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Evolution of Inter-organizational RelationshipsDisruptive Markets
Marketing Capabilities in Music Industry

Abstract

The co-evolutionary development of music businessmplifies how inter-organizational relationshipsva
risen in importance. Relying on the capability pexdive, our study shows that changing roles inienus
industry are creating new capability requirementsaictors in the music network. Based on previesgarch
and wide set of interviews, we propose that actoes increasingly organized as flexible, projectedas
networks that are driven or subscribed by aggregdlat take the risk to find commercial use fa #ttors.
Further, we identify that these hubs require adeguessources, negotiation power and market acoesislé¢ to
fulfill their part in the network. As such, the arg are more inter-related than ever, and actost nevelop
market knowledge combined with deep professionphbiities to succeed. The results show that they a
require a proactive and flexible approach in utiligand developing their commercially relevant kienige;
vertical and horizontal capabilities need to bespnt and balanced between actors.

Keywords: Marketing capabilities, networks, musidustry, co-evolution

I ntroduction

According to co-evolutionary theory, change is acpss where the interaction between parties, aldtigthe
changes in environment, influences the way chaegare (e.g. Henderson and Mitchell, 1997). Theatte

for change is therefore multifaceted, which strbags the impact and pace of change. This is ofiapec
interest when an industry faces considerable presew change, as is the case within the musicsimgu
Technological advancements and consequential @eatimrecord sales are pushing the whole industry to
reconsider the roles of the value chain and sowtesvenues. Even though many industries are eéueEng
never-before seen changes, only few have witnessgthr magnitude and pace of change as music indus
We see that it warrants special attention as thdirfgs of the change, especially when analyzed from
capability perspective, might serve as a platfoon grediction and further analysis in other disigot
industries, such as e-commerce, television, ganmradpile phones, travel, film, and entertainment atenial
rights industries in general (IFPI, 2008).

Music industry and its dynamics have been resedrah@mng academics (e.g. Vlachos et al., 2006; zeren
and Frederiksen, 2005; Lewis, Graham and Hard@k€5) to some extent, but the work limited, considg
the impact and volume of the music industry, whieldl an estimated aggregate revenue of $29.8 bilion
2006 (Datamonitor, 2007). During the last threergeanly 12 managerial articlésmve focused on music
industry according to the ISI Web of Science -das&b Due to radical pace of change in music asiadss,
it can be argued that we are missing an updatestridition of the industry, its central players andanalysis
how the actors are coping with the changing busitesc.

While most authors take a look at some individdainent impacting the change, Huygens et al. (2d@pj)ct

the development of music industry from the invemtad phonograph by Thomas Edison in 1877 onwards to
year 1997 by regarding it from co-evolutionary pedive. In this paper, we build on their work lejating

the industry-level analysis to co-evolutionary depenent as a network-level phenomenon. This level o
analysis has received less attention, while it iew potential reflection for the direction whehe tmusic
business is developing. We ground on the capalpétgpective and take a look which capabilitiesrseebe
central on new inter-firm networks and how theyuahce the way firms operate and succeed. Thectbg

of the paper is to paint a richer picture of thesiroundustry and its challenges, and to discovg@abdity
requirements that could be generalized into disrapharkets. As such, the goal of the paper isfvided:

1) to depict a more updated picture of music indusétyvorks
* How the firms function as networks in disruptiverkes, especially in music industry?

2) to identify lately evolved capability requiremeimdisruptive markets
* What kinds of capabilities are present at the netvevel?

To meet these goals, we gathered data from vasecsndary sources and conducted 35 interviews batwe
2007 and 2008. The interviewees employed differelass at the music industry network, ranging franmsts
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and sound engineers to governmental support agenits.paper is organized as follows. Firstly, weetly
introduce the relevant concepts and methodologthisf study. Secondly, we provide a review of preasgio
research on the music industry and illustrate thalution to its current state. Subsequently, we entwy
present our findings and discuss the implicationd aontribution of the study both at theoreticat an
managerial level. Finally, areas for further reshare suggested.

Theor etical discussion

The theoretical foundations of this paper buildcapability perspective in the networked businesgend. In
the following, we present briefly the central copitseof previous research and key propositions seathe
stage for this study.

Capability perspective

The capability perspective argues that competiideantage and business performance of companies is
primarily driven by its unique processes and skilspabilities define the way of utilizing resowo@.g.
Grant, 1996), such as physical property or knowshdius, the capability perspective recognizes the
interdependent nature of resources and capahilbligisasserts that the ways of utilizing resouraes the
primary drivers of performance. The implementatiddmarket-driven strategy, for example, requiraissin
designing, developing, managing, and controllimgtsgic alliances, while keeping them all focusedtlze
customer (Webster 1992). Furthermore, the new vabilty of record labels and other industry playés
making adoption of new strategies mandatory (BezkstKauffman and Riggins 2006). As such, capadslit
should be researched in order to better understendeterminants of success. This view is supp@isa by

a recent review on empirical research comparinguree-based research with capability-based studigish
reports that capabilities seem to have better egpbay power over performance than resource-bassahrch
(Newbert, 2007).

Capabilities are defined in many ways, but are gdlyeviewed as complex bundles of skills and odile
learning, exercised through organizational proce¢Bay, 1994). Capabilities essentially enablevdigs in
business processes and help them to be carrieeffaaiently and effectively. So far, previous resgahas
identified many different aspects to capabilities ib seems that the generalizability is questidman many
cases. Therefore, only few typologies have gairmmb@ance and the theoretical discussion fallst shror
different categorizations of capabilities. One tiggy that has gained acceptance is presented by(T9®d).
He proposes three distinct capability concepts,atgni) outside-in capabilities, 2) inside-out clhiiaes,
and 3) spanning capabilities. In this study, we especially interested in outside-in capabilitiadich
connect the processes defining other organizaticaphbilities to the external environment. These ar
considered important as they enable the businessrtpete by anticipating market requirements atwad
competitors (see e.g. Day, 1994). Outside-in cditiabi contain four components: 1) market sensiy,
customer linking, 3) channel bonding, and 4) tedbay monitoring (Day, 1994). These kinds of proeess
based capabilities are built from tacit elemerftprocess knowledge (Srivastava et al., 2001), dome
identifiable when an industry is under disruptivege as actors have to change the logic of oparatid
accommodate to industrial and situation-specifalleimges.

Together with the other focus area, business né&syaapabilities provide a coherent basis to thigys as
both internal resources and new inter-organizatiooatext are taken into consideration. In fachaapt of
networking capabilities that help companies to affely manage relationships with suppliers andepth
strategic partners have also achieved rather widepgance among scholars (e.g. Greenley, Hooleyrand
2005; Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer 200@®pecifically, the focus is to study situation-gifie capabilities that
are present in music business networks.

Business networks and their management

Networks are important aspects of industrial rgalé.g. Baraldi et al., 2007), especially whesrvice is
created in a network of activities involving a hos$tstakeholdersGQummesson, 20083s is the case within
music industry. Immaterial rights embodied in musie defined by different roles, starting from casgrs
and continuing all the way to the artist, who attjupresent the music. For example, although curdagital
recording and distribution technologies present m@portunities for artists, record labels are stble to
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provide services, such as promotion and marketingagement, that artists cannot provide for themaselv
Regarding the money flows, therefore, music busiies network of actors that come together tordmre
into an outcome which is then commercialized antizetl in exchange for compensation. This view of
looking business and its operations as networksahasg tradition among business researchers. @Otteeo
seminal proceedings in the field by Grandori ande&5@L995) defines the role of networks as “... moafes
organizing economic activities through inter-firroocdination cooperation”. This definition presemthy
networks are an interesting subject of the study, &y building an understanding of their logiccén be
further figured out how they should be managed.nBb®ugh the research on networks has been exégnsiv
the different approaches employed have createdgafented field of study that has not been ablepduce
the chain of effect and influence to performance. Fentlthe different aspects and ontological assumstio
employed have created a fragmented picture otthngplex and multifaceted phenomenon and, conseguent
no concise theory of network management yet ekistvensivu and Mdéller, 2008).

Network management can be defined as “improving ahdity of the network to operate towards
accomplishing varying objectives, or as the meansvhich network members influence each other and/or
other network as a whole in order to improve neknawoperation” (Jarvensivu and Mdéller, 2008). Hoegv
the manageability of networks is not clearly agrapdn. Some researchers even argue that netwanketca
be managed by any single actor as they are inaf@aptive and emergent systems, whadvidual actors
simultaneously and continuously pursirgividual goals (see e.g. Ford and Hakansson, 2006). As a
shortcoming, this does not fully take into consédi®n the reciprocal nature of many business wiatiips,

the learning that takes place between parties eptitential benefit of organizing actors indepetigeto
provide platform for capability focus and possii# to leverage on that focus. Another approactetworks
takes a view where the differing power of actortalen into consideration, and proposes that nésvoan
have influential hubs or focal firms that exeratsmsiderable coordination over a network, or “siat net”

as often coined by the researchers underliningoispective (e.g. Parolini, 1999; Moéller and Raja007).

In this study, we approach the logic of networkragiens and consider the differing roles that assent. As
such, we consider the manageability of networksther “best practices” that exist among the actod a
networks that we take a look at. We primarily foomsthe logic of why and how inter-firm relationgkiare
beneficial, and also how capability-level analysiplains the logic of networks in music business.

Resear ch methodology

The present study is both conceptual and empiiicalature. Its literature review builds on the dielof
marketing and strategic management. Research limyhigsruptive music industry forms the empiricalrpof

the analysis. The case companies represent foumatidnal companies, which were interviewed inl&imal.
The companies own rights to music and representdsaand their business logic relies on the
commercialization and utilization of immaterial litg. In this context, the potential of businesscess is
based on expected value of music where value congation becomes critical. Music business was chosen
into our analysis as it demonstrates a rapidly ghmnindustry where the role of market interactisn
considerable and increasing.

Semi-structured in-depth interviews were used ita d@athering. During 2007 and 2008, 35 intervievesen
conducted in business-to-business environment.tBigthe interviewees were CEOs or equivalent marsag
of four international music companies that conadstion recording, production and event promotidme T
companies own rights to music and represent bdndslso import and export licenses that enableitigeof
immaterial rights. As such, the business logic leése companies relies on the commercialization and
utilization of immaterial rights. Therefore, bothoducts and services are represented on their diomesof
business, service-orientation probably being thenidating one. Also customers of these firms and
representatives of governmental support agencies imgerviewed to capture comprehensive perspettive
markets and sales in the industry. On averagetvietes lasted for one hour. During the interviews
deliberately brought into discussion the value-ttogalogic of music industry and asked the intemees to
provide a list of necessary capabilities, as weliheeir change over time.

Case study: Music industry
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New tunes in music industry

Music industry is an old but vibrant industry thiat generally characterised to compile of songwsiter
producers, sound engineers, record companiedsaatisl resellers. The list is not meant to be estihae) but
depicts the plethora of different roles involvedtiive process of making and commercializing musienE
though these roles have reshaped among years,hibie wusic industry is currently experiencing stren
wave of change than perhaps ever before. Huge aémjinal advancements have enabled music to be
distributed to end-customers in extended numbarhahnels and formats, both legally and illegallyusié
used to be available only as concrete recordinth) as compact disc, while today one might downioagic

in digital format from internet, order ringtonesh or her mobile phone or listen to music foreftarough
web-based music communities, such as MySpace. €helapment goes in parallel with customers, as
consumer tastes are also polarizing. While peojle ¢o not buy music actively are satisfied withréased
availability of free music, the people who buy nausave developed more fragmented tastes, alsactiafie
the more dispersed spectrum of new possibilitidachbs et al. (2006) even argue that “businessaal’tin

the music industry is over, as the traditional rausdustry value chain is being rapidly re-engieeeto a
more complex direction.

Recorded music industry has a long history, datiagk to Thomas Edison who invented phonograph 718
Since then, the development of music business &éas b long process, where a network of differetdrac
and roles has come to existence. The industry &as Hdriven primarily by technological advancemeantd
consequential evolutionary changes, or sequencegamhpetitive regimes”, many of which have been
identified and described in Huygens et al. (200hey also looked the co-evolution of capabilitietvieen
network actors and competition within music indysand its competitive environment, arguing that the
development of firm capabilities impacts the depeilent of capabilities at the industry level (ancewersa)
because they co-exist in ecology of competitiony@dtuns et al., 2001; Carrillat, Jamarillo and Loeand
2004).

The most notable changes that influence music basittoday can be traced to the mid-1980s, when the
revenues streams of music business started to éxipam the physical manufacturing and distributimin
music products to the exploitation of copyrightsetied to recordings. This was caused by the figeusic
videos presented in Music Television and other nbbm) introduction of digital music (CD format) atite
rise of ICT and computers, which started the stithtinuing expansion of rights and market valueined in
music. Revenues could not only be generated threat#s of music releases on a particular formatculd
also be collected by exploiting the rights connede that piece of music. This, however, is onlyno
becoming apparent to companies in music busineasspii® many radical shifts in the industry, it wext
until the revenues started to run down that theistrg realized that the models of business used ¢beld
not respond to the market changes. One could dahgiiehe business logic has been essentially veacs it
has been driven by the decreasing revenue stremsisic distribution, supported by active inert@ull,
2005). As a matter of fact, one of the key findingsur study was that practically all interviewdssught up
that the distribution-driven way of thinking, orltf logic, has dominated the way industry operaiatl very
recently.

Today, record companies aim to reinvent themsehgeso diversify their revenue streams across a much
broader range of products and platforms than réngsd Companies are now taking hold on a larger qfar
rights and tasks related to music and bands. Fampbe, merchandise licenses and concert bookirgs ar
being integrated to the operating portfolio of femrecord companies, now widely coined as “music
companies.” This reflects the co-evolution of théole industry networks, as besides consumers and
traditional distributors the mobile network operatocomputer software and hardware companies, media
companies and internet service providers, amongrsthare beginning to work with music and music
companies. Music industry can now be consideredmagdustry that is organized in projects, which ar
predominantly organized on the market (Lorenzen Fredleriksen, 2005). Several players are buildiagy t
presence and have started to experiment on findaigle business models for delivering music viaitnic
channels (Vlachos et al., 2006), and digital mgsiole as a strategic necessity has been recogrfihedshift

IS apparent, as in 2007 already 15 % of revenudiseinmmusic industry came from digital distributiiRPI,
2008). In fact, digital market share of music igh@r than in any other entertainment business éxyaepes.

It is anticipated that this development will takd! fffect in near future as one fundamental bairiedigital
distribution, the lack of contracts concerning digital rights of old, classic recordings, is toreenoved.
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Along with the rise of digital distribution, the &iness logic and commercialization process of artebas
clearly become more complex. The amount of diffeeativities, their complementary role and the nhaifi
cause-and-effect has risen in importance. At tlmestime, the timeframe of the whole process hasrhec
shorter. Figure 1 depicts this change and rel&esituation of mid-90s with the way current recogd can
be promoted. It illustrates the increased compjettiat a record company faces when promoting dstart
Figure 1 essentially shows how a linear processhie@®me a dynamic and iterative loop of influencing
different audiences sequentially and repeatedly.

Radio Single Video on MTV Album Street
(Promotional) (Promotional) Date
= " == == == - Marketing (x Weeks) e L
Radio Personalized Album pre -order Exclusive
Single Single campaign + content for  Album
Exclusive  Non-exc| Ringtone Video on Instant sale SDtretet
Ringtone | Ringtone  Remix MTV gratification ate

2006 l l l l l l
T T T

Download Video for Sale Video on Single (with
Single on-demand online Sites remixes)
Album pre- (Mobile/Online)
order available

Figure 1 Towards a multi-product, multi-channel procesthgmusic industry
Composing the tunes - network as a logic of opendth music business

Bockstedt, Kauffman and Riggins (2006) describerd#zent changes in music business as dramaticseeand
that the industry structure will consequently bevily transformed. As digital formats are more sy
present, a new distribution channel is availabkb @imysical retailers are being increasingly repddme digital
music retailers. Artists are in ever stronger posjtand supply and demand are thus brought closeach
other. In terms of value added, immaterial propeigits, enforcement and piracy protection, andtalig
distribution and sales have increased their vatumribution, whereas for manufacturing and distiitm, and
traditional inventory and sales, the contributicas ldecreased. (Bockstedt, Kauffman and Riggins )2006
Furthermore, according to our interviews, the marteucture within music industry is becoming more
complex and fragmented: besides the direct linkcdasumers, there is a growing market of third party
customers, who use music to promote their own mtsdand services (e.g. advertising agencies anslioogr
product companies). Accordingly, while the opemtinodel used to be artist-driven, now it can alsartusic
company -driven as those are able to use theirarksnto find new uses and applications for immaterghts
(e.g. ringtones, exclusive uge third party context, commercial co-operationfisbroad new market
is only emerging, but has considerable potential.

To counterbalance the increased complexity andrfesgation, our findings indicate that music businiss
primarily organized as a network of operators foatn project-based value networks for certain psidt
further seems that, the network roles of individaetiors have become smaller and specialized, ewathie
actors to better focus on their core competenceghédsame time, the record company — or artistfitsis
becoming even more like an integrator, builder ohaepts and commercialization agent. As artistic
knowledge and potential is the cornerstone in mhsgginess, the role of understanding musical piateimas
expanded into a capability to understand how muspmatential can be engineered, packaged and
commercialized in a proactive manner. Vertical capability, ability to integrate severdlorizontal
capabilities, was brought up into discussion inesalinterview sessions. It appears that, as iarastd other
useful skills and knowledge, or horizontal capékii need to be specialized into, also the skiktdmbine
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them as a commercializable package is a distinctieeessary capability. This logic, where an agap@yg
coordinates individual actors so that their objexgiare consistently in providing value to the eanstomer, is
illustrated in Figure 2. We want to emphasize tistirtttive nature of the actors with broad underdiag of
production issues (e.g. composers, producers, samgiheers), and aggregators that might be music
companies or artists that aim to commercializeitmmaterial rights related to music and artist. Asggator
might also govern distribution and media relatioiiscording to the interviewees, proactive approatthe
aggregator towards distribution, media and thirdtyp&@ustomers seem to have a significant impact on
business performance.

Distribution
Actors Aggregator g Media End customers

O

;. Ono-
O
A

Figure 2 The new aggregator-driven structure of music ingust

Our interviews reveal that development of netwodkbd with necessary resources and capabilities to
commercialize immaterial rights seems to be all tihee more common within the contemporary music
industry. Furthermore, the interviews suggest ttetvork management is becoming increasingly impbrta
This is also proposed by Lorenzen and Frederik®@@5) who argue that one of the most importanteissf
organization in the music industry is how the shitlders, who can provide commercializable contars,
coordinated with those who possess skills in mastufang, marketing, and distributing products. Tenary

role of the hub company seems to be of nho impoeamat we identify three prerequisites for beconaruub:

1) access to decision makers within the industrgufficient negotiation power, 3) adequate resesito buy
necessary capabilities and human capital from openkets.

Instruments of contemporary music industry — bogdblocks of business success

As suggested above, changing industry dynamicsusierbusiness seems to drive the focus of actesol
network. While the fragmentation of end users bezmore diverse, they create independent “markietd”
require deep understanding of the symbols andaatethat these markets employ to evaluate thénafity
and appeal of different products. On one hand, itay be the reason for higher specialization, uthe
other hand, these capability-based businesses menty require complementing and packaging by uess
rich and networked actors so that they could bepilesh and commercialized for both organizationall an
individual customers. There is a distinction in ey organization sets to emphasize its use aneloj@went
of, among others, marketing activities. Considethmyresults of this research, we propose thatiktsction
can be understood by referring to the two ende@ftontinuum as depth and width of the understandin

While individual actors that specialize on certaalue-adding activities could find deep understagdin
customer dynamics and their value-logic valuable,argue that aggregators would benefit more frooewi
understanding of the value-creating logic on nekwamnd business level. Interviews in the music itgus
revealed a selection of capabilities that can lemtiled from the companies in the music indusire
identified capabilities are presented in relationtie categorization by Day (1994), which was pmesh
earlier. The outside-in capabilities were the footisur analysis and we found that, in the musaustry, it
can be presented as a background to how actoitseimdtwork stress the development of their capgbili
portfolio. In Table 1, we have listed some of tley kindings of this paper: the distinction of twapability
profiles, the vertical and horizontal, descriptadfrthem and theoretical stance for each sub-dimensi

On general level, most of the capabilities refeknowledge and the process of developing understgraf

actors in the market and their business logic. Tiatlyer well fit into the categorization of (Day2®) for
market-driven organizations. We argue that the bo#pability dimensions and their more detailed
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descriptions illustrated in Table 1 should be apphed with sufficient level of proactiveness. Aligh not
presented in the table, proactive approach to dlitgadbevelopment was generally considered as thgls
most important issue in music industry by the wimwees. To be more specific, problem-solving,
networking, participating and questioning were issues frequently brought into discussion. In tewhs
prerequisites for developing different capabilitiescess to decision makers within the industrfficéent
negotiation power and adequate financial resoukete emphasized.

Table 1 Capabilities in the music industry business network
Capability dimension Description Theoretical Stance
Understanding of the artistic potential and suctas®rs Channel bonding

Market sensing,
technology monitoring

Network/hub management Customer linking

Customer linking,
technology monitoring

Understanding of market dynamics and evolution
Vertical capability

Offering development and commercialization

Understanding of the end-customer Customer linking

Horizontal bilit
orizontal capabiiity Highly specialized know-how Market sensing

Discussion and implications

Previous literature and interviews conducted itltst the latest development in the music industry.
Organizational capabilities have shaped the commngetenvironment, and vice versa, as an interading
way process (Henderson and Mitchell, 1997; Catrillmmarillo and Locander, 2004). In this paper, we
identify central capabilities and supporting resesr that depict latest development in the musicstrg
during this new competitive regime. Our findingggart the results of Huygens et al. (2001) who psegl
that co-evolution of firm capabilities and industgmpetition manifests itself in a reciprocal pExbetween
the emergence of new organizational forms at femel and new business models at industry levele@as
our results, it seems that the actors of musicriiassi are increasingly organized as networks, windse with
critical resources angertical capabilities bound themselves to a set of prosideith specialhorizontal
capabilities (e.g. music video directors, soundireggys, managers). The hubs can be centered kprtibts
themselves, music companies or other actors thegess access to retail front and media, have a¢igati
power and credibility, and have enough physicabueses and human resources to pull the processghro
In this role, widely understanding how specific ketrworks and what promotional mechanisms can bd us
seems to be critical for success, especially ghanfuture. Understanding the seemingly unrelateghes in
popular culture and other fields might also proserdluential when addressing the entity. On theeohand,
the results suggest that specific actors in thevorét seem to be motivated by the possibility touon their
area of expertise and aim to provide a deep uratetistg of this area in relation to the targetedienak. It
seems that they provide the link to the end custaamel focus on the production of the commercialized
concept.

Our findings indicate that the relevant capabditie the music industry fall into the “outside-idivision of
Day (1994), suggesting that firms should aim ahgeionsiderably market-driven. The results cemntrsttiow
that marketing sensing and customer linking cajiedsilare the most important and relevant capéadslitor
companies in the music industry, emphasized in hettical and horizontal capability dimensions. &ls
channel bonding capabilities and technology moimtpare focused on, as has been important espeaiall
business-to-business markets (Day, 2000). But dhbuhs try to be market-driven or to drive market?
Jaworski, Kohli and Sahay (2008)gue thathe approaches are complementary so that a giganiaation
can both drive markets and be market driven. Nbettss, we suggest companies to adopt more preactiv
mindset to promote the value-creation for custonsrd other network players (cf. Narver, Slater and
MacLachlan, 2004). Active search of synergetictreteships within company’s network could also pdiyio

the company is able to concentrate on its core etemge (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994). We further ditate

of the four types of marketing assets identifiedHnoley et al. (1998), especially supply chain essad
alliance-based assets are increasing in importance.
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Conclusions and further research

We see that this paper has potential to prove btduzoth academically and managerially as theadliipited
amount of studies on music industry and other gisra industries. Academically, we discuss captedi
from the network perspective, while managerially present a way the business logic is changing in a
disruptive industry and how actors are reactintpi® changing business environment.

According to Schumpeter (1934), industrial growtid @evelopment is a product of the competitive gssc
We see that companies operating in highly dynamisionindustry are developing capability pools thelp
them to take market dynamics into consideratioragtigely, and not reactively. It seems that praactess is
bedrock that serves as a trigger for the use @drathpabilities, especially market sensing, custdimking

and channel bonding. Network management skills rseded more than ever, and vertical business
understanding is becoming a success factor. Maekating capabilities are especially difficult taderstand

as they span several functions and organizati@vald and incorporate numerous connective linkesédoat

the buyer and the seller (Day, 2000) and they mrayige a sustainable competitive advantage fordirm
music industry. However, in absence of adequataures pool, companies are not able to operatetefédye

The results of this study can potentially be gelimd into other disruptive industries, discussadier. The
consistency of the results could be tested by exagisuch industries (e.g. e-commerce and gaming).
Suggested already by Huygens et al. (2001), artiaddi interesting topic for future research wobll to
explore why certain new capabilities and organizati changes have an impact on the industry, vdtiiers

do not. Also process of joint value creation thtougetwork collaboration could be a fruitful topiorf
research.
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