
See discussions, stats, and author profiles for this publication at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/351779600

An evolutionary perspective on the dynamics of service platform ecosystems

for the sharing economy

Article  in  Journal of Business Research · May 2021

CITATIONS

0
READS

419

5 authors, including:

Some of the authors of this publication are also working on these related projects:

A New Framework for How Customers engage with Brands: The Customer Engagement Ecosystem View project

programmatic advertising View project

Yu Xu

Northwestern University

16 PUBLICATIONS   66 CITATIONS   

SEE PROFILE

Simon Hazée

Université Catholique de Louvain - UCLouvain

8 PUBLICATIONS   186 CITATIONS   

SEE PROFILE

Kevin Kam Fung So

Oklahoma State University - Stillwater

62 PUBLICATIONS   2,719 CITATIONS   

SEE PROFILE

Daisy K. Li

The Ohio State University

1 PUBLICATION   0 CITATIONS   

SEE PROFILE

All content following this page was uploaded by Kevin Kam Fung So on 28 May 2021.

The user has requested enhancement of the downloaded file.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/351779600_An_evolutionary_perspective_on_the_dynamics_of_service_platform_ecosystems_for_the_sharing_economy?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_2&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/351779600_An_evolutionary_perspective_on_the_dynamics_of_service_platform_ecosystems_for_the_sharing_economy?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_3&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/A-New-Framework-for-How-Customers-engage-with-Brands-The-Customer-Engagement-Ecosystem?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/programmatic-advertising?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_1&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Yu-Xu-3?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Yu-Xu-3?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Northwestern-University2?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Yu-Xu-3?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Simon-Hazee-2?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Simon-Hazee-2?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Universite-Catholique-de-Louvain-UCLouvain?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Simon-Hazee-2?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Kevin-Kam-Fung-So?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Kevin-Kam-Fung-So?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Oklahoma-State-University-Stillwater?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Kevin-Kam-Fung-So?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Daisy-Li-14?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Daisy-Li-14?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/The-Ohio-State-University?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Daisy-Li-14?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Kevin-Kam-Fung-So?enrichId=rgreq-19c67028132c67f61698f67cd3da4039-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzM1MTc3OTYwMDtBUzoxMDI4NDQyMjYyODYzODcyQDE2MjIyMTExNTEyNDE%3D&el=1_x_10&_esc=publicationCoverPdf


1 
 

An Evolutionary Perspective on the Dynamics of Service Platform Ecosystems for the 

Sharing Economy 
 

Forthcoming in  

Journal of Business Research 
 

Suggested citation: Xu, Y., Hazée, S., So, K. K. F., & Li., K., & Malhouse, E. (2021). 

An evolutionary perspective on the dynamics of service platform ecosystems for the 

sharing economy. Journal of Business Research. (Equal contributions) 
 

Yu Xu, Ph.D. 

Assistant Professor 

Medill School of Journalism, Media, Integrated Marketing Communications 

Northwestern University 

1870 Campus Drive 

Evanston, IL 60208, USA 

Email: yu.xu@northwestern.edu 
 

Simon Hazée, Ph.D. 

Assistant Professor of Marketing 

Louvain Research Institute in Management and Organizations  

Université catholique de Louvain 

Chaussée de Binche 151 

7000 Mons, Belgium 

Email: simon.hazee@uclouvain.be  
 

Kevin Kam Fung So, Ph.D. 

William E. David Professor and Associate Professor 

School of Hospitality and Tourism Management 

Spears School of Business 

Oklahoma State University 

365 Human Sciences 

Stillwater, OK 74078, USA 

Email: kevin.so@okstate.edu 
 

K. Daisy Li, M.P.S. 

Graduate Fellow 

Department of Human Sciences 

The Ohio State University 

265L Campbell Hall 

Columbus, OH 43210, USA 

Email: li.9390@osu.edu 
 

Edward Carl Malthouse* 

Erastus Otis Haven Professor of Integrated Marketing Communication 

Professor of Industrial Engineering and Management Science 

Northwestern University 

1845 Sheridan Road 

Evanston, IL 60208, USA 

Email: ecm@northwestern.edu 

* Corresponding author   

mailto:yu.xu@northwestern.edu
mailto:simon.hazee@uclouvain.be
mailto:kevin.so@okstate.edu
mailto:li.9390@osu.edu


2 
 

An Evolutionary Perspective on the Dynamics of Service Platform Ecosystems for the 

Sharing Economy 

 

Abstract 

 

Drawing upon the literature on ecosystem ecology and socio-cultural evolution, the current 

study proposes an evolutionary framework for understanding the dynamics of service 

platform ecosystems. This evolutionary framework identifies three key components of the 

service platform ecosystem: (a) the diverse types of species, (b) the presence of both 

cooperative and competitive interactions within and among species, and (c) a common 

resource and environmental space. The evolutionary model of variation, selection, and 

retention is then introduced to explain how platform business models change over time. The 

article concludes with a discussion of directions for future research on the evolution of 

platform ecosystems in the sharing economy.   

 Keywords: services; ecosystems; evolution; networks. 
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An Evolutionary Perspective on the Dynamics of Service Platform Ecosystems for the 

Sharing Economy 

1. Introduction 

The emergence of the platform business model is transforming many industries 

globally. Platform businesses have gained widespread acceptance among customers and 

service providers in the sectors of transportation, housing, food, entertainment, and finance 

(Wirtz et al., 2019). Recent advances in new technologies have stimulated the rapid 

development and exponential growth of what has been described as the triadic business model 

(T-model) (see Andreassen et al., 2018; Kumar et al., 2018). In its basic form, such a 

platform-based business model aims at creating value by matching two or more groups of 

actors—usually buyers and suppliers of a product, service, or other resources (e.g., data)—and 

enabling interactions as well as transactions in a convenient way.  

While there is a growing interest in the sharing economy (e.g., Benoit et al., 2017; 

Eckhardt et al., 2019; Wirtz et al., 2019), previous research has largely focused on examining 

the platform ecosystem (or its individual actors) through some cross-sectional snapshots 

rather than considering the ecological and evolutionary processes occurring within and 

between the actors that make up the ecosystem (McIntyre & Srinivisan, 2017). Platforms 

remain innovative largely because they constantly renew their business by managing the 

ecosystem composed of multiple actors whose dynamic collaboration contributes 

complementary resources to innovation processes over time (Andreassen et al., 2018). 

Platform actors interact with each other and form interdependent relationships within platform 

ecosystems (Kapoor et al., 2021). Against this backdrop, recent calls for more research on the 

multiple dynamic aspects of platform businesses have emerged, including dynamic winner-

take-all battles (Eckhardt et al., 2019), dynamic pricing (Hagiu & Wright, 2020), dynamic 

resource allocation (Li, Shen, et al., 2021), the dynamic process of the bilateral review 
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systems (Ke et al., 2017), as well as social dynamics between platform providers, users, and 

other stakeholders (Salminen et al., 2018). 

To deepen our understanding of service platform ecosystems, we adopt an ecological 

and evolutionary perspective to examine the coevolution of actors within the platform 

ecosystem as well as how multilevel interactions within and among actors dynamically shape 

the ecosystem and industrial change. The evolving sharing platform business models are 

significantly changing ecosystems, markets, and consumption patterns (Wirtz et al., 2019; 

Zervas et al., 2017), particularly in the service and hospitality industry (So et al., 2020). We 

add to the growing line of research by illustrating the evolutionary dynamics of service 

platform ecosystems. Our framework may also apply to other platform industries in the 

sharing economy and serve as a basis for understanding their dynamic changes.  

2. Service platform ecosystem: An evolutionary perspective 

This study argues that the ecosystem ecology and evolutionary perspective provides a 

useful lens for understanding business changes in the sharing economy. The ecological and 

evolutionary tradition in social sciences can be traced back to Hawley’s (1950) pioneering 

research on human ecology and Campbell’s (1965) conceptualization of socio-cultural 

evolution, followed by Hannan and Freeman’s (1977) population ecology of organizations 

and Nelson and Winter’s (1982) evolutionary economics. This extensive body of work has 

demonstrated the utility of biological principles in studying the evolution of human social 

systems. However, this theoretical approach has rarely informed the literature on platform 

business models in the sharing economy. 

The ecological and evolutionary perspective has three distinct features. First, it spans 

multiple levels of analysis (e.g., individuals, groups, organizations, organizational 

populations, and communities) and aggregation (e.g., micro- and macro-levels), thus 

capturing the nested and interdependent nature of social systems. Second, this perspective 
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emphasizes the dynamic nature of social systems. In the present case, the service platform 

ecosystem has its own life cycle and can evolve through the stages of emergence, growth, 

maintenance, decline, and resurgence. Third, the perspective acknowledges that a simple 

application of the principles of biological evolution cannot fully explain the dynamics of 

social systems (Aldrich et al., 2008). Drawing on insights from social networks, complex 

adaptive systems, institutionalism, among others, the ecological and evolutionary approach in 

social sciences also considers the unique aspects of socio-cultural evolution that are 

inapplicable to biological evolution (Aldrich et al, 2008; Aldrich et al., 2020). For instance, 

animals cannot change their species, but actors in socio-cultural evolution can move from one 

species to another (e.g., the transformation of a customer into a driver on the Uber platform) 

or cross boundaries of species (e.g., prosumers of a digital platform). This flexibility in 

species affiliation recognizes the fluid nature of an actor’s identity in the service platform 

ecosystem. Additionally, biological evolution in the Darwinian sense is largely driven by 

forces of natural selection and deemphasizes the importance of animal agency and adaptive 

learning. By contrast, socio-cultural evolution is typically guided by human entities to meet 

the requirements of external environmental conditions. This view acknowledges that the 

evolution of the service platform ecosystem is not simply determined by selection forces 

outside the control of actors.  

An ecosystem, defined as a community of living organisms that interact with each 

other through cooperation and competition in the common resource environment (Moore, 

1996), is a useful ecological metaphor to explain the evolution of the business world. The 

existing literature has developed three interrelated concepts: business ecosystem, service 

ecosystem, and platform ecosystem. Moore (1996) refers to a business ecosystem as “an 

economic community supported by a foundation of interacting organizations and 

individuals—the organisms of the business world” (p. 26). The birth, expansion, leadership, 
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or self-renewal of a business ecosystem results from complex interdependence among the co-

evolving member organisms (e.g., suppliers, partners, competitors, innovators, and 

customers). A company cannot achieve business success without simultaneously considering 

both cooperative and competitive strategies at different stages of ecosystem evolution. By 

extending the generalized business ecosystem to the specific service sector, Lusch and Vargo 

(2014) define a service ecosystem as “a relatively self-contained, self-adjusting system of 

resource-integrating actors that are connected by shared institutional logics and mutual value 

creation through service exchange” (p. 161). Guided by economic sociology and institutional 

economics, this framework highlights the importance of institutions in value co-creation 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2017). Another stream of research has treated a platform ecosystem as an 

innovation network and focused on the coevolution of platform providers, third-party 

developers and investors, and end-users of software and hardware platforms (Ceccagnoli et 

al., 2012). 

Building on and complementing previous research on ecosystem ecology and socio-

cultural evolution, this study proposes an evolutionary framework for understanding the 

dynamics of service platform ecosystems. We argue that the service platform ecosystem has 

three important and interrelated components: (a) the diverse types of species, (b) the presence 

of both cooperative and competitive interactions within and among species, and (c) a common 

resource and environmental space. Figure 1 presents a network of interacting species that 

share overlapping interests in a dynamic platform ecosystem.  

--- Insert Figure 1 around here --- 

2.1. Species in the service platform ecosystem 

In this section, we focus on the sharing economy, characterized by platform-mediated, 

access-based (i.e., temporary access to resources; no transfer of ownership) sharing of under-

utilized (e.g., empty bedrooms) and capacity-constrained resources (e.g., physical rooms, not 
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online streaming services) with economic exchanges (Wirtz et al. 2019). In the sharing 

economy, service offerings are not provided by a single service provider or firm but are rather 

co-created by a myriad of different actors interacting with one another. In evolutionary terms, 

services are created by co-evolving species tied together by multiple relationships in an 

ecosystem.  

As an example, a family (a platform customer) planned to order pizza on a food 

ordering platform. One popular restaurant (an incumbent) among local residents (non-

platform customers) was not considered because it did not take orders from service platforms. 

The family selected another local restaurant (a service provider) from Yelp (a media outlet) 

and found that the restaurant was on Uber Eats (a focal platform’s owner), but not on 

DoorDash or Grubhub (competing platforms). The chosen restaurant then prepared the order 

using ingredients provided by local farmers (complementors). The meal would be picked up 

and transported by a delivery driver (a facilitator) whose employee status was subject to 

change by legislative institutions (regulators). Uber Eats (the platform owner) would then take 

a portion of the revenue after the transaction was complete. 

Figure 1 distinguishes between micro- and macro-level species. Micro-level species 

reside in the microenvironment: a focal platform’s owner, customers, service providers, 

facilitators, and complementors. Macro-level species reside outside of the microenvironment 

but within the macroenvironment: competing platforms, non-platform customers, incumbents, 

media, and regulators. It is worth noting that the “competing platforms” label does not 

exclude potential cooperative interactions between platform providers, as evidenced by recent 

collaboration between Uber and Lyft on reduction in emissions, improvement in urban 

mobility, and self-driving and rideshare safety. Such initiatives create value for a variety of 

species in both micro and macro environments. In the following section, we examine micro-
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level species of a platform ecosystem in the sharing economy (see Table 1 for an overview of 

species). 

--- Insert Table 1 around here ---  

Platform owners mediate the interactions among species in local ecosystems and help 

participating species respond to uncertainty in the external environment. This species creates 

value for customers and service providers by lowering transaction costs for exchange 

(Rangaswamy et al., 2020). In the sharing economy, platform owners typically provide 

communication, payment systems, recommender systems, and other services, while matching 

a buyer with a provider of the core service (e.g., transportation in the case of Uber).  

Platform customers (e.g., Airbnb guests) use platform services because incumbents 

(e.g., hotels) cannot satisfy diverse economic, convenience, social, hedonic, and 

environmental needs (Benoit et al., 2017). For example, some travelers prefer Airbnb to hotels 

due to the ability to have face-to-face interactions with local hosts. Existing platform 

customers may still choose incumbent hotels under certain conditions. For instance, Airbnb 

offerings do not always cater to business travelers.   

Service providers (e.g., Lyft drivers and Airbnb hosts) share their own assets and 

provide customers with personalized services (Benoit et al., 2017). Service providers are 

driven by economic benefits, entrepreneurial freedom, and social motives (Benoit et al., 

2017). They join a platform because they have an opportunity to earn extra income, offer 

flexible services, and meet other people.  

Facilitators support core services in a platform ecosystem. Service providers do not 

always have direct contact with their customers. For example, a platform customer choosing a 

delivery option will interact with a restaurant (a service provider) indirectly through a food 

delivery driver (a facilitator). Facilitators become especially important because they have a 

direct impact on service experience.                          
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Complementors also play an important role in a platform ecosystem. For instance, Uber 

bought the startup company deCarta for complementary mapping services (Parente et al., 

2018). To enhance customer experience, Uber also works with external complementors such 

as software providers (Cusumano, 2017). Those who provide house cleaning services for 

Airbnb hosts can also be considered as complementors.        

2.2. Cooperative and competitive service interactions 

Species link to each other through cooperation and competition. In Figure 1, within-

species interactions can be distinguished from cross-species interactions. A self-loop connects 

a species to itself, indicating the presence of cooperative and/or competitive interactions 

within the same species. For instance, Airbnb hosts in the same city compete for a limited 

number of guests during an off season. Drivers work together to urge Uber to grant employee 

benefits. A reciprocal line indicates cooperation and/or competition between different species. 

For instance, Uber and Lyft are direct competitors, but they have formed an alliance to lobby 

regulators to create an institutional environment conducive to peer-to-peer ridesharing. Uber 

and Lyft have threatened the survival of taxi companies. These incumbents favor strict 

regulation of ridesharing to protect their own livelihoods. To gain further insights into the 

dynamics of service platform ecosystems, the following sections discuss the interactions 

between the major micro-level species in Figure 1. 

Platform-customer interactions. Platforms can work to develop interpersonal trust 

with their customers through direct or indirect interactions with them. By indirect we mean 

interactions in an environment that might, for example, protect personal information, such as 

an Airbnb host communicating with a guest through the Airbnb website, as opposed to texting 

each other directly. They earn the customers’ loyalty by creating superior user experiences 

through better data and algorithms so that customers will go to them first. An important 

example outside of hospitality is Google search, where so many consumers start their searches 
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for many products and services. Google thereby mediates the relationship between customers 

and providers (Malthouse et al., 2019). Platforms such as eBay have consumer trust that 

anonymous vendors would not have. Platform businesses, such as Airbnb and Uber, also 

foster interactions between customers that take place on their own platform. To build a 

credible trust mechanism that customers can reply on, platform businesses led the way by 

institutionalizing online review systems as central practices of interacting with their network, 

while financial services and other utilitarian service settings have lagged behind when it 

comes to sharing customer feedback or reviews in public (Fehrer et al. 2018). Such 

cooperation between customers and the platform helps the ecosystem build an online review 

system that offers a strategic advantage to multiple participating species. There has also been 

research on how user interfaces and recommender systems (RS) affect user trust (Pu & Chen 

2007) and how to design RS to be robust to attacks that may reduce trust (Mobasher et al 

2007).  

Customer-service provider interactions. The core of the platform ecosystem is 

customer-service provider interactions. The possibility of interpersonal contact distinguishes 

between the major accommodation types (shared room vs. entire home) on Airbnb (Lutz & 

Newlands, 2018). To increase matching efficiency, hosts of shared rooms tend to strategically 

signal a preference for guests who are open to social interaction. By contrast, ‘entire home’ 

listings appeal to guests who expect a minimal element of sociality (Lutz & Newlands, 2018). 

Additionally, prior research has identified the level of a service provider’s interpersonal skills 

during the post-purchase stage as an antecedent of customer loyalty in the sharing economy 

(Akhmedova et al., 2020). As an asymmetric form of communication, parasocial interaction 

also significantly drives consumer decision making. Specifically, the degree of perceived 

trustworthiness inferred from an Airbnb host’s personal photo is positively related to both 

listing price and purchase probability (Ert et al., 2016).  
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 An active area of research addresses how platforms match users and service providers. 

Users are typically matched to providers with a RS. Traditional RS focuses on recommending 

items for which the user will have high utility (or preference), but in multi-stakeholder 

situations there are additional considerations. Sürer et al. (2018) modify RS to include 

“provider constraints” stipulating that platforms should recommend each service provider at 

least some minimum number of times, while also maximizing user utility. Abdollahpouri et 

al. (2019) discuss fairness-aware RS that considers both providers and facilitators. Patro et al. 

(2020) propose the FairRec algorithm for achieving two-sided fairness on platforms. 

Abdollahpouri et al. (2020) survey the multi-stakeholder/objective literature and identify 

future research topics. 

Incumbent-platform interactions. Incumbents (e.g., taxis) are traditional businesses 

that offer products and services that are increasingly in competition with platform businesses 

(e.g., Airbnb, Uber, and BlaBlaCar). The entry of platform businesses to the market has posed 

significant threats to the survival of incumbents (Abrate & Viglia, 2019). In response to 

competitive interactions with the new entrants, incumbents have implemented a variety of 

strategies including “modifying their business models to focus on segments platforms cannot 

serve well (e.g., business travelers who need a range of value-add services) and adopting 

features of platforms (e.g., launching a booking app), to launching competing platforms (often 

one-sided platforms), and acquiring and integrating peer-to-peer platforms (e.g., AccorHotels’ 

acquisition of onefinestay)” (Wirtz et al., 2019, p. 465). Over time, incumbent-platform 

interactions have resulted in both niche separation in the service market and the diffusion of 

one-sided and/or peer-to-peer platforms among incumbents. The institutionalization of digital 

platforms does not necessarily mean that incumbents utilize the new organizational form in 

the same ways as platform businesses do.  
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Platform-service provider interactions. The relationship between a platform and a 

service provider on a sharing platform is different from the one between an incumbent and its 

employees. Platforms need to educate and train service providers to ensure consistent 

customer experiences and standards of service quality. Although platforms can motivate 

service providers to improve their skills and expertise, it is still difficult to navigate due to the 

nature of informal employment relationships. Service providers such as Uber drivers have 

expressed dissatisfaction because of inadequate compensation and the lack of non-wage 

benefits. Researchers have argued that platforms should address the dissatisfaction by offering 

a performance-based compensation system, a direct communication channel, and an insurance 

package (Kumar et al., 2018). For a long time, Uber drivers have not been entitled to regular 

employee benefits. This has resulted in ongoing court battles and prompted government 

actions to further regulate economic activities born in this business model. In March 2021, the 

company announced that it would reclassify its U.K. drivers as “workers” and grant them a 

minimum wage, vacation pay, and pension contributions based on the decision of the U.K. 

Supreme Court (Schechner & Olson, 2021). 

For the ecosystem to become more efficient, it is essential for the platform to offer 

physical or virtual touch points for actor engagement (Brodie et al., 2019) and operational 

guidelines for platform governance (e.g., information included on listings, service recovery, 

ratings/reviews, account deactivation, privacy and data security, etc., see also Witrz et al., 

2019). For instance, Airbnb (2020) launched a new set of hosting tools and resources (e.g., the 

Opportunities tab and the Resource Center) to help service providers to maximize their 

likelihood of success. Recent research has also provided guidance for increasing the number 

of quality interactions while reducing transaction costs (Rangaswamy et al., 2020).  

2.3. Dynamic institutional and resource environment 
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Evolutionary theories predict that species and the relationships between them will 

change over time. The reason is that some species will be better adapted to the evolving 

business landscape than others and will therefore be more likely to thrive. By contrast, 

members that do not fit the resource environment will be eliminated by market selection, 

leading to firm failures and deaths. While environmental adaptability is considered as a 

competitive advantage, the major challenge is that organizations are subject to strong inertial 

forces that resist change (Aldrich et al., 2020). Moreover, fundamental changes in 

organizational structures and routines will produce unpredictable and uncertain outcomes 

(Hannan & Freeman, 1977). 

Among the many frameworks for understanding the current business environment, 

PESTEL (political, economic, social, technological, environmental, and legal) will serve our 

purposes. Any of these factors can change over time, which will create an advantage for some 

species over others. In the case of a service platform ecosystem, it is possible, and even 

common, for some species to attempt to affect the PESTEL factors to their advantage, which 

is far less common in biological ecosystems. For example, regulators confer legitimacy to 

emerging industries and practices. Platform owners, service providers, and incumbents 

organize lobbying efforts to ensure an institutional environment that benefits their own 

interests.  

An external environmental shock can drastically disrupt the market equilibrium. As an 

illustration, the COVID-19 pandemic may become comparable to the Chicxulub asteroid, 

which struck the Yucatán peninsula roughly 66 million years ago causing a mass extinction. 

The spread of COVID-19 and subsequent shutdown have resulted in a significant decrease in 

the number of guests. With a significant increase in trip cancellations and almost no increase 

in new reservations, many Airbnb hosts (the species of service providers) may have empty 

calendars for a long time and thus face severe financial uncertainty. Some hosts may be 
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forced to make their properties available for long-term renters, which also disrupts the market 

equilibrium. A significant reduction in available resources has also forced many traditional 

hotels (the species of incumbents) to be temporarily closed during the pandemic. Similarly, 

the Airbnb company (the species of platform owners or competing platforms) has announced 

layoff plans and hiring freezes in response to financial loss. Buffet-style restaurants such as 

Souplantation vegetarians have lost their appeal in the current situation, as have large cruise 

ships. 

Just as the Chicxulub asteroid created conditions that favored mammals, there are 

opportunities for species that can adapt. For example, the demand for rides (say Uber) 

dropped with the lockdowns, but consumers instantly had new needs, such as having groceries 

delivered. Consequently, small local retailers and restaurants that can adapt to the new 

conditions will do well. However, such transformations can be challenging for small 

businesses because they possess limited resources and budgets to buffer against 

environmental uncertainty. There will also be little room for survival when their occupied 

niches are completely disrupted by environmental shocks.  

3. Evolutionary dynamics of platform business models 

Research on socio-cultural evolution (e.g., Aldrich et al., 2020; Campbell, 1965) has 

shown that the evolutionary model of variation, selection, and retention is a useful framework 

for understanding the dynamics of social systems. First, variation is a deviation from tradition 

or routine. Variations can be introduced via existing market players through imitation and 

adaptive learning or via new entrants to the market. The future evolutionary trajectory of any 

new variation is not deterministic and often goes beyond the intentions of those who 

introduced the variation. Second, selection eliminates certain types of new variations while 

preserving the remaining ones. The selection process is determined by the fit between species 

and the external environment. Third, retention is the duplication, persistence, reproduction, or 
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standardization of selected variations in the past. Driven by inertia or resistance to change, the 

stage of retention is necessary to generate long-term value from positively selected variations. 

In the next subsections, we discuss the evolutionary dynamics of platforms in light of the 

evolutionary processes of variation, selection, and retention. 

3.1. Platform business model variations  

Although platforms are not a new phenomenon, they represent an important disruptive 

variation of “business-as-usual” or traditional pipeline businesses, which often involve 

dynamic processes of market changes or even the emergence of new markets (Mair & 

Reischauer, 2017). Platforms can be contrasted from pipeline business models in many ways, 

including in terms of market economics, market-level, and firm-level characteristics (see 

Wirtz et al. 2019). The main distinguishing feature, or deviation from tradition, lies in the fact 

that cost and revenue are both to the left and the right side of the value chain in the case of 

platforms. As opposed to traditional pipeline businesses where value moves from left to right, 

platforms can collect revenue from each side (the left and right sides) and incur costs in 

serving both (Eisenmann et al., 2006).  

Platforms also operate with diverse business models and in various forms, such as 

booking platforms, payment, search, or sharing economy platforms (Rangaswamy et al. 2020; 

Wirtz et al., 2019). Among sharing platforms, Wallenstein and Shelat (2017) identify three 

distinct business model variations, which differ according to the level of control exerted by 

the platform owner over participants (i.e., who sets the price and other conditions) as well as 

to who owns the asset being shared. In decentralized platform models (e.g., Airbnb), 

platforms enable transactions and match a customer with an asset owner who sets the terms 

and provides customers with access to her/his asset. On the opposite, centralized platforms 

own the assets being accessed and set the price and other conditions (e.g., Zipcar). Such 

platforms exert greater control over quality, availability, and standardization than 
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decentralized platforms and collect a larger share of the transaction value, yet costs to scale up 

are usually much higher. Finally, in the hybrid platform business model, asset owners offer 

services with prices and standards set by the platform (e.g., Uber). In this variation, ownership 

and the associated burdens are decentralized while the offer or service level is centralized.  

Platform business models can be highly dynamic and evolve to achieve a better fit with 

their changing institutional and resource environment (Thomas et al., 2014; Tiwana et al., 

2010). Airbnb serves as a relevant example to illustrate how (sharing) platforms change over 

time and lead to new business model variations. Since its inception, Airbnb has opted for a 

decentralized variation of sharing business models by matching asset owners (hosts) with 

customers (guests) and offering various tangible (e.g., reduced transaction costs) and 

intangible (e.g., social benefits) value-in-use propositions (Akbar & Hoffmann, 2020). A few 

years later, however, Airbnb made the strategic decision to open the platform to boutique 

hotels and make it easier for them to list on the platform. This move led to the creation of a 

new platform variation characterized by an enhanced level of platform openness (Wei et al., 

2019). This business model adaptation helped Airbnb further develop its supplier network, 

exert greater control over service quality, and attract new customers. In 2019, nearly 90 

percent of guests who first used Airbnb to book a hotel room have returned and booked a 

room in a home for their next trip (Airbnb, 2019), which shows that Airbnb also managed to 

enhance network effects for guests and hosts by using this bundling solution. Another 

interesting evolution of the Airbnb business model occurred in 2017, when the company 

opened its own apartment building in partnership with a property developer, thereby 

becoming a more centralized sharing platform variation.  

As exemplified by the Airbnb case, a platform ecosystem is evolving because variations 

are constantly introduced into the system by firms as solutions to problematic situations. Such 

moves or variations, in turn, affect the platform network’s health and ultimately firm 
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performance and survival within its ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). However, not each 

variation will be accepted and survive. Certain types of new variations will be selected out 

due to a lack of environmental fit. 

3.2. Evolutionary selection and retention of platform variations  

Evolutionary theory suggests that selection eliminates certain types of new variations 

while preserving the remaining ones. In particular, complex systems that evolve at a faster 

rate and with greater diversity, robustness, and productivity would be more likely to achieve a 

better fit with their environment and persist in the face of external shocks (Simon, 2002). 

Platform markets are no exception. Many platform companies indeed want to be the next 

Airbnb, yet most of them fail at establishing and sustaining a sufficient level of supply and 

demand (Hazée et al., 2017, 2020); the common mistake is to rely on assumptions and 

paradigms that apply to product and services without network effects (Eisenmann et al., 2006).  

In platform markets, strong network effects and relatively high switching costs often 

explain why one platform variation rapidly scales up and wins over another (Hinz et al., 2020; 

Katz & Shapiro, 1985). To overcome these entry barriers and successfully compete, new 

platforms would need to develop radical innovations and offer revolutionary functionality 

(Henderson & Clark, 1990), leading to successive winner-take-all battles (Noe & Parker, 

2005). More recently, Eisenmann et al. (2011) explored a second entry path for platform 

providers that may not have the capabilities or willingness to innovate, namely platform 

envelopment. In the next subsections, we discuss further the winner-take-all and platform 

envelopment dynamics, as they both explain why certain variations of platforms, including 

sharing platforms, are selected and survive over time.  

Winner-take-all dynamic as evolutionary selection phenomenon. The possibility of 

increasing returns to scale can lead to winner-take-all battles in the sharing economy, making 

it important for managers to understand under which conditions a market is likely to be 
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“tipped” or served by one single platform. Prior research suggests that this selection 

phenomenon occurs when the following three conditions apply. 

First, multi-homing (i.e., the practice of being affiliated with multiple platforms) costs 

are high for at least one user side. Users indeed are less likely to use multiple platforms when 

it is expensive, in terms of time and effort, to establish and maintain platform affiliation 

(Landsman & Stremersch, 2011). While recent advances in digital technologies are directed at 

reducing (procedural) switching and multi-homing costs, several industry-specific 

characteristics make it likely that such costs will be high. For instance, a platform’s 

verification capabilities (i.e., the ability to create trust and reassure actors in a transaction 

through, for instance, reputation and recommender systems; Liang et al., 2017) is a much 

more important, or valuable, factor for Airbnb customers and peer service providers than it is 

for Ubers’ users, for whom only price and speed are likely to influence their decision. Hence, 

in line with Burnham et al. (2003), actors would perceive higher multi-homing costs when 

they perceive services provided by platforms as more complex. Next to product/service 

complexity and formal barriers to switching platforms (e.g., contractual terms or technical 

restrictions), the “valuableness” of data and the way it is embedded into the platform also 

influence the ease with which actors switch or engage in multi-homing (Prud’homme, 2019). 

For instance, the user data embedded into ride hailing platform apps such as Uber and Lyft is 

not particularly unique or valuable to users, thereby leading to multi-homing practices and 

dynamic price competition among platforms (Rochet & Tirole, 2003). As we discuss in the 

next section, platforms can also offer various incentives for customers (or service providers) 

to consolidate their activities on one platform.  

Second, users would converge on fewer platforms when cross-side (i.e., increasing the 

number of users on one side of the network makes it more or less valuable to users of the 

other side; indirect effects) or same-side (i.e., increasing the number of users on one side 
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makes it more or less valuable to users on the same side; direct effects) network effects are 

positive and strong (Chu & Manchanda, 2016; Eisenmann et al., 2006). In line with the 

Efficiency Paradigm in industrial organizations research (e.g., Evanoff & Fortier, 1988; Gale 

& Branch, 1982), these important network effects would lead to superior “production” 

efficiency, greater market shares for the focal platform, and ultimately higher market 

concentration in the industry. Understanding and promoting network effects is crucial for 

platform survival, as economies of scale and enhanced productivity are typically considered 

as the most important measures of an ecosystem’s health (Gawer, 2014; Iansiti & Levien, 

2004). It is important to note, however, that indirect network effects may reach an optimal 

point beyond which any increase in the network size may create within-platform competition, 

enhance search costs, and thereby reduce the overall platform’s network attractiveness 

(Cennamo & Santalo, 2013; Rochet & Tirole, 2003; Tiwana, 2015; Wirtz et al., 2019). 

Third, only a few platforms survive when users have relatively homogeneous needs. By 

contrast, when users have unique or distinct preferences, several smaller differentiated 

platforms can subsist by opting for a niche strategy and focusing on satisfying these specific 

segments’ needs (Eisenmann et al., 2006). Put differently, dynamic competition between 

platforms in the ecosystem and resulting market tipping phenomena are contingent upon the 

level of heterogeneity among actors (Rietveld & Schilling, 2020). Altogether, these factors 

explain why only a few established platform providers may enjoy market power and survive 

over time. 

Platform envelopment as evolutionary selection phenomenon. To survive and 

overcome entry barriers such as strong network effects and high multi-homing costs, 

competing platforms would either need to differentiate by providing radically new 

functionalities and services (Henderson & Clark, 1990), that is a new platform variation, or 

envelop the rival platform by building upon preexisting relationships with the rival’s 
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customers. Platform envelopment typically refers to “entry by one platform provider into 

another’s market by bundling its own platform’s functionality with that of the target’s so as to 

leverage shared user relationships and common components” (Eisenmann et al., 2011, p. 

1271). Put differently, a platform is likely to be enveloped when its rival decides to offer the 

same functionality as part of a multiplatform bundle solution.  

Platform providers that serve different markets often have overlapping customer bases 

and use similar platform components and architectures, which makes it attractive and 

relatively easy to swallow the network of the other and become the dominant platform 

variation in the ecosystem. With its recent strategic decision to offer customers the 

opportunity to search and book various types of properties owned by independent 

professionals, including boutique hotels as well as bed and breakfasts, Airbnb started offering 

the same functionality as traditional booking platforms such as Expedia and Booking.com, yet 

at a much lower price (3-5% commission for Airbnb against 25-30% for Expedia). Since then, 

the platform has experienced a 150 percent increase in the number of rooms available in 

independent hotels and similar venues (Airbnb, 2019), thereby showing that Airbnb 

swallowed part of its rivals’ network.  

While offering a multiplatform bundle solution represents an opportunity for platforms 

to survive within their ecosystem, envelopment attacks do not always succeed. Research 

suggests that this strategy is more likely to succeed when (a) the attacker’s and the target 

platform’s users overlap significantly, or (b) economies of scope are high, or (c) the attacker 

can appropriate value by harnessing price discrimination benefits (Eisenmann et al., 2011). 

Adding functionalities also adds a layer of complexity and may enhance costs for all users 

(Evans & Schmalensee, 2016). Against this backdrop, platforms opting for this strategy need 

to pay careful attention to the way value is created, that is the extent to which transaction and 

production costs are reduced for all users (Rangaswamy et al., 2020). 
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In sum, platforms are highly dynamic ecosystems that constantly evolve towards new 

business model variations to achieve a better fit with the changing environment and survive 

over competing platforms and incumbents. Selection and retention of variations in platform 

markets is not only contingent upon the cost or differentiation advantages of the platform, but 

also upon network effects and multi-homing costs, thereby creating unique winner-take-all 

and platform envelopment dynamics.  

Notably, our evolutionary explanation does not suggest that the business models with 

high levels of environmental fit are the “most fitted” ones in any absolute sense. Evolutionary 

cycles of variation, selection, and retention are constrained by an industry’s historical path 

and do not necessarily lead to the most efficient outcome (Aldrich et al., 2020). The retention 

process retains certain selected variations through replications (e.g., inter-organizational 

imitations) and restricts the types of intentional new variations introduced into the next round 

of evolution. As the sharing economy matures, limited heterogeneity of organizational forms 

will probably be observed in the future, but this equilibrium will be further disrupted by 

radical and unpredictable market changes, speeding up the rate of variations in the ecosystem.  

4. The value of the evolutionary perspective 

Prior research has largely focused on examining the platform ecosystem (or its 

individual actors) through some cross-sectional snapshots rather than considering the dynamic 

processes occurring within and between the actors that make up the ecosystem. Building upon 

previous research on ecosystem ecology and socio-cultural evolution, this article contributes 

to the literature on platform business models in the sharing economy by providing an 

ecological and evolutionary account of the dynamics of platform ecosystems. This analytical 

framework also offers platform managers a way to recognize how dynamics in their 

ecosystem may influence their platform evolution and relative fitness. Incumbent firms and 

platform providers have greater agency than biological species in adapting to change, and 
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must devise and implement strategies in order to survive in the future. Doing so, however, 

requires having a mental model for how platform ecosystems operate and will change over 

time. The evolutionary approach can specifically help managers realize that their platform 

services are created by co-evolving actors tied together by multiple relationships. It is 

necessary for platform managers to develop relational capabilities and facilitate cooperative 

interactions between actors to secure a competitive strategic position. In addition, the 

evolutionary perspective alerts platform managers to the turbulent competitive conditions of 

the ecosystem, where threats can be posed by similar (another competing platform) or 

different (incumbent) species. Finally, this perspective makes platform managers aware of the 

conditions under which one platform variation is likely to scale up and survive over time.  

5. Future research directions 

The evolutionary perspective challenges traditional approaches by emphasizing the 

dynamics of stakeholders in platform ecosystems. As a result, it should stimulate theory 

building to further advance our understanding of the evolution of platforms. Research issues 

are grouped at a high level into substantive and methodological issues. Within the substantive 

category, there are questions that pertain only to micro-level species (introduced in Section 2), 

about macro-micro interactions (Section 3), about platform management, and downstream 

effects. Within the methodological category, there are pure measurement issues and questions 

about studying relationships over time. Figure 2 presents a visual summary of the broad 

directions for research that we discuss next. 

--- Insert Figure 2 around here --- 

We begin by now discussing substantive research questions at the micro-level, which 

grows from our discussion in Section 3. The first set of questions are centered around 

understanding how stable platform characteristics affect network measures and their changes 

over time. Examples include how and why capacity-constrained versus unconstrained, for-
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profit versus non-profit, want versus need, or single (e.g., Airbnb) versus multi-industry (e.g., 

Amazon) platforms create different network structures and dynamics.  

The second set of questions focus on how micro-species management actions—for 

example, the platform’s promotion, recommendation, review, collaboration, envelopment, and 

multi-homing policies—affect the network and its evolution. The relatively low economic 

switching costs from the actor’s perspective also require platforms to innovate and find 

effective ways to drive loyalty to the platforms through tactics such as badging and incentive 

programs (e.g., Uber Rewards), combined with traditional loyalty drivers including 

satisfaction (Li, Hudson, et al., 2021), consumer value (Eckhardt et al., 2019), and trust (Ert et 

al., 2016). Borrowing further from the evolution literature, there are established theories that 

explain sexual selection and whether a species (e.g., peer service providers) practices 

monogamy (single-homing) versus some form of polygamy (multi-homing). For example, 

Emlen and Oring (1977, p. 215) cast it “in a cost-benefit analysis” where monogamous 

mating systems require “the economic defendability of a mate.” They discuss how the 

particular mating systems depends on how much one sex can monopolize critical resources 

and other factors.  

The third class of questions concerns the consequences of network measures and their 

evolution, such as platform market share, profitability, and abnormal returns. Network 

measures can be viewed as a mediator between managerial platform actions and these market 

outcomes: the platform adopts policies that create network effects, which result in outcomes 

for the platform. 

Moving to macro effects, there is a need to understand how macro-species actions affect 

the network and its evolution, building from the discussion in section 3. An important 

stakeholder is the government, and research could examine how regulation and antitrust 

actions against platforms will affect network dynamics and their consequences for all 
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stakeholders involved. Informing legal and regulatory policy should be research on ethical 

issues of platforms and the power they amass. Another important macro-species consists of 

incumbents, and research can understand the effects of different competitive strategies. 

Research can also examine the effects of exogenous, macro-level factors, such as the COVID-

19 pandemic, global warming, or terrorism acts on the evolution of platforms. 

Complicating the issue of determining what to measure is the fact that different 

stakeholders may have different objectives. For example, users want excellent services (or 

products) at a low price; providers want to be promoted and have high revenues; platforms 

want loyal users and providers who generate revenue over time; and legislators want to be 

reelected. As such, how these objectives are balanced and achieved over time could also 

affect the dynamic interactions among species and the evolution of the entire platform 

ecosystem.  

We now discuss methodological issues. Research is needed to measure a network and 

then how it changes over time. Traditional social networks have nodes as individuals and ties 

as relationships, with the platform influencing tie formation (e.g., Facebook or LinkedIn 

recommending connections to customers). In the case of platforms, we have a bipartite graph 

with customers on one side, suppliers on the other, and the platform influencing connections. 

There may even be additional parts to the graph consisting of facilitators or complementors. 

How can social network measures (e.g., degree, betweenness, eigenvector, and closeness 

centrality and structural holes) be modified and expanded to measure the particular 

phenomena that arise in multi-partite platform networks? Stephen and Toubia (2010) and 

Vakeel et al. (2020) provide examples of how to tailor network measures. 

This paper has focused on the evolution of platforms. Beyond descriptive measures, our 

frameworks discuss how the network will evolve over time, while testing such dynamics will 

require studying the change in measures (i.e., differences between discrete time points or 
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continuous derivatives). Developing methods to study such network dynamics that either 

depend on exogenous and/or endogenous factors, or affect subsequent outcomes, is a fruitful 

area for future research. Some research questions could stem from whether and how changes 

are accelerating or decelerating, which would suggest studying second-order differences or 

second derivatives. Studying network dynamics with first- and second-derivatives/differences 

is the next frontier for platform research and offers many opportunities for research. 

Recent advances at the intersection of network analytics and computer simulations have 

also enabled researchers to test hypotheses regarding the factors that drive network evolution 

and network-behavior coevolution on a given set of actors. In a service platform ecosystem, 

network evolution is manifested in longitudinal changes in interactions (ties) between actors 

(nodes) from the same or different species. Network-behavior coevolution reflects the 

changing nature of the reciprocal causal relationship between an actor’s (node’s) attributes 

and interaction patterns (network structures) over time. Currently, stochastic actor-oriented 

modeling (SAOM; Ripley et al., 2020), temporal exponential random graph modeling 

(TERGM; Leifeld & Cranmer, 2019), and relational event modeling (REM; Butts, 2008) have 

been employed to estimate network evolution or network-behavior coevolution. These 

dynamic network models treat network change as a function of both endogenous and 

exogenous variables. In network terminology, endogenous variables refer to “various 

relational properties of the focal network itself that influence the probability ties will be 

present and absent in the same network” (Contractor et al., 2006, p. 686). These variables 

capture the dynamic mechanisms of network self-organization such as preferential attachment 

(the tendency for already well-connected nodes to attract additional ties) and triadic closure 

(the tendency for nodes with shared partners to interact with each other). By contrast, 

exogenous variables are properties outside of a focal network that drive network changes, 

such as actor attributes (e.g., a service provider’s motivation, reputation, and intensity of 
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platform use) and additional relations among the same set of nodes (e.g., existing 

communication and friendship networks among platform customers).  

6. Conclusion 

Drawing upon the literature on ecosystem ecology and socio-cultural evolution, the 

current study builds an evolutionary framework for understanding the dynamics of service 

platform ecosystems. The variation-selection-retention model is also introduced to explain the 

evolution of platform business models. Despite the focus on the service sector, the features of 

the service platform ecosystem are thought to be representative in the sharing economy. The 

future research agenda provides scholars with a roadmap for investigating the evolution of 

platform ecosystems. Among others, it emphasizes the importance of network analytics and 

dynamical models in building theories and gaining insights.  

 

  



27 
 

References 

Abdollahpouri, H., Adomavicius, G., & Burke, R. (2019, September). Multi-stakeholder 

recommendation and its connection to multi-sided fairness. Proceedings of the RMSE 

workshop at the ACM RecSys.  

Abdollahpouri, H., Adomavicius, G., Burke, R., Guy, I., Jannach, D., Kamishima, T., 

Krasnodebski, J. & Pizzato, L. (2020). Multistakeholder recommendation: Survey and 

research directions. User Modeling and User-Adapted Interaction, 30(1), 127–158.  

Abrate, G., & Viglia, G. (2019). Personal or product reputation? Optimizing revenues in the 

sharing economy. Journal of Travel Research, 58(1), 136–148.  

Airbnb. (2019, January 16). More hotels are using Airbnb. https://news.airbnb.com/more-

hotels-are-using-airbnb/ 

Airbnb. (2020, July 21). Introducing a set of hosting tools inspired by your feedback. 

https://www.airbnb.com/resources/hosting-homes/a/introducing-a-set-of-hosting-

tools-inspired-by-your-feedback-243 

Akbar, P., & Hoffmann, S. (2020). Creating value in product service systems through sharing. 

Journal of Business Research, 121, 495–505.  

Akhmedova, A., Marimon, F., & Mas-Machuca, M. (2020). Winning strategies for customer 

loyalty in the sharing economy: A mixed-methods study. Journal of Business 

Research, 112, 33–44.  

Aldrich, H. E., Hodgson, G. M., Hull, D. L., Knudson, T., Mokyr, J., & Vanberg, V. J. 

(2008). In defense of generalized Darwinism. Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 

18(5), 577–596.  

Aldrich, H. E., Ruef, M., & Lippmann, S. (2020). Organizations evolving. Edward Elgar 

Publishing. 



28 
 

Andreassen, T., Lervik-Olsen, L., Snyder, H., Van Riel, A. C. R., Sweeney, J. C., & Van 

Vaerenbergh, Y. (2018). Business model innovation and value-creation: The triadic 

way. Journal of Service Management, 29(5), 883–906.  

Benoit, S., Baker, T. L., Bolton, R. N., Gruber, T., & Kandampully, J. (2017). A triadic 

framework for collaborative consumption (CC): Motives, activities and resources & 

capabilities of actors. Journal of Business Research, 79, 219–227.  

Brodie, R. J., Fehrer, J. A., Jaakkola, E., & Conduit, J. (2019). Actor engagement in networks: 

Defining the conceptual domain. Journal of Service Research, 22(2), 173–188.  

Burnham, T. A., Frels, J. K., & Mahajan, V. (2003). Consumer switching costs: A typology, 

antecedents, and consequences. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 31(2), 

109–126.  

Butts, C. T. (2008). A relational event framework for social action. Sociological 

Methodology, 38(1), 155–200.  

Campbell, D. T. (1965). Variation and selective retention in socio-cultural evolution. In H. R. 

Barringer, G. I. Blanksten, & R. W. Mack (Eds.), Social change in developing areas: 

A reinterpretation of evolutionary theory (pp. 19–48). Schenkman.  

Ceccagnoli, M., Forman, C., Huang, P., & Wu, D. J. (2012). Cocreation of value in a platform 

ecosystem: The case of enterprise software. MIS Quarterly, 36(1), 263–290.  

Cennamo, C., & Santalo, J. (2013). Platform competition: Strategic trade‐offs in platform 

markets. Strategic Management Journal, 34(11), 1331–1350.  

Chu, J., & Manchanda, P. (2016). Quantifying cross and direct network effects in online 

consumer-to-consumer platforms. Marketing Science, 35(6), 870–893.  

Contractor, N. S., Wasserman, S., & Faust, K. (2006). Testing multitheoretical, multilevel 

hypotheses about organizational networks: An analytic framework and empirical 

example. Academy of Management Review, 31(3), 681–703.  



29 
 

Cusumano, M. A. (2017). The sharing economy meets reality. Communications of the ACM, 

61(1), 26–28.  

Eckhardt, G. M., Houston, M. B., Jiang, B., Lamberton, C., Rindfleisch, A., & Zervas, G. 

(2019). Marketing in the sharing economy. Journal of Marketing, 83(5), 5–27.  

Eisenmann, T., Parker, G. G., & Van Alstyne M. W. (2006). Strategies for two-sided markets. 

Harvard Business Review, 84(10), 92–101. 

Eisenmann, T., Parker, G. G, & Van Alstyne, M. W. (2011). Platform envelopment.  Strategic 

Management Journal, 32(12), 1270–1285.  

Emlen, S. T., & Oring, L.W. (1977). Ecology, sexual selection, and the evolution of mating 

systems. Science, 197(4300), 215–223. 

Ert, E., Fleischer, A., & Magen, N. (2016). Trust and reputation in the sharing economy: The 

role of personal photos in Airbnb. Tourism Management, 55, 62–73.  

Evanoff, D. D., & Fortier, D. L. (1988). Reevaluation of the structure-conduct-performance 

paradigm in banking. Journal of Financial Services Research, 1, 277–294.  

Evans, D. S., & Schmalensee, R. (2016). Matchmakers: The new economics of multisided 

platforms. Harvard Business Review Press. 

Fehrer, J. A., Woratschek, H., Germelmann, C. C., & Brodie, R. J. (2018). Dynamics and 

drivers of customer engagement: Within the dyad and beyond. Journal of Service 

Management, 29(3), 443–467.  

Gale, B. T., & Branch, B. S. (1982). Concentration versus market share: Which determines 

performance and why does it matter. The Antitrust Bulletin, 27, 83–97. 

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

integrative framework. Research Policy, 43(7), 1239–1249.  

Goldfarb, A., & Tucker, C. E. (2011). Privacy regulation and online advertising. Management 

Science, 57(1), 57–71.  



30 
 

Hagiu, A., & Wright, J. (2020). Platforms and the exploration of new products. Management 

Science, 66(4), 1527–1543.  

Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. T. (1977). The population ecology of organizations. American 

Journal of Sociology, 82(5), 929–964.  

Hawley, A. H. (1950). Human ecology: A theory of community structure. Ronald Press.  

Hazée, S., Delcourt, C., & Van Vaerenbergh, Y. (2017). Burdens of access: Understanding 

customer barriers and barrier-attenuating practices in access-based services. Journal of 

Service Research, 20(4), 441–456.  

Hazée, S., Zwienenberg, T. J., Van Vaerenbergh, Y., Faseur, T., Vandenberghe, A., & 

Keutgens, O. (2020). Why customers and peer service providers do not participate in 

collaborative consumption. Journal of Service Management, 31(3), 397–419.  

Henderson, R. M., & Clark, K. B. (1990). Architectural innovation: The reconfiguration of 

existing product technologies and the failure of established firms. Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 35(1), 9–30.  

Hinz, O., Otter, T., & Skiera, B. (2020). Estimating network effects in two-sided markets. 

Journal of Management Information Systems, 37(1), 12–38.  

Iansiti, M., & Levien, R. (2004). Strategy as ecology. Harvard Business Review, 82(3), 68–

78. 

Kapoor, K., Bigdeli, A. Z., Dwivedi, Y. K., Schroeder, A., Beltagui, A., & Baines, T. (2021). 

A socio-technical view of platform ecosystems: Systematic review and research 

agenda. Journal of Business Research, 128, 94–108.  

Katz, M. L., & Shapiro, C. (1985). Network externalities, competition, and compatibility. 

American Economic Review, 75(3), 424–440.  

Ke, T. T., Jiang, B., & Sun, M. (2017). Peer-to-peer markets with bilateral ratings. MIT Sloan 

Research Paper No. 5236-17.  



31 
 

Kumar, V., Lahiri, A., & Dogan, O. B. (2018). A strategic framework for a profitable business 

model in the sharing economy. Industrial Marketing Management, 69, 147–160.  

Landsman, V., & Stremersch, S. (2011). Multihoming in two-sided markets: An empirical 

inquiry in the video game console industry. Journal of Marketing, 75(6), 39–54.  

Leifeld, P., & Cranmer, S. J. (2019). A theoretical and empirical comparison of the temporal 

exponential random graph model and the stochastic actor-oriented model. Network 

Science, 7(1), 20–51.  

Li, J., Hudson, S., & So, K. K. F. (2021). Hedonic consumption pathway vs. acquisition-

transaction utility pathway: An empirical comparison of Airbnb and hotels. 

International Journal of Hospitality Management, 94, 102844.  

Li, H., Shen, Q., & Bart, Y. (2021). Dynamic resource allocation on multi-category two-sided 

platforms. Management Science, 67(2), 984–1003.  

Liang, S., Schuckert, M., Law, R., & Chen, C. C. (2017). Be a “Superhost”: The importance 

of badge systems for peer-to-peer rental accommodations. Tourism Management, 60, 

454–465.  

Lusch, R. F., & Vargo, S. L. (2014). Service-dominant logic: Premises, perspectives, 

possibilities. Cambridge University Press. 

Lusch, R. F., & Vargo, S. L. (2017). Service-dominant logic 2025. International Journal of 

Research in Marketing, 34(1), 46–67.  

Lutz, C., & Newlands, G. (2018). Consumer segmentation within the sharing economy: The 

case of Airbnb. Journal of Business Research, 88, 187–196.  

Mair, J., & Reischauer, G. (2017). Capturing the dynamics of the sharing economy: 

Institutional research on the plural forms and practices of sharing economy 

organizations. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 125, 11–20.  



32 
 

Malthouse, E. C., Buoye, A., Line, N., El-Manstrly, D., Dogru, T., & Kandampully, J. (2019). 

Beyond reciprocal: The role of platforms in diffusing data value across multiple 

stakeholders. Journal of Service Management, 30(4), 507–518.  

McIntyre, D. P., & Srinivasan, A. (2017). Networks, platforms, and strategy: Emerging views 

and next steps. Strategic Management Journal, 38(1), 141–160.  

Mobasher, B., Burke, R., Bhaumik, R., & Williams, C. (2007). Toward trustworthy 

recommender systems: An analysis of attack models and algorithm robustness. ACM 

Transactions on Internet Technology, 7(4).  

Mody, M., Wirtz, J., So, K. K. F., Chun, H. H., & Liu, S. Q. (2020). Two-directional 

convergence of platform and pipeline business models. Journal of Service 

Management, 31(4), 693–721.  

Moore, J. F. (1996). The death of competition: Leadership and strategy in the age of business 

ecosystems. Harper Business. 

Nelson, R. R., & Winter, S. G. (1982). An evolutionary theory of economic change. Belknap. 

Noe, T., & Parker, G. (2005). Winner take all: competition, strategy, and the structure of 

returns in the Internet economy. Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, 

14(1), 141–164.  

Parente, R. C., Geleilate, J. M. G., & Rong, K. (2018). The sharing economy globalization 

phenomenon: A research agenda. Journal of International Management, 24(1), 52–64.  

Patro, G. K., Biswas, A., Ganguly, N., Gummadi, K. P., & Chakraborty, A. (2020, April). 

Fairrec: Two-sided fairness for personalized recommendations in two-sided platforms. 

Proceedings of the web conference 2020.  

Prud’homme, D. (2019, September 24). How digital businesses can leverage the high cost for 

consumers to switch platforms. 



33 
 

https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/businessreview/2019/09/24/how-digital-businesses-can-

leverage-the-high-cost-for-consumers-to-switch-platforms/ 

Pu, P., & Chen, L. (2007). Trust-inspiring explanation interfaces for recommender systems. 

Knowledge-Based Systems, 20(6), 542–556.  

Rangaswamy, A., Moch, N., Felten, C., van Bruggen, G., Wieringa, J. E., & Wirtz, J. (2020). 

The role of marketing in digital business platforms. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 

51, 72–90.  

Rietveld, J., & Schilling, M. (2020). Platform competition: A systematic and interdisciplinary 

review of the literature. Journal of Management. Advance online publication.  

Ripley, R. M., Snijders, T. A. B., Boda, Z., Vörös, A., & Preciado, P. (2020). Manual for 

RSiena. https://www.stats.ox.ac.uk/~snijders/siena/RSiena_Manual.pdf 

Rochet, J.-C., & Tirole, J. (2003). Platform competition in two-sided markets. Journal of the 

European Economic Association, 1(4), 990–1029.  

Salminen, J., Gach, N., & Kaartemo, V. (2018). Platform as a social contract: An analytical 

framework for studying social dynamics in online platforms. In A. Smedlund, A. 

Lindblom., & L. Mitronen (Eds.), Collaborative value co-creation in the platform 

economy (pp. 41–64). Springer. 

Schechner, S., & Olson, P. (2021, March 16). Uber grants vacation Pay, pensions to U.K. 

drivers in change of job status. The Wall Street Journal. 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/uber-grants-vacation-pay-pensions-to-u-k-drivers-after-

court-ruling-11615928413 

Simon, H. A. (2002). Near decomposability and the speed of evolution. Industrial and 

Corporate Change, 11(3), 587–599.  



34 
 

So, K. K. F., Kim, H., & Oh, H. (2020). What makes Airbnb experiences enjoyable? The 

effects of environmental stimuli on perceived enjoyment and repurchase intention. 

Journal of Travel Research. Advance online publication.  

Stephen, A. T., & Toubia, O. (2010). Deriving value from social commerce networks. Journal 

of Marketing Research, 47(2), 215–228.  

Sürer, Ö., Burke, R., & Malthouse, E. C. (2018, September). Multistakeholder 

recommendation with provider constraints. Proceedings of the 12th ACM conference 

on recommender systems (pp. 54–62).  

Thomas, L. D. W., Autio, E., & Gann, D. M. (2014). Architectural leverage: Putting platforms 

in context. Academy of Management Perspectives, 28(2), 198–219.  

Tiwana, A. (2015). Evolutionary competition in platform ecosystems. Information Systems 

Research, 26(2), 266–281.  

Tiwana, A., Konsynski, B., & Bush, A. A. (2010). Research commentary—Platform 

evolution: Coevolution of platform architecture, governance, and environmental 

dynamics. Information Systems Research, 21(4), 675–687.  

Vakeel, K. A., Malthouse, E. C., & Yang, A. (2020). Impact of network effects on service 

provider performance in digital business platforms. Journal of Service Management. 

Advance online publication.  

Van Alstyne, M. W., Parker, G. G., & Choudary, S. P. (2016). Pipelines, platforms, and the 

new rules of strategy. Harvard Business Review, 94(4), 54–62. 

Wallenstein, J., & Shelat, U. (2017). Hopping aboard the sharing economy. https://image-

src.bcg.com/Images/BCG-Hopping-Aboard-the-Sharing-Economy-Aug-2017_tcm9-

168558.pdf 



35 
 

Wei, R., Geiger, S., & Vize, R. (2019). A platform approach in solution business: How 

platform openness can be used to control solution networks. Industrial Marketing 

Management, 83, 251–265.  

Wirtz, J., So, K. K. F., Mody, M. A., Liu, S. Q., & Chun, H. H. (2019). Platforms in the peer-

to-peer sharing economy. Journal of Service Management, 30(4), 452–483.  

Zervas, G., Proserpio, D., & Byers, J. W. (2017). The rise of the sharing economy: Estimating 

the impact of Airbnb on the hotel industry. Journal of Marketing Research, 54(5), 

687–705.  

Zhao, Y., von Delft, S., Morgan-Thomas, A., & Buck, T. (2020). The evolution of platform 

business models: Exploring competitive battles in the world of platforms. Long Range 

Planning, 53(4), 101892.   

 

 



36 
 

Table 1 

An overview of species of a service platform ecosystem. 

 

Species Main activities Examples 

Platform owners Match service providers and 

customers, build relationships 

with customers and service 

providers, and smooth demand 

and supply in peak times (Benoit 

et al., 2017). 

Platform firms such as 

Airbnb and Uber Eats 

Platform customers Interact with others, provide 

information, and behave 

appropriately (Benoit et al., 

2017). 

Airbnb guests and Uber Eats 

customers 

Service providers Give access to assets and provide 

personalized services (Benoit et 

al., 2017). 

Airbnb hosts and restaurants 

on the Uber Eats platform 

Facilitators Provide peripheral services that 

support core services.     

Peer-to-peer drivers who 

deliver meals for Uber Eats 

Complementors Provide professional and 

complementary services. 

Complementary mapping 

services and software 

providers 

Competing platforms Compete with a focal platform’s 

owner. 

Lyft as a competitor of Uber 

Non-platform customers Receive services provided by 

incumbents (Mody et al., 2020). 

Hotel guests 

Incumbents Offer traditional products and 

services. 

Traditional hotels 

Media Attract customers and guide their 

purchase decisions (Goldfarb & 

Tucker, 2011). 

Review sites and social media 

Regulators Change laws and policies 

(Goldfarb & Tucker, 2011). 

Legislative institutions 
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Fig. 1 

     A dynamic service platform ecosystem. 

 

Note. Circles represent key species in the service platform ecosystem. Species within 

the same platform-based microenvironment are positioned in the common grey area. 

Reciprocal black lines within the microenvironment represent relationships between 

pairs of species. Self-loops indicate interactions and dynamic processes within the 

same species. Reciprocal grey lines show cooperative and/or competitive 

interdependence between micro and macro environments. 
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Fig. 2           

     Future research agenda on the evolution of platform ecosystems. 
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