity to adapt to changes in an environment and evolve, we 

conducted a systematic literature review of 24 peer-reviewed journal articles. 

Findings: The review identifies the attributes of complex adaptive systems making them 

resilient and matches these with the concept of supply ecosystems. The resulting 

framework demonstrates how supply ecosystems contribute to increased resilience 

through the systemic nature. 

Originality: The paper extends research on supply ecosystems by conceptualizing them as 

complex adaptive systems and identifying attributes that can contribute to system 

resilience. Thus, the study contributes to the emerging research of supply ecosystems. 
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1 Introduction 

Over the past years, supply chains (SCs) have followed a management trend to reduce 

costs while increasing efficiency (Ivanov, 2020). While these optimizations could lead to 

a competitive advantage in the market, they also increased the vulnerability of many SCs 

to external shocks (Craighead, Ketchen and Darby, 2020). Various disruptions ranging 

from interruptions in the transportation or production process, epidemic outbreaks, and 

global pandemics have highlighted this vulnerability, as many companies have been 

unable to compensate for the loss of performance caused by these disruptions (Scholten, 

Stevenson and van Donk, 2020). With this sudden attention, the research field of SC 

resilience gained significant attention in recent years (Hohenstein, et al., 2015). 

Especially after the Covid-19 pandemic, many scientists have been engaged in this 

research area, which has led to new aspects and perspectives of resilience (Chowdhury, 

et al., 2021). However, while much research on this topic focuses primarily on the 

resilience that can be developed by the focused company, more recent approaches 

propose that resilience is achieved not only at the individual level but also within the 

broader network of actors that are part of a SC (Adobor, 2019; Novak, Wu and Dooley, 

2021; Münch and Hartmann, 2022).  

In this context, several studies discuss new organizational forms of SCs, such as shifting 

to an extensive supply ecosystem (SE) as a means to enhance resilience (Ivanov and 

Dolgui, 2020; Mollenkopf, Ozanne and Stolze, 2021). SEs consists of interdependent 

actors who coordinate their activities, leading to close cooperation and ensuring 

business continuity (Stolze, Mollenkopf and Flint, 2016). Thereby, SEs enable joint 

decision-making and the creation and sharing of knowledge between the different actors 

(Scholten and Schilder, 2015). As a result, SC stakeholders’ evolve from isolated, local 

suppliers to ecosystem-wide, systematic, and intelligent actors (Ivanov and Das, 2020). 

This degree of involvement suggests a change in the hierarchical arrangement of 

companies, which in turn leads to increased innovation dynamics (Luo, 2018). To hold 

together diverse actors and enable collaboration, SEs need to balance structural 

flexibility and integrity, overcome cognitive disparities between the actors, and rely on 

an architecture of participation (Lusch and Nambisan, 2015). To meet these 
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requirements, digital industrial platforms are increasingly being implemented (Teece, 

2017), as they act as a technological basis for complementary solutions and a market 

intermediary between different groups of actors (Gawer, 2014).  

In recent literature, ecosystems are often described as complex adaptive systems (CAS) 

from a theoretical perspective due to their structural composition and properties (e.g., 

Roundy, Bradshaw and Brockman, 2018; Phillips and Ritala, 2019). Several studies have 

examined SC resilience from the CAS perspective (e.g., Day, 2014; Zhao, Zuo and 

Blackhurst, 2019; Adobor, 2020). Although first studies have adopted the CAS concept 

and underlying characteristics in ecosystem research (e.g., Adner and Kapoor, 2010; 

Ansari, Garud and Kumaraswamy, 2016), it is not yet evident which characteristics of SEs 

correspond to the characteristics of CAS. Therefore, this study aims to answer the 

following research question: Which characteristics of SEs are consistent with the 

characteristics of CASs, and how do these characteristics influence the resilience of the SEs? 

A systematic literature review is conducted to answer the research question. First, it 

examines the characteristics of this system and whether it is suitable to be considered an 

CAS. In particular, this context explores whether this organizational form is a more 

appropriate approach to an CAS lens on resilience. Second, emergent characteristics that 

contribute to resilience beyond CAS theory are elaborated to develop an understanding 

of the resilience capabilities of SEs. 

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In section 2, an overview of the 

theoretical background is given by explaining supply chain resilience and CAS as core 

elements of this study. The methodological approach is explained in section 3. In section 

4, supply ecosystems are conceptualized as CAS by identifying which characteristics of 

supply ecosystems correspond to the characteristics of CAS and how these 

characteristics result in increased resilience. In addition, implications for practice are 

given and limitations and further research needs are outlined. 
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2 Theoretical Background 

2.1 Resilience in The Context of Supply Chains 

The concept of resilience, which originates in social psychology (Sitkin, 1992), was 

adapted to a variety of disciplines over time, such as ecology, engineering, risk- and 

disaster management, and information systems (Ramezani and Camarinha-Matos, 2020), 

demonstrating its multidimensional and multidisciplinary nature (Massari and 

Giannoccaro, 2021). In SC management, many approaches to define SC resilience have 

emerged over time, and authors have often stressed the lack of a unified definition 

(Tukamuhabwa, et al., 2015). Nonetheless, authors such as Massari and Giannoccaro 

(2021) observed general research streams that mainly point in two directions. The 

authors classified a static and a dynamic perspective that is predominantly represented 

in literature (Wieland and Durach, 2021). The static perspective on resilience refers to 

“[…] the system’s ability to absorb disturbance and bounce back to the original 

equilibrium state maintaining its core functions when shocked” (Massari and 

Giannoccaro, 2021, p. 1). In contrast, the dynamic perspective represents “[…] the ability 

to adapt to a disturbance by moving towards the original but even new, more favorable 

equilibrium states” (Massari and Giannoccaro, 2021, p. 1). According to Novak, Wu and 

Dooley (2021), the static equilibrium-based perspective on SC resilience has to deal with 

shortcomings since it often rather analyzes the resilience of a focal firm more than the 

resilience of the entire SC. They argue that the recurring equalization of resilience 

achieved by the firm and resilience achieved by the entire SC leads to this 

misinterpretation. Other authors like Borekci, Rofcanin and Gürbüz (2014) also pointed 

out that the resilience of multiple actors in the SC is greater than the sum of the resilience 

of the individuals. In this context, the systemic aspect of SC resilience is often highlighted 

by authors (Adobor, 2019), leading to CAS as a theoretical foundation (Choi, Dooley and 

Rungtusanatham, 2001; Nilsson and Gammelgaard, 2012; Adobor and McMullen, 2018; 

Zhao, Zuo and Blackhurst, 2019). This grounding in theory seems reasonable since 

resilience has been described as an adaptive phenomenon (Shastri, et al., 2014; Wieland, 

2021) as, on the one hand, SCs face a dynamic environment and must adapt to changes 

in the environment if they are to survive (Choi, Dooley and Rungtusanatham, 2001) and, 
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on the other hand, the activities of individual actors also affect the SC environment 

(Adobor and McMullen, 2018). 

2.2 Complex Adaptive Systems 

CASs focus on the adaptability of a system and emerged out of complexity theory 

(Schneider and Somers, 2006). According to its ability to incorporate a more realistic 

picture of systems that feature complex interwoven structures, it has an advantage over 

most SCM metrics that often lack the ability to examine the dynamism or evolution of a 

system (Pathak, et al., 2007). CASs generally describe an interconnected network of 

autonomous and rational decision-making agents that responds in an adaptive way to 

changes in the environment as well as other agents in the network (Choi, Dooley and 

Rungtusanatham, 2001; Tukamuhabwa, et al., 2015). Agents may represent individuals, 

a division, or an entire organization, depending on the scale of analysis (Choi, Dooley and 

Rungtusanatham, 2001). They are guided by norms, values, and beliefs that are shared 

by the system, so-called schemas (Schein, 1992). Causal dynamics, for example in the 

form of similar goals or concerns within an CAS, apply to every level of the system 

(Wycisk, McKelvey and Hülsmann, 2008). Individual agents may pursue their own goals 

but end up causing system-wide similar patterns to emerge (Tukamuhabwa, et al., 2015). 

CASs are scalable, which facilitates their capability to adapt. 

Choi, Dooley and Rungtusanatham (2001) outlined a set of central internal mechanisms 

of CASs: First, CASs are characterized by being emergent and self-organizing – systemic 

behavior occurs through the parallel and simultaneous activities of agents, which give 

rise to nascent structures, patterns, and properties (Choi, Dooley and Rungtusanatham, 

2001; Pathak, et al., 2007). The second mechanism is network connectivity. CAS can be 

described as an aggregation of connections between agents, and their level of 

connectivity determines the complexity of the network (Choi, Dooley and 

Rungtusanatham, 2001; Pathak, et al., 2007). The higher the level of connectivity, the 

more interrelationships between agents exist (Dooley and van de Ven, 1999). However, a 

critical point of complexity exists that should not be crossed (Kauffmann, 1993), as the 

establishment of new interrelationships slows down and the system loses efficiency 

(Choi, Dooley and Rungtusanatham, 2001). The third internal mechanism of an CAS is 
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dimensionality. It defines the freedom of agents in the system to act autonomously 

(Dooley and van de Ven, 1999). While control in the form of rules and regulations ensures 

greater predictability of the system, less control allows for more autonomous decision-

making of agents and, therefore, more emergent outcomes that are typically more 

creative (Choi, Dooley and Rungtusanatham, 2001). An increase in connectivity decreases 

dimensionality as autonomous acting is impaired by a high number of inter-relationships 

(Pathak, et al., 2007). The fourth aspect is the environment, which is characterized as 

dynamic and rugged. Dynamism develops when the agents must adapt to a fluctuating 

environment, affecting the way they perceive their environment or the schemas they 

follow (Pathak, et al., 2007). Adjustments in CASs are nonlinear regarding the initial 

alterations (Pathak, et al., 2007), resulting in events having disproportionately negative 

or positive implications for the system (Wycisk, McKelvey and Hülsmann, 2008). The 

environment is rugged because of the system’s components that are tightly coupled and 

interconnected, creating local optima, which can blur the conception of an overall 

optimal state (Choi, Dooley and Rungtusanatham, 2001). Lastly, the aspect of 

coevolution is presented as an important feature of an CAS (Choi, Dooley and 

Rungtusanatham, 2001; Tukamuhabwa, et al., 2015). Agents adapt to a shifting 

environment to maximize their fitness, so they learn from the system’s responses and 

modify their schemas (Pathak, et al., 2007; Wycisk, McKelvey and Hülsmann, 2008; Day, 

2014). Therefore, the coevolution of an CAS happens between its members, the system 

as a whole, and its environment (Choi, Dooley and Rungtusanatham, 2001; Pathak, et al., 

2007). 

3 Systematic Literature Review 

To answer our research question of whether SEs are suitable for an CAS-based 

perspective on resilience and what emergent attributes they feature, we conducted a 

systematic literature review. As a well-established methodology in evidence-based 

practice, it allows for a scientific approach while comprehensively summarizing all 

relevant existing information on a research topic in a way that seeks to minimize bias 
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(Denyer and Tranfield, 2009). An systematic literature review also leads to replicable and 

transparently analyzable results (Rousseau, Manning and Denyer, 2008). 

We adapted the five-step process for systematic literature from Denyer and Tranfield 

(2009), beginning with narrowing the scope and formulating a clear research question 

(Tranfield, Denyer and Smart, 2003). This work aims to provide a base for future research 

on SEs. Especially its emergent features are investigated to explore whether SEs are a 

fitting concept for the utilization of an CAS lens on resilience. Possible resilience-inducing 

properties are also observed. 

The next step was to locate relevant literature. Scopus was selected as a primary source 

of literature because it is one of the largest databases with 76 million entries available 

while also containing articles from all notable publishers (Baas, et al., 2020). To check 

whether relevant literature is excluded, Business Source Complete was used as a 

complementary database. Figure 1 shows the search string and the applied filters. As 

current literature defines the components of SEs inconsistently, especially when it comes 

to business ecosystems, the search string was constructed in a less detailed manner to 

minimize the risk of leaving out relevant data. The observed publication time range 

started in 2012 because of the occurrence of SEs-related literature mostly after the 

beginnings of industry 4.0, which set focus on technologies that are crucial for the 

development of digital industrial platforms. Examples would be, amongst others, the 

internet of things, cloud computing, and big data. By searching the databases with the 

search string, 5524 documents were found.  
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Figure 1: Study selection and evaluation process 

Figure 1 also visualizes the process used to select and evaluate studies in the third phase. 

After the application of time range, publication type, subject area, and language criteria, 

duplicates were eliminated, which resulted in 395 articles. To ensure scientific quality, 

only journals with a VHB-Jourqual ranking of C and above were considered relevant for 

review. Next, the title and abstracts of all remaining results were checked. Publications 

that did not focus on ecosystem or platform approaches on SCs were sorted out, which 

narrowed down the amount of potentially relevant articles to 45. The remaining articles 

were read thoroughly. 25 additional articles were eliminated in the process as they 

pursued ecosystem approaches that were out of the scope. Finally, a cross-reference 

search was carried out. Through forward and backward search, as proposed by Webster 

and Watson (2002), the final number of articles increased to 24. 

The fourth step was to analyze and synthesize the final pool of literature. To explore the 

resilient capabilities of SEs, essential ecosystem and CAS-based resilience capabilities 

were utilized as a foundation to analyze for its interplay with resilience. For the 

systematic analysis of capabilities, the publications of Tukamuhabwa, et al. (2015) as well 

as Ramezani and Camarinha-Matos (2020) were chosen as the foundation for the 
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systematic analysis of capabilities, as they provide a well-structured, detailed summary 

of their respective resilience approaches, reducing the risk of missing important 

capabilities. 

Analysis was fundamentally guided by open coding, according to Strauss and Corbin 

(1990). By constantly comparing the similarities and differences of the data and by 

forming categories of conceptionally similar data, open coding allows for analyses to be 

carried out with less subjectivity and bias (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). 

The fifth step concludes the systematic literature review by reporting and using the 

results. In this case, the utilized ecosystem and CAS-based resilience categories were 

assigned to the elaborated emergent features of an SE and discussed. 

4 Results and Discussion 

4.1 Conceptualization of Supply Ecosystems as Complex 

Adaptive System to Increase Resilience 

Based on the analysis of the underlying characteristics of SEs and the elaboration of 

Tukamuhabwa, et al. (2015) on how CAS attributes induce resilience in the previous 

section, it is possible to examine the compatibility of SEs with key features of CASs and 

make connections to how exactly these features promote resilience in an SEs. 

Additionally, the utilization of digital industrial platforms to organize ecosystems results 

in additional features affecting the ecosystem. Table 1 lists the CAS attributes that are 

reflected in SEs and gives an overview of the moderating role of a digital industrial 

platform on CAS attributes. 

  



Supply Ecosystems and The Concept of Resilience – A Literature Review 

Table 1: Observed CAS attributes in SEs and the moderating role of digital 

industrial platforms 
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Adner (2017)   x  x    x 
Aarikka-

Stenroos and 

Ritala (2017) 

x  x  x x  x  

Argyres, 

Bercovitz and 

Zanarone (2020) 

        x 

Ben Letaifa 

(2014) 
x x x     x x 

Benitez, Ayala 

and Frank 

(2020) 

x  x  x x  x x 

Ceccagnoli, et 

al. (2012) 
      x   

Gawer (2014)     x x x  x 
Gawer and 

Cusumano 

(2014) 

        x 

(Giannakis, 

Spanaki and 

Dubey, 2019) 

x   x  x   x 
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(2019) 

x    x  x   

Hein, et al. 

(2020) 
x x  x x  x  x 

Hermes, et al. 

(2020) 
  x x x x   x 

Huang, Kang 

and Chiang 

(2020) 

x  x  x x x  x 

Jacobides, 

Cennamo and 

Gawer (2018) 

x  x x  x x  x 

Jovanovic, 

Sjödin and 

Parida (2021) 

x  x x x x   x 

Ketchen, Crook 

and Craighead 

(2014) 

x x  x x    x 

Lin, et al. (2021) x  x  x x    
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Liu, Aroean and 

Ko (2019) 
x     x   x 

Riquelme-

Medina, et al. 

(2021) 

x x x   x   x 

Rong, et al. 

(2015) 
x x x   x   x 

Uusitalo and 

Laine (2022) 
x   x    x  

Wagner (2021)  x   x x    
Wang and Miller 

(2020) 
   x     x 

∑ 15 7 12 9 13 14 6 5 18 

* The direction in which changes occur is marked with + or - and indicates the positive 

and negative moderating effects a digital industrial platform. 

 

Coevolution and adaption together were identified most and turn out to be inherent to 

an SE since actors of the ecosystem adapt and coevolve their roles in the system over 

time (Moore, 1996). This enables them to adapt to disruptive events and possible changes 

in their environment. The system considers its environment as it competes and 

collaborates with other organizations (Moore, 1996; Ketchen, Crook and Craighead, 

2014). This circumstance can improve its ability to detect and uncover internal and 

external threats faster (Tukamuhabwa, et al., 2015). 
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Schemas emerge in the form of norms and rules that are established by individual 

members or hub firms (Jacobides, Cennamo and Gawer, 2018), which can include 

strategies to enhance the system’s resilience. In this respect, the reliance on a digital 

industrial platform introduces an additional layer to the schemas that apply for SEs, since 

platforms impose their own set of rules on the members (Rietveld and Schilling, 2021). 

This however has direct implications for the aspect of self-organizational and emergence, 

as well as the dimensionality of SEs. On the one hand, self-organization as well as 

emergent outputs of agents, which potentially enhance the adaptability of the system by 

enabling self-organizing processes, are encouraged by the open structure of the 

ecosystem. Rules and standards set by hub firms may apply, but they only follow a 

regulating agenda (Jacobides, Cennamo and Gawer, 2018). They do not prevent 

members from making their own decisions. On the other hand, the reinforced 

governance introduced by a platform leader that exercises control over the system and 

its complementors (Gawer, 2014) counteracts this initial effect to some degree. The same 

holds true for the dimensionality of SEs, which determines how efficiently members can 

contribute to self-organization and emergence (Tukamuhabwa, et al., 2015). 

While the ecosystem generally allows for autonomous behavior, the platform may 

impose restrictions on that, as members have to follow the platform’s underlying 

structure and utilize its boundary resources in order to efficiently interact with the SE 

(Hein, et al., 2020). SEs naturally consist of collaborating, heterogenous/multiscale 

agents, as their possible members range from individual suppliers or buyers to entire 

organizations (Moore, 1996), which, despite following their own goals, still aim to 

enhance the overall health of the system (Wagner, 2021). Therefore, they collectively 

contribute to the resilience of the system. Furthermore, integrated digital industrial 

platforms enable easy access to the system, which is why complementors not only 

directly belong to an SE but can also collaborate without actually being embedded into 

it (Hein, et al., 2020). 

The existing interdependencies within SEs favor nonlinearity as an emergent feature. 

Accordingly, disruptions concerning any member of an SE can have far-reaching 

consequences for the system as a whole. Network connectivity and interaction are highly 

present, as relationships within SEs are interdependent (Ketchen, Crook and Craighead, 
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2014), and members closely work together to co-create value, facilitating cooperation in 

cases where the system is threatened. Further amplification of connectivity is achieved 

through facilitating boundary resources such as standardized interfaces that a platform 

introduces to an SE (Gawer, 2014). 

Its connectivity also complements the ability of an SE to learn. Knowledge is shared 

between members to mutually benefit their own as well as the system’s success. This 

organizational learning leads to the emergence of system-wide competencies (Ketchen, 

Crook and Craighead, 2014), of which resilience is a part. 

Finally, members of an SE interdependently work together while being guided by 

schemas. This allows for scalability by making causal dynamics applicable to the whole 

system. It facilitates the building of resilience by ensuring that the same ambitions are 

present for a resilient system across all levels of the SE. Rapid deployments of resilience-

inducing measures could be enabled this way, especially with the connectivity benefits 

that a digital industrial platform provides. 

4.2 Further resilient attributes of SEs 

Apart from the CAS-based perspective, additional resilient properties can be observed in 

an SEs, which originate in both their construction as an SE and their integration of a 

digital industrial platform (see Table 2). 

Table 2: Resilience characteristics related to the ecosystem aspect of SEs 
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Adner (2017)   E    P 
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Argyres, Bercovitz and Zanarone 

(2020) 
  E     

Ben Letaifa (2014)   E     

Benitez, Ayala and Frank (2020)   E     

Gawer (2014)   E P  P P 

Gawer and Cusumano (2014)    P  P  

Giannakis, Spanaki and Dubey 

(2019) 
    P   

Graça and Camarinha-Matos (2017)  E E     

Gupta, Mejia and Kajikawa (2019)   E     

Hein, et al. (2020)    P   P 

Hermes, et al. (2020)    P  P P 

Huang, Kang and Chiang (2020)   E     

Jacobides, Cennamo and Gawer 

(2018) 
  E   P  

Jovanovic, Sjödin and Parida (2021)   E P P  P 

Ketchen, Crook and Craighead 

(2014) 
E  E     

Lin, et al. (2021)    P P P P 
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Liu, Aroean and Ko (2019)   E     

Riquelme-Medina, et al. (2021) E E E     

Rong, et al. (2015)       P 

Uusitalo and Laine (2022)     P   

Wagner (2021)  E      

∑ 2 3 14 6 4 5 8 

Note: E = ecosystem; P = digital industrial platform 

 

As the results show, cohesiveness is represented most in an SEs. The property can be 

found in the form of trust that is built between members of the system (Benitez, Ayala 

and Frank, 2020), ensuring its continuity. Trust can emerge thanks to the rules and norms 

that are set in place for members of SEs. It reduces uncertainty about how partners will 

act (Benitez, Ayala and Frank, 2020), which benefits the system in case of a disruptive 

event. 

The ability to evolve comes in second place. An SE has evolving features which enhance 

its adaptability besides its coevolutionary aspect. The platform of an SE also evolves, 

namely its architecture and governance, which change over time as the system becomes 

more open and inclusive for complementors (Jovanovic, Sjödin and Parida, 2021). More 

diverse complementors enhance the system’s ability innovative capabilities (Gawer, 

2014), which enables an SE to respond more innovatively to disruptive events and, thus, 

increasing its resilience. 
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Another feature that should be mentioned is facilitated redundancy in an SE, which is 

enabled by the systems architecture. By having multiple assets that perform the same 

function, redundancy ensures the system’s stability in case of disruption-related 

performance drops of individual members (Ramezani and Camarinha-Matos, 2020). The 

modular platform architecture of an SE allows for easy access to the system and the 

option to substitute modules (Hein, et al., 2020). It therefore can facilitate measures such 

as the implementation of multiple sourcing and backup suppliers, if required. 

An SE features simplicity to some degree, as it reduces complexity in the system through 

its modular structure (Gawer, 2014). It also features visibility, which benefits from the 

high transparency regarding information flow, enabled by the close relationships within 

the ecosystem and its facilitation through interfaces the digital industrial platform 

provides (Gawer, 2014). 

Agility and flexibility could be detected least frequently. These two properties, 

nevertheless, can be found, namely in the collaborative nature of the system (Graça and 

Camarinha-Matos, 2017). For instance, the sharing of knowledge enables flexible 

responses to market changes (Graça and Camarinha-Matos, 2017), which can be caused 

by a disruptive event. Implemented norms and rules (schemas) enable agility by 

increasing the interoperability of processes and products (Graça and Camarinha-Matos, 

2017), which accelerates the system's ability to respond to threats. 

4.3 Theoretical Implications 

This study identifies which characteristics of CAS are reflected in SEs and thus provides a 

conceptual explanation of why supply ecosystems and the use of digital industrial 

platforms lead to increased resilience. Thus, the study complements previous studies 

that assume that SEs represent a new organizational form of supply chains reflecting 

today’s changing business dynamics (Ivanov and Dolgui, 2020; Mollenkopf, Ozanne and 

Stolze, 2021). In this way, the study can be positioned within the emerging stream of 

research in supply chain management that argues that resilience goes beyond a mere 

'being' and corresponds more to a 'becoming', which results from the interaction 

between the system and the environment (Nilsson and Gammelgaard, 2012; Wieland, 

2021; Wieland and Durach, 2021). The results provide a list of attributes that make SEs 
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resilient from a CAS perspective, providing a basis for further research that can reveal 

how this resilience emerges at the enterprise and ecosystem levels (Roundy, Bradshaw 

and Brockman, 2018; Phillips and Ritala, 2019). 

4.4 Managerial Implications 

From a management perspective, the results of this study provide an overview of how 

SEs as CASs can lead to increased resilience. The adaptability of the system is shown to 

have a major impact on its resilience. Therefore, practitioners should set their focus 

beyond an equilibrium-based perspective on resilience, as it does not suffice to be able 

to recover from a disruption merely. A system should rather be capable to adapt and 

evolve in the process of overcoming it, emerging from the disruptive event as a stronger 

version of its previous self. With such an approach, managers could turn a disruption into 

an opportunity to develop their organization further. One way to achieve this is to open 

up to other organizations and their interactions, building ecosystems in the process. The 

implementation of a digital industrial platform can further facilitate certain aspects of 

the adaptability of these ecosystems. However, it should also be evaluated whether the 

ecosystem sets up a digital industrial platform or if it joins an already existing one to hone 

its resilience capabilities further. The establishment of a digital industrial platform can 

prove difficult if resources or know-how is missing, as a platform requires the successful 

central implementation of technology in the system. 

4.5 Limitations and Further Research 

As with other studies, there are some considerable limitations to this work that arise from 

the research. The first limitation results from the methodological approach of the study. 

Even though in this paper the studied literature has been searched and evaluated in a 

systematic, transparent, and reproducible manner (Tranfield, Denyer and Smart, 2003; 

Denyer and Tranfield, 2009), the data sample does not guarantee completeness. Firstly, 

in order to limit the scope of the study, the formulation of the search string only included 

literature with a direct link to SCs or logistics. Consequently, potentially relevant 

publications investigating SEs may have been missed if the articles were not tagged with 

these keywords. Second, research on the components of ecosystems is extensive but 
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declines dramatically when it comes to how the concept is defined as an SE. Even though 

studies have focused on this construct, especially in the recent past (e.g., Ivanov and 

Dolgui, 2020; and Mollenkopf, Ozanne and Stolze, 2021), the literature so far lacks a 

conceptualization of SEs. Third, this study provides only an initial analysis that SEs can 

be assumed to be CAS based on their characteristics. Future studies need to build on this 

assumption and analyze through exploratory research what capabilities the SE needs to 

develop to increase resilience and at what level (e.g., system level or individual level) 

these capabilities emerge. 

 

  



Supply Ecosystems and The Concept of Resilience – A Literature Review 

References 

Aarikka-Stenroos, L. and Ritala, P., 2017. Network management in the era of ecosystems: 
Systematic review and management framework. Industrial Marketing 

Management, [e-journal] 67, pp. 23–36. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.08.010. 

Adner, R., 2017. Ecosystem as Structure. Journal of Management, [e-journal] 43(1), 

pp. 39–58. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206316678451. 

Adner, R. and Kapoor, R., 2010. Value creation in innovation ecosystems: how the 

structure of technological interdependence affects firm performance in new 

technology generations. Strategic Management Journal, [e-journal] 31(3), 

pp. 306–333. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.821. 

Adobor, H., 2019. Supply chain resilience: a multi-level framework. International Journal 
of Logistics Research and Applications, [e-journal] 22(6), pp. 533–556. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13675567.2018.1551483. 

Adobor, H., 2020. Supply chain resilience: an adaptive cycle approach. The International 

Journal of Logistics Management, [e-journal] 31(3), pp. 443–463. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJLM-01-2020-0019. 

Adobor, H. and McMullen, R. S., 2018. Supply chain resilience: a dynamic and 

multidimensional approach. The International Journal of Logistics Management, 

[e-journal] 29(4), pp. 1451–1471. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJLM-04-2017-0093. 

Ansari, S. S., Garud, R. and Kumaraswamy, A., 2016. The disruptor's dilemma: TiVo and 

the U.S. television ecosystem. Strategic Management Journal, [e-journal] 37(9), 

pp. 1829–1853. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.2442. 

Argyres, N., Bercovitz, J. and Zanarone, G., 2020. The role of relationship scope in 

sustaining relational contracts in interfirm networks. Strategic Management 

Journal, [e-journal] 41(2), pp. 222–245. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.3095. 

Baas, J., Schotten, M., Plume, A., Côté, G. and Karimi, R., 2020. Scopus as a curated, high-

quality bibliometric data source for academic research in quantitative science 
studies. Quantitative Science Studies, [e-journal] 1(1), pp. 377–386. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00019. 



 Münch and Marx (2022) 59 

Ben Letaifa, S., 2014. The uneasy transition from supply chains to ecosystems. 

Management Decision, [e-journal] 52(2), pp. 278–295. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MD-06-2013-0329. 

Benitez, G. B., Ayala, N. F. and Frank, A. G., 2020. Industry 4.0 innovation ecosystems: An 

evolutionary perspective on value cocreation. International Journal of 

Production Economics, [e-journal] 228, p. 107735–107735. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2020.107735. 

Borekci, D. Y., Rofcanin, Y. and Gürbüz, H., 2014. Organisational resilience and relational 
dynamics in triadic networks: a multiple case analysis. International Journal of 

Production Research, [e-journal] 53(22), pp. 6839–6867. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.903346. 

Ceccagnoli, Forman, Huang and Wu, 2012. Cocreation of Value in a Platform Ecosystem! 

The Case of Enterprise Software. MIS Quarterly, [e-journal] 36(1), p. 263–263. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41410417. 

Choi, T. Y., Dooley, K. J. and Rungtusanatham, M., 2001. Supply networks and complex 

adaptive systems: control versus emergence. Journal of Operations 

Management, [e-journal] 19(3), pp. 351–366. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0272-

6963(00)00068-1. 

Chowdhury, P., Paul, S. K., Kaisar, S. and Moktadir, M. A., 2021. COVID-19 pandemic 

related supply chain studies: A systematic review. Transportation research. Part 

E, Logistics and transportation review, [e-journal] 148, p. 102271–102271. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2021.102271. 

Craighead, C. W., Ketchen, D. J. and Darby, J. L., 2020. Pandemics and Supply Chain 
Management Research: Toward a Theoretical Toolbox. Decision sciences : journal 

of innovative education. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/deci.12468. 

Day, J. M., 2014. Fostering emergent resilience: the complex adaptive supply network of 

disaster relief. International Journal of Production Research, [e-journal] 52(7), 

pp. 1970–1988. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2013.787496. 

Denyer, D. and Tranfield, D., 2009. Producing a systematic review. In: D. A. Buchanan, and 

A. Bryman, eds. 2009. The Sage handbook of organizational research methods: 

Sage Publications Ltd., pp. 671–689. 



Supply Ecosystems and The Concept of Resilience – A Literature Review 

Dooley, K. J. and van de Ven, A. H., 1999. Explaining Complex Organizational Dynamics. 

Organization Science, [e-journal] 10(3), pp. 358–372. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.10.3.358. 

Gawer, A., 2014. Bridging differing perspectives on technological platforms: Toward an 

integrative framework. Research Policy, [e-journal] 43(7), pp. 1239–1249. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.03.006. 

Gawer, A. and Cusumano, M. A., 2014. Industry Platforms and Ecosystem Innovation. 

Journal of Product Innovation Management, [e-journal] 31(3), pp. 417–433. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12105. 

Giannakis, M., Spanaki, K. and Dubey, R., 2019. A cloud-based supply chain management 

system: effects on supply chain responsiveness. Journal of Enterprise 

Information Management, [e-journal] 32(4), pp. 585–607. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-05-2018-0106. 

Graça, P. and Camarinha-Matos, L. M., 2017. Performance indicators for collaborative 

business ecosystems — Literature review and trends. Technological Forecasting 

and Social Change, [e-journal] 116, pp. 237–255. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.10.012. 

Gupta, R., Mejia, C. and Kajikawa, Y., 2019. Business, innovation and digital ecosystems 
landscape survey and knowledge cross sharing. Technological Forecasting and 

Social Change, [e-journal] 147, pp. 100–109. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.07.004. 

Hein, A., Schreieck, M., Riasanow, T., Setzke, D. S., Wiesche, M., Böhm, M. and Krcmar, H., 

2020. Digital platform ecosystems. Electronic Markets, [e-journal] 30(1), pp. 87–

98. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12525-019-00377-4. 

Hermes, S., Riasanow, T., Clemons, E. K., Böhm, M. and Krcmar, H., 2020. The digital 

transformation of the healthcare industry: exploring the rise of emerging 

platform ecosystems and their influence on the role of patients. Business 

Research, [e-journal] 13(3), pp. 1033–1069. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40685-

020-00125-x. 

Hohenstein, N.-O., Feisel, E., Hartmann, E. and Giunipero, L., 2015. Research on the 

phenomenon of supply chain resilience. International Journal of Physical 



 Münch and Marx (2022) 61 

Distribution & Logistics Management, [e-journal] 45(1/2), pp. 90–117. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-05-2013-0128. 

Huang, M.-C., Kang, M.-P. and Chiang, J.-K., 2020. Can a supplier benefit from investing in 
transaction-specific investments? A multilevel model of the value co-creation 

ecosystem perspective. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, [e-

journal] 25(6), pp. 773–787. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/SCM-09-2019-0347. 

Ivanov, D., 2020. Predicting the impacts of epidemic outbreaks on global supply chains: 

A simulation-based analysis on the coronavirus outbreak (COVID-19/SARS-CoV-
2) case. Transportation research. Part E, Logistics and transportation review, [e-

journal] 136, p. 101922–101922. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2020.101922. 

Ivanov, D. and Das, A., 2020. Coronavirus (COVID-19/SARS-CoV-2) and supply chain 

resilience: a research note. International Journal of Integrated Supply 

Management, [e-journal] 13(1), p. 90–90. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJISM.2020.107780. 

Ivanov, D. and Dolgui, A., 2020. Viability of intertwined supply networks: extending the 

supply chain resilience angles towards survivability. A position paper motivated 

by COVID-19 outbreak. International Journal of Production Research, [e-journal] 

58(10), pp. 2904–2915. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2020.1750727. 

Jacobides, M. G., Cennamo, C. and Gawer, A., 2018. Towards a theory of ecosystems. 

Strategic Management Journal, [e-journal] 39(8), pp. 2255–2276. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.2904. 

Jovanovic, M., Sjödin, D. and Parida, V., 2021. Co-evolution of platform architecture, 

platform services, and platform governance: Expanding the platform value of 
industrial digital platforms. Technovation, p. 102218–102218. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102218. 

Kauffmann, S. A., 1993. The Origin of Order: Self-organization and Selection in Evolution: 

Oxford University Press. 

Ketchen, D. J., Crook, T. R. and Craighead, C. W., 2014. From Supply Chains to Supply 
Ecosystems: Implications for Strategic Sourcing Research and Practice. Journal 

of Business Logistics, [e-journal] 35(3), pp. 165–171. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12057. 



Supply Ecosystems and The Concept of Resilience – A Literature Review 

Lin, Y., Chen, A., Yin, Y., Li, Q., Zhu, Q. and Luo, J., 2021. A framework for sustainable 

management of the platform service supply chain: An empirical study of the 

logistics sector in China. International Journal of Production Economics, [e-

journal] 235, p. 108112–108112. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2021.108112. 

Liu, G., Aroean, L. and Ko, W. W., 2019. A business ecosystem perspective of supply chain 

justice practices. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 

[e-journal] 39(9/10), pp. 1122–1143. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-09-2018-

0578. 

Luo, J., 2018. Architecture and evolvability of innovation ecosystems. Technological 

Forecasting and Social Change, [e-journal] 136, pp. 132–144. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.06.033. 

Lusch, R. F. and Nambisan, S., 2015. Service Innovation: A Service-Dominant Logic 

Perspective. MIS Quarterly, [e-journal] 39(1), pp. 155–175. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2015/39.1.07. 

Massari, G. F. and Giannoccaro, I., 2021. Investigating the effect of horizontal coopetition 

on supply chain resilience in complex and turbulent environments. International 

Journal of Production Economics, [e-journal] 237, p. 108150–108150. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2021.108150. 

Mollenkopf, D. A., Ozanne, L. K. and Stolze, H. J., 2021. A transformative supply chain 

response to COVID-19. Journal of Service Management, [e-journal] 32(2), pp. 190–

202. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-05-2020-0143. 

Moore, J. F., 1996. The Death of Competition: Leadership and Strategy in the Age of 

Business Ecosystems: HarperBusiness. 

Münch, C. and Hartmann, E., 2022. Transforming resilience in the context of a pandemic: 

results from a cross-industry case study exploring supply chain viability. 

International Journal of Production Research, pp. 1–19. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2022.2029610. 

Nilsson, F. and Gammelgaard, B., 2012. Moving beyond the systems approach in SCM and 
logistics research. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics 

Management, [e-journal] 42(8/9), pp. 764–783. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09600031211269749. 



 Münch and Marx (2022) 63 

Novak, D. C., Wu, Z. and Dooley, K. J., 2021. Whose resilience matters? Addressing issues 

of scale in supply chain resilience. Journal of Business Logistics, [e-journal] 42(3), 

pp. 323–335. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12270. 

Pathak, S. D., Day, J. M., Nair, A., Sawaya, W. J. and Kristal, M. M., 2007. Complexity and 

Adaptivity in Supply Networks: Building Supply Network Theory Using a 

Complex Adaptive Systems Perspective*. Decision Sciences, [e-journal] 38(4), 

pp. 547–580. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.2007.00170.x. 

Phillips, M. A. and Ritala, P., 2019. A complex adaptive systems agenda for ecosystem 
research methodology. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, [e-journal] 

148, p. 119739–119739. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119739. 

Ramezani, J. and Camarinha-Matos, L. M., 2020. Approaches for resilience and 

antifragility in collaborative business ecosystems. Technological Forecasting 

and Social Change, [e-journal] 151, p. 119846–119846. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119846. 

Rietveld, J. and Schilling, M. A., 2021. Platform Competition: A Systematic and 

Interdisciplinary Review of the Literature. Journal of Management, [e-journal] 

47(6), pp. 1528–1563. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206320969791. 

Riquelme-Medina, M., Stevenson, M., Barrales-Molina, V. and Llorens-Montes, F. J., 2021. 
Business ecosystem embeddedness to enhance supply chain competence: the 

key role of external knowledge capacities. Production Planning & Control, pp. 1–

18. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2021.1951389. 

Rong, K., Hu, G., Lin, Y., Shi, Y. and Guo, L., 2015. Understanding business ecosystem using 

a 6C framework in Internet-of-Things-based sectors. International Journal of 
Production Economics, [e-journal] 159, pp. 41–55. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2014.09.003. 

Roundy, P. T., Bradshaw, M. and Brockman, B. K., 2018. The emergence of 

entrepreneurial ecosystems: A complex adaptive systems approach. Journal of 

Business Research, [e-journal] 86, pp. 1–10. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.032. 

Rousseau, D. M., Manning, J. and Denyer, D., 2008. Evidence in Management and 

Organizational Science: Assembling the Field's Full Weight of Scientific 



Supply Ecosystems and The Concept of Resilience – A Literature Review 

Knowledge through Syntheses. SSRN Electronic Journal. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1309606. 

Schein, E. H., 1992. Organizational culture and leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Schneider, M. and Somers, M., 2006. Organizations as complex adaptive systems: 

Implications of Complexity Theory for leadership research. The Leadership 

Quarterly, [e-journal] 17(4), pp. 351–365. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.04.006. 

Scholten, K. and Schilder, S., 2015. The role of collaboration in supply chain resilience. 
Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, [e-journal] 20(4), pp. 471–

484. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/SCM-11-2014-0386. 

Scholten, K., Stevenson, M. and van Donk, D. P., 2020. Dealing with the unpredictable: 

supply chain resilience. International Journal of Operations & Production 

Management, [e-journal] 40(1), pp. 1–10. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-01-

2020-789. 

Shastri, A., Singh, S. R., Yadav, D. and Gupta, S., 2014. Supply chain management for two-

level trade credit financing with selling price dependent demand under the 

effect of preservation technology. International Journal of Procurement 

Management, [e-journal] 7(6), p. 695–695. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJPM.2014.064978. 

Sitkin, S. B., 1992. Learning through failure: the strategy of small losses. Research in 

Organizational Behavior, 14, pp. 231–266. 

Stolze, H. J., Mollenkopf, D. A. and Flint, D. J., 2016. What is the Right Supply Chain for 

Your Shopper? Exploring the Shopper Service Ecosystem. Journal of Business 

Logistics, [e-journal] 37(2), pp. 185–197. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12122. 

Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. M., 1990. Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory 

procedures and techniques: Sage Publications Ltd. 

Teece, D. J., 2017. Dynamic Capabilities and (Digital) Platform Lifecycles. In: J. Furman, 

A. Gawer, B. S. Silverman, and S. Stern, eds. 2017. Entrepreneurship, Innovation, 

and Platforms. 37th ed.: Emerald Publishing Limited, pp. 211–225. 



 Münch and Marx (2022) 65 

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D. and Smart, P., 2003. Towards a Methodology for Developing 

Evidence-Informed Management Knowledge by Means of Systematic Review. 

British Journal of Management, [e-journal] 14(3), pp. 207–222. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375. 

Tukamuhabwa, B. R., Stevenson, M., Busby, J. and Zorzini, M., 2015. Supply chain 

resilience: definition, review and theoretical foundations for further study. 

International Journal of Production Research, [e-journal] 53(18), pp. 5592–5623. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1037934. 

Uusitalo, K. and Laine, P., 2022. Testbed simulation modelling in an open business 

ecosystem context – benchmarking logistics network performance. 

International Journal of Logistics Research and Applications, [e-journal] 25(2), 

pp. 181–202. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13675567.2020.1806993. 

Wagner, S. M., 2021. Startups in the supply chain ecosystem: an organizing framework 
and research opportunities. International Journal of Physical Distribution & 

Logistics Management, [e-journal] 51(10), pp. 1130–1157. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-02-2021-0055. 

Wang, R. D. and Miller, C. D., 2020. Complementors' engagement in an ecosystem: A study 

of publishers' e‐book offerings on Amazon Kindle. Strategic Management 

Journal, [e-journal] 41(1), pp. 3–26. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.3076. 

Webster, J. and Watson, R. T., 2002. Analyzing the Past to Prepare for the Future: Writing 

a Literature Review. MIS Quarterly, 26(2), pp. xiii–xxiii. 

Wieland, A., 2021. Dancing the Supply Chain: Toward Transformative Supply Chain 

Management. Journal of Supply Chain Management, [e-journal] 57(1), pp. 58–73. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12248. 

Wieland, A. and Durach, C. F., 2021. Two perspectives on supply chain resilience. Journal 

of Business Logistics, [e-journal] 42(3), pp. 315–322. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12271. 

Wycisk, C., McKelvey, B. and Hülsmann, M., 2008. “Smart parts” supply networks as 
complex adaptive systems: analysis and implications. International Journal of 

Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, [e-journal] 38(2), pp. 108–125. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09600030810861198. 



Supply Ecosystems and The Concept of Resilience – A Literature Review 

Zhao, K., Zuo, Z. and Blackhurst, J. V., 2019. Modelling supply chain adaptation for 

disruptions: An empirically grounded complex adaptive systems approach. 

Journal of Operations Management, [e-journal] 65(2), pp. 190–212. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/joom.1009. 

 


	COVER_Münch and Marx (2022) - Supply Ecosystems and The Concept of Resilience
	Münch and Marx (2022) - Supply Ecosystems and The Concept of Resilience



