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Abstract: Contemporary innovation management studies on collaboration
dynamics and value appropriation lack coherent theoretical articulations and
underlying conceptual foundations. It is challenging to manage collaborative
value creation without a proper understanding of the dynamic connections
between collaboration for and appropriation of innovation. This study conducts
a systematic literature review to uncover the dynamic connections between
innovation-related value appropriation and collaboration. Topic modelling, a
machine-learning based text analysis method is applied to a corpus of 270
scholarly articles to uncover relevant elements. Additionally, 77 articles are
selected for an in-depth content analysis to examine the elements in a more
detailed manner. With these steps, the study contributes to literature by
illustrating and elaborating the role of dynamics of collaboration for value
appropriation, and vice versa.
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1 Introduction

Contemporary organizations engage with other actors to acquire ideas and resources for
producing and sustaining innovations and securing their competitiveness (Chesbrough,
2003; Blomqvist et al., 2005; Ebersberger et al., 2021). Collaboration for innovation
benefits an organization’s internal research, development, and innovation (RDI) activities
and expands its opportunities of incorporating previously detached silos of knowledge
and capabilities (Schumpeter, 1950; Hargadon and Sutton, 1997; Fleming, 2001;
Dahlander and Gann, 2010), thereby expanding (the potential of) value creation and
capture.

In innovation network literature, value appropriation is explicitly distinguished from
value creation, which represents another value-based perspective on networks (see Blyler
and Coff, 2003; Adner and Zemsky, 2006; Kim and Lui, 2015). Of these views, value
creation has received considerable attention, but value appropriation (i.e., capturing of
realized value) has just started to become a focal topic, with notions of “business deals”
and “monetary flows” associated with networks (Håkansson and Olsen, 2015; Perna et
al., 2015; Baraldi and Lind, 2017, p. 48), especially those networks for developing
innovation. In particular, the “appropriation problem” of innovating actors to benefit
from their creations has remained somewhat unexplored in the network literature. At the
same time, innovation management research has typically considered value appropriation
and capture with approaches that take networking as a contextual element. In line with
this, they have been more closely associated with firm-specific strategies and closed
innovation modes (Chesbrough, 2003; Gianiodis et al., 2010; Huang and Rice, 2012), and
focused on efforts of individual firms to protect their innovations against imitation
(Teece, 1986; Olander et al., 2009, 2014; Hurmelinna-Laukkanen et al., 2016).

Yet, a coherent and holistic understanding of the collaboration and appropriation
dynamics is important. Earlier research shows that challenges arise when collaboration
and appropriation strategies are misaligned. Considering IBM Watson as an example, the
appropriation problem seems to derive from failing to build a network of complementors
and integrators that would adopt Watson artificial intelligence technology and apply it
widely (Yang et al., 2021). IBM’s closed innovation strategy and focus on individual
value appropriation contradicted the need for collaboration (See also Schilling, 1998, for
the example of IBM’s Microchannel). While previous research has explained the
formation of relationships and networks at different levels (Hurmelinna, 2018) and has
recognized that expectations of gaining a share of value drive collaboration (Gnyawali et
al., 2011; Toikka et al., 2016), much of collaboration dynamics and value appropriation
remain siloed in the distinctive streams of research.

In this study, we conduct a systematic literature review to discover how value
appropriation and collaboration embrace dynamics not just on their own, but in
combination. Research on the dynamics of collaboration and value appropriation lacks
consistency, holistic theoretical articulations, and strong conceptual foundations.
Addressing the interplay between value appropriation and collaboration dynamics not
only narrows this research gap but also is valuable for managers trying to build and
leverage their networks to realize value appropriation, and adjust their appropriation
endeavors to respond to network demands (Appleyard and Chesbrough, 2017; Bogers et
al., 2017; Stefan et al., 2021). With the review results produced from a systematic
literature review relying on topic modelling and in-depth content analysis, we portray the



interplay between value appropriation and innovation collaboration and suggest research
avenues to help stimulate and guide future research in this frontier.

2 Theoretical background

Collaboration between organizations takes diverse forms varying from (strategic)
alliances (Brouthers et al., 1995, Das and Teng, 2016) and joint ventures (Harrigan, 1988;
Kogut, 1988; Beamish and Lupton, 2009) to networks and ecosystems (Powell et al.,
1996; Stuart and Sorenson, 2007, Jacobides et al., 2018). This paper focuses on inter-
organizational networks defined as aggregations of formal and enduring inter-
organizational relationships that are of strategic importance (Gulati et al., 2000, Shipilov
and Gawer, 2020).1 Inter-organizational networks are considered central for a range of
activities, including procurement, internationalization, and, as a core aspect in this study,
innovation (Håkansson and Johanson, 1992; Tidd, 1997). Companies collaborate to
access assets for innovation generation and new product/service development, or delivery
channels for the created output (Perks and Jeffery, 2006). Typically, benefits sought
through innovation networks are related to sharing risks and costs arising from
complexity and uncertainty, and obtaining adequate knowledge-based assets (Bullinger et
al., 2004). Collective activities may produce notable synergy benefits. However,
networking often comes with the need to compromise. In networks, relationships play an
important dual role as a central source of benefits and as a potentially restricting factor to
achieving individual, company-specific aspirations (Håkansson and Ford, 2002). Given
the dynamics in the changing actor-specific goals and shifts in and between elements of
innovation networks (Appleyard and Chesbrough, 2017), reaching a balanced situation is
not straightforward. However, the nuances related to shifts in and of networks are not
always fully transferred to other areas of research.

Value appropriation from innovation surfaces as an important motivational and
enabling factor for collaboration (Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009, 2013).
Participants need to be able to benefit from being part of the collective; otherwise, they
may withdraw from sharing relevant knowledge and information or exit collaborative
activities, thereby causing instability in the relationships (Heiman and Nickerson, 2004;
Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006). Knowledge and expertise are major sources of competitive
advantage for companies, as they can be used individually or as leverage to attract
partners for collaboration. Further, they may be relevant inputs for new developments. As
an output, they can bring profits to the firm. At the same time, the extent to which other
organizations can extract and imitate this core knowledge and utilize it to their own

1 Collaboration occurs “when a group of autonomous stakeholders of a problem domain engage in an
interactive process, using shared rules, norms, and structures, to act or decide on issues related to that domain”
(Wood and Gray 1991, p. 146). Inter-organizational networks are a specific form of inter-organizational
collaboration where organization is seen as a network agent (Majchrzak et al., 2015). Alliances represent a form
of inter-organizational collaboration where two (or more) organizations pool and exchange their resources to
achieve certain common goals through formal and informal coordination; and joint venture is a particular form
of an inter-organizational collaboration where two (or more) organizations jointly control a new business entity
and share it by equity distribution (Gulati, 1995, Phillips et al., 2000, Cuypers and Martin 2009, Shipilov and
Gawer, 2020). The term “ecosystem” can be traced back to Moore (1993). Ecosystems are composed of “a set
of actors with varying degrees of multi-lateral, non-generic complementarities that are not fully hierarchically
controlled” (Jacobides et al., 2018, p. 2264). Distinctive from inter-organizational networks, ecosystems emerge
from the participants’ actions in managing non-generic complementarities in the absence of full hierarchical
control (see Shipilov and Gawer, 2020 for a review and comparison of these two concepts).
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advantage so that the competitive position of the firm being imitated is weakened, is of
major concern for management (Spencer, 2003; Greenhalgh and Rogers, 2004).
However, a challenge is, that much of theorization on value capture and appropriation
still resides within the boundaries of a single firm. Even if research on innovation
appropriation recognizes the network context, focusing on the value capturing of
networks is rare and often somewhat superficial (Westerlund et al., 2014; Ritala and
Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2018). Considering that scholars have advocated for a broader
conceptualization of the ‘firm’ in general (Santos and Eisenhardt, 2005), and that a
network has been proposed to be the locus of innovation (Powell et al., 1996; Adner and
Kapoor, 2010; Autio and Thomas, 2014), it seems that appropriation should be extended
beyond the boundaries of a single firm to a wider extent.

Turning attention to the interplay between appropriation and networking has
important implications. First, we suspect that the networked innovation environment
makes firms’ appropriation strategies dynamic, which remains an understudied issue
(Appleyard and Chesbrough, 2017). We believe that the inherent dynamics of innovation
networks and simultaneous collaboration and competition between various actors (Adner
et al., 2013) affect both the ability and willingness of firms to employ appropriation
strategies that exhibit preclusion (exclusion of competition) and cumulativeness (building
on existing innovation) to different extents (see Ahuja et al., 2013; Alexy et al., 2013;
Jarvenpaa and Välikangas, 2014). Embeddedness in an innovation network further
implies that it is not necessarily a single organization that should be concerned about
preclusion, but it may be that the boundary is shifted to the network level; those outside
of the network are ‘excluded’ rather than those immediately outside the organizational
boundaries. As the network boundaries rarely are fixed, dynamism in value appropriation
is inherently present. Second, changes taking place over time in terms of value
appropriation possibilities may be present in the appropriation strategies (Holgersson et
al., 2018), which can then affect the composition of networks. The ability of individual
actors to maintain their appropriation possibilities in different situations may lead to
leaving earlier partners or searching for different forms of collaboration or more
independent work.

Presently, the scholarly understanding of appropriating value (in terms of capturing a
share of jointly created knowledge that can be used to an innovator’s own advantage
and/or to profit from innovation) in innovation ecosystems remains limited—especially
regarding the related dynamics (Appleyard and Chesbrough, 2017; Bogers et al., 2017;
Stefan et al., 2021). To gain a better understanding of what is known and where gaps
reside in theoretical views, the following section systematically reviews previous
literature. The aim is to uncover how to incorporate value appropriation into innovation
collaboration dynamics (and vice versa) and set agenda for future research.

3 Method: Systematic literature review

Given that this study aims to map previous research in the intersection of value
appropriation and collaboration dynamics and shed light on future research avenues in
this cross-disciplinary area, a systematic literature review method is appropriate (see
Yang et al., 2017; Sullivan et al., 2018). Figure 1 illustrates the process implemented in
this study. Topic modelling, a machine-learning based automated text analysis method,
was used to organize the materials and extract latent themes from the large body of



literature (see Westerlund et al., 2018; Vayansky and Kumar, 2020), followed by an in-
depth content analysis of a smaller sample for a closer examination and elaboration
(Pickering and Byrne, 2014).

Fig. 1. Systematic review process (adapted from Pickering and Byrne, 2014; Yang et al., 2017).

Research purposes and questions

The systematic review process starts with defining research purposes and questions. As
mentioned, this research aims to investigate the intersection of value appropriation and
innovation collaboration dynamics and provide future research avenues. Therefore,
questions guiding our literature review are:

1. How does network literature treat appropriation concerning collaboration
dynamics?

2. To what extent dynamics are acknowledged and understood currently?

3. What are the research gaps in the studies where value appropriation and
collaboration dynamics are associated?

Identification of search string and databases

In defining the search string, synonyms of words (e.g., “cooperation” for “collaboration”)
and terms that may have similar meanings in the literature (e.g., “knowledge production”
for “value appropriation”) were compiled. After testing wildcards and Boolean operators
in databases of Scopus, Business Source Complete (EBSCO), and ABI/INFORM
Complete (ProQuest), and screening the searching results, we chose the string
“((collaborat* OR network* OR relation*) AND dynamic*) AND (value AND
(appropriability OR appropriation OR capture))”. We did not include the aspect of
dynamism to scrutinize value appropriation, acknowledging that literature showing this
aspect explicitly is still limited. The final searching alternatives are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Searching keywords.

Keyword Alternatives

collaboration dynamics (collaborat* OR cooperat* OR network* OR relation*)
AND (dynamic* OR evol* OR develop*)

value appropriation value AND (appropriation OR appropriability OR
capture)

Business Source Complete (EBSCO) and ABI/INFORM Complete (ProQuest)
databases were used in the search of relevant literature because they have a specific focus
on articles connected to the large domain of business studies (Grégoire et al., 2011).
Scopus, a database extending across different research fields, is included to ensure that
relevant studies (especially those in other research fields besides business) are captured.

Search process and data extraction

Figure 2 summarizes the selection process with a flow diagram. A total of 9,181 records
resulted from the initial literature search in the three databases. After exporting the output
to Mendeley software for reference management and removal of duplicates, we screened
the remaining 7,595 papers against the selection criteria shown in Table 2.

Fig. 2. Selection process of studies (adapted from the PRISMA flowchart, Moher et al., 2009).



Table 2. Selection (inclusion and exclusion) criteria used during selection.

Selection process Inclusion criteria (If the article) Exclusion criteria (If the article)

1st Round is a journal paper published
OR is a journal article in press
OR is a book chapter

is not written in English
OR is not published after 1986

2nd Round AND is related to value appropriation
AND is related to collaboration dynamics

-

3rd Round AND is in the field of innovation
AND its focus is the whole network
AND its full text is available

OR is an individual study
OR is editorial
OR is retracted

Because a wide range of publications was found in the databases, we narrowed the
publication types to published or “in press” journal articles and book chapters, to
eliminate non-academic research (see Grégoire et al., 2011). Moreover, we excluded
publications not written in English to enable effective synthesis, following Crossan and
Apaydin (2010) and Yang et al. (2017). During the first round, we removed publications
published prior to 1986—the year when Teece (1986) unpacked the “black box” of
appropriability in his seminal work. Although earlier literature has references to value
appropriation, this year marks the introduction of modern understanding of the concept as
an aspect related to firm strategies rather than an industry-level contextual factor.

After the first-round selection, 4,789 papers were left for consideration. A second-
round selection was conducted to narrow the papers down to those relevant to value
appropriation and collaboration dynamics, resulting in 270 papers. We used topic
modelling, i.e., machine learning algorithms, to analyze the contents of these 270 papers
and discover latent topics across the corpus (Mohr and Bogdanov, 2013). In particular,
we applied the Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) algorithm which uses a three-level
hierarchical Bayesian model to discover latent topics; LDA is popular because of its high
performance with large corpora (Blei et al., 2003; DiMaggio et al., 2013; Hagen, 2018).2
Topic modelling does not require coding of data, but the computational algorithm
automatically makes decisions regarding the investigated content. The analysis provided
us with information revealing latent topics behind the more obvious themes. The body of
270 articles is large enough to make it easy to miss some important views when reviewed
manually by humans. Topic modelling allowed us to overcome this problem.

While topic modelling the corpus, we also continued to narrow our data for a closer
examination. After the third round of selection, we reduced the materials to 65 records.
Backward snowballing—a strategy using references of papers to find more relevant
studies (Wohlin, 2014)—was conducted after the third round, increasing the number of
included studies to 77. These 77 articles focused on innovation at the whole network
level and were examined more closely in terms of the interplay between appropriation

2 A latent topic embedded in multiple documents can be expressed by associated “keywords” and any given
document in the corpus can be linked with more than one topic (Jeong et al., 2019). We can identify which
documents are most associated with which topics. LDA provides alternative topic models based on the chosen
number of topics but good interpretability necessitates a topic model where each topic is distinguishable from
other topics (Westerlund et al,. 2018).
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and network dynamics. We used spreadsheet software to create a table in which our final
primary studies were tabulated (Pickering and Byrne, 2014; Yang et al., 2017). We then
conducted a content analysis of these 77 articles and coded anything in the text that could
pertain to value appropriation and collaboration dynamics. The review results are
elaborated and discussed in the following sections.

4 Results
Topic modelling helped us identify four upper-level topics in the corpus of 270 papers
(see Table 3). We interpreted the topics based on their keywords, notions of keywords in
associated documents, and using insights from the content analysis of the smaller corpus.

Table 3. Topics and their keywords sorted by the decreasing order of weights.

Topic Keywords

Knowledge and capabilities Firms, knowledge, research, creation, capabilities,
based, firm, organizational, results, dynamic

Strategic positioning Technology, industry, product, effect, products,
opportunities, industries, markets, effective, results

Value networks Better, effective, services, supply, chain, present,
identify, economic, developed, need

Business models Innovation, business, design, companies, approach,
new, management, implications, model, open

Respectively, Table 4 shows the coding results of value appropriation in relation to
collaboration dynamics derived from the smaller corpus of 77 papers. Value creation is
also included to the extent that we intended to explore the full picture of value networks
and the treatment of value appropriation in them.

Table 4. Quantitative summary of value appropriation in relation to collaboration dynamics.
Dimension Concepts (ranked in frequency; % in the 77 records)
Value creation (in networks) Process

· A process leading to appropriation (27%) or a
process to generate/use/exchange value
(without appropriation included) (6%)

· A process about resources (resulting
into/resulted from resources, resources
exchange, resources combination) (23%)

· A learning process (10%)
Creation/delivery of value:

· Strategic networking (36%)
· Ecosystem (19%)
· Interactive (18%)
· Affected by open innovation (17%)

Value creation × collaboration
dynamics

Outcomes:
· Knowledge/IP access, exchange, and

combination (86%)
· Co-creation of value (29%)



· Value-added (13%)
Value appropriation dynamics Dynamism:

· Affected by open innovation (29%)
· Focal firm maximizing and balancing value

capture (18%)
· Employing appropriability mechanisms (16%)
· Determined by the stakeholder’s bargaining

power (12%)
· Affected by ownership of complementary

assets (8%)
Value appropriation × collaboration
dynamics

Outcomes:
· Increasing benefits (e.g., market shares,

quickly release products, infrastructure, a
local specialized labor market) (71%)

· Cost share/reduction (45%)
· Risk share/reduction (36%)
· Maintaining/Achieving competitive advantage

(25%)
Future area In general:

· Empirical study with quantitative (27%) or
qualitative (3%) methods

· Firms in not the same sector/industry (14%)
· Multilevel investigation (8%)
· Longitudinal investigation (8%)

Specific issues:
· Openness (e.g., the extent of openness,

consequences of openness, open source) (9%)
· Ecosystem (e.g., consequences of the

ecosystem with different value capture
strategies, including unconscious action) (6%)

5 Discussion
The review findings allow us to frame the ties between value appropriation and
innovation collaboration dynamics, as presented in Figure 3. Informed by the review
results, ‘value creation’ is included for clarity. Based on our analysis, it forms the basis
for value appropriation as it involves innovation and new product creation activities.
‘Value appropriation’ embodies generating value or rent from the creation/innovation. In
a collaborative environment, an organization’s knowledge and capabilities, business
models, and strategies (strategic positioning and/or positioning in value networks) are
determinants of the ability to capture value. Changes in these also trigger dynamics in
value capture. The key topics identified in the topic modelling become the building
blocks of the framing. In the following, they are discussed in the light of the detailed
findings from the content analysis.
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Fig. 3. Overview of the collaboration dynamics from value creation to value appropriation.

Knowledge and capabilities. The first topic detects scholarly discussion about the
effects of organization’s knowledge and capabilities on managing and capturing value
generated through innovation collaboration. Joint creations, produced by combining
resources exchanged between collaborating parties (Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen,
2013), need suitable appropriation mechanisms to secure value for the organization
(Andersen and Drejer, 2008; Capaldo and Messeni Petruzzelli, 2011; Holm et al., 2013;
Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2013; Ritala and Tidström, 2014). This discussion
identifies the relational capability of a firm as a key factor moderating value
appropriation (Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2013; Ritala and Tidström, 2014). The
findings suggest that collaboration ensues interdependency in firms, intertwining the
activities along the value chain. Especially in coopetition, where the collaborators are
also competitors, relational- and firm-level cooperation strategies outline the research
objectives and innovation outcomes (Ritala and Tidström, 2014). The difference in the
relational- and firm-level strategies is apparent due to the distinct outlook with which
these strategies are drawn. For example, the firm-level strategies focus on balancing the
firm’s strategic objectives with the value attained through collaboration activities and,
therefore, anchor the benefits gained by the firm within networks. Conversely, relational
strategies are sketched to leverage the coopetitive relationship and, thus, the strategies are
directed to enhance joint value creation by combining resources (Topic 1a in Fig. 2;
Ritala and Tidström, 2014). Likewise, value appropriation is seen differently under the
relational- and firm-level strategies (Topic 1b in Fig. 2; Ritala and Tidström, 2014). The
knowledge and capabilities of a firm, and safeguarding benefits, drive the strategic
choices a firm makes to maximize the joint knowledge and creation generated through
collaboration. In sum, the role of knowledge and capabilities inherently indicates that any
changes on one side (in collaboration as joint activity or appropriation as individual
activity) will be reflected on the other as well. However, it seems that the focus on
knowledge and capabilities highlights the divide between collaboration for and
appropriation of innovation. The distinction between knowledge and capabilities as
inputs versus as outputs, with relevance to collaboration and appropriation, has been

Topic 1a Topic 1b



neglected. Moreover, collective value capture is largely missing in the discussion,
meriting future research.

Strategic positioning. The second topic highlights the relevance of strategic
positioning of a firm engaged in collaborative activities. A firm’s strategic positioning of
its products in the market is closely linked with its competitiveness and longevity.
Research associates the outcomes of openness in innovation with appropriability regimes
(Bahemia et al., 2017). A firm’s strategic influence on technological and business
activities impacts value appropriation (and value creation), suggesting trade-offs
introduced by product design choices and collaboration governance (Tee and Gawer,
2009). Contracts and licenses safeguard as well as monetize the shared resources and
knowledge (Boyd and Spekman, 2010). Therefore, ‘strategic positioning’ of the firm
identifies with the interactive effects in a collaboration network. Likewise, in any form of
collaboration, the mechanisms employed by a firm to govern the use of shared resources,
technological know-how, and ownership influence the outcomes of collaboration and
benefits reaped from it (Dechenaux et al., 2008; Boyd and Spekman, 2010). That is,
mutual dynamism emerges in connection to strategic positioning. In sum, a connection
can be observed between network dynamics and appropriation dynamics when examining
them through the lens of strategic positioning.

Value networks. The third topic outlines the system effects in relation to network
dynamics. Within the classical value systems, individual organizations add value to the
network (Ettlie and Reza, 1992). Value networks are multi-tiered and entail multiple
actors involved in distinct activities, including innovating, supplying, producing, and
distributing products and services to the customers. The nature of and changes in
relationships (dyadic, triadic, etc.) and the structure and geographic dispersion of the
increasingly global value networks are connected to the value appropriation dynamics
(Stanley and Wojcik, 2005; Gereffi and Lee, 2012; Parker and Cox, 2013; Fold, 2014;
Prasad et al., 2017; Brennan and Tennant, 2018). Correspondingly, value capture
activities take center stage for the appropriation of value in networks (Stanley and
Wojcik, 2005; Liu et al., 2013) which aim at effective distribution of resources among
the actors to elicit superior performance (Svahn and Westerlund, 2007). Therefore,
utilizing the systemic approaches can make the collaboration-appropriation dynamics
more transparent and observable.

Business models. The fourth topic detects the scholarly discussion around business
models that define the interaction between a firm’s “customers, value propositions,
product/service offerings, value creation mechanisms, and value appropriation
mechanisms” (Fjeldstad and Snow, 2018, p. 1). Earlier, business models were considered
from a firm’s point of view, considering how the firm connected to its environment
starting from its own value appropriation goals (Rajala and Westerlund, 2007). Recently,
scholars have examined ‘the degree of openness’ in innovation to delineate business
model characteristics when sharing resources and knowledge across organizational
boundaries, and to understand their impact on the dynamics of value appropriation
(Chesbrough and Appleyard, 2007; Chesbrough and Bogers, 2014). Open innovation
models can be strategically designed to release enough power to make the firm an
attractive partner for collaboration but also to control assets for value appropriation
(Gambardella and Panico, 2014). New business models residing at network or ecosystem
levels and accommodating the concept of openness, including exploiting crowds and
using external sourcing of resources and social capital, are giving shape to new types of
contracts to own, share and utilize innovative work for rent/value generation. According
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to Ettlinger (2017), business models are increasingly embedding collaboration and open
innovation to impart flexibility in their resource-base, production, and firm-level
strategies. These efforts have given rise to new forms of corporate networks and labor
markets, informalizing innovative work (Ettlinger, 2017). Importantly, open business
models evolve with time and are path-dependent. As an organization grows in experience
and gains strategic positioning in the market, its choices to make its resources and
knowledge available outside the organization’s boundaries change (Frankenberger et al.,
2014; Appleyard and Chesbrough, 2017). For example, Fjeldstad and Snow (2018) found
that business models evolve to adapt to changes in the environment. Thus, business
model is the central tenet linking the firm’s (collaborative) value creation mechanisms (to
combine resources to create value) to the value appropriation mechanisms (to generate
rent from value created and increase firm’s bargaining power).

Moving toward a dynamic view in future research
The considerations above base the topics for future research. First, we call for more

investigations into the dynamics of organizations’ appropriation strategies and
collaboration decisions (see also Cenamor and Frishammar, 2021; Holgersson et al.,
2018). Towards the firm's competitive strategy, a firm is dynamically collaborating with
various actors to reach the benefits (Lavie, 2009; Chou and Zolkiewski, 2017).
Accordingly, research questions for future research can include “what are the
consequences of different forms of collaboration for value appropriation?”, and “how
collaboration decisions are influenced by value appropriation expectations, processes,
and outcomes?” Likewise, for strategic alignments, it can be asked: “how should
innovators adjust the employment of appropriability instruments—appropriability
mechanisms and complementary assets—to align with collaboration decisions?”.

Second, there is relatively limited knowledge on the influences of changes of network
structures on the collaboration dynamics and related value appropriation. Specific
benefits and value at different levels (firm, dyadic relationship between two partners,
broader network of multiple partners, etc.) need more systematic exploration (Ritala and
Tidström, 2014). Prior studies suggest that the network structure influences the
innovative outputs (Schilling and Phelps 2007) and distribution of value among
individual partners (e.g., Powell et al., 1996; Bae and Gargiulo, 2004; Lavie, 2007), but
the aspect of dynamism is not fully recorded in this respect. Further, the network
structure has an impact on the degree actors can negotiate their roles with other actors in
an innovation network (Nyström et al., 2014). Actors that can leverage collaborations
actively have appropriation advantages. However, little is known about process
interactions between value appropriation and collaboration for different innovation
network structures. For instance, future research on ecosystems can study differences
between centralized ecosystems and adaptive ecosystems (Shipilov and Gawer, 2020).

Third, the ability to bargain over collective outputs either ex-ante (Adegbesan and
Higgins, 2011) or ex-post (Lavie, 2007) delineates the value appropriation of individual
organizations. While collaborative relationships can facilitate value creation, some
contributors of the joint value creation may restrict the appropriation capacity and thus
undermine the market performance of other participants (Lavie, 2007; Wagner et al.,
2010). The appropriation dynamics—and their management—become more complex as
diverse actors with different value appropriation expectations (i.e., expectations on the
amount of value they can capture) are networked (Murphy and Schindler, 2009;



Jarvenpaa and Wernick, 2011; Gebauer et al., 2012; Ghezzi et al., 2016; Birtchnell et al.,
2017). Potential research questions concerning value appropriation include “how
different actors approach their goals through collaboration in a networked environment?”
and “what drives and what destroys the collaboration of different actors from the
perspective of appropriation?” These questions are relevant in the healthcare context, for
example, where non-profit-seeking organizations such as universities and public
hospitals, and profit-seeking firms and private healthcare providers are collaborating
(Hurmelinna-Laukkanen et al., 2021). If parameters that affect value appropriated by
different actors and their effects can be empirically identified, value capture theory can be
advanced greatly as well (Chatain and Mindruta, 2017; Gans and Ryall, 2017).

5 Conclusions

This study is among the first to systematically review and track the existing knowledge in
the intersection of value appropriation and collaboration dynamics. The trajectory of
research placed in this intersection is characterized by relatively recent emergence, lack
of value appropriation-specific investigation, and holistic theoretical articulations and
frameworks. There is a dearth of empirical, quantitative, and across-industry
examinations.

To date, studies on value appropriability and appropriation from a networked
collaboration perspective have examined a variety of firm-external and firm-internal
factors that influence a firm’s ability to capture value. Two considerations continue to
deserve further examination. First, we suspect that in innovation collaboration, ex-ante
identification of collective value and distribution of it (Adegbesan and Higgins, 2011) is
nearly impossible as such innovation environments might require firms to share their
intellectual property for free. Second, recent studies have proposed that firms selectively
reveal their knowledge (Alexy et al., 2013; Henkel et al., 2014) and that there are
conscious intentions (Jarvenpaa and Välikangas, 2014) to reshape the behavior of other
actors in networks. The latter notion brings ‘agency’ to our attention. In general, recent
research on agency in social structures claims that actors are not merely constrained
reproducers by the social structure: they purposefully and deliberately seek to create
structures that favor their self-interests (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998). For example, in
networks, behavior and activities are driven by the expected actor-level payoffs, which
generates dynamics and change as a result of different tensions (Bogers et al., 2017;
Stefan et al., 2021). Appropriability building in the network context is inherently a
dynamic balancing act that requires different capabilities (see Mitrega et al., 2012;
Hurmelinna-Laukkanen and Nätti, 2017). The insights from this study can be used as a
starting point for future research in this area.
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