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ABSTRACT

For several years, the attention that management scholars have been dedicating to the concept of service
ecosystem is characterized by a growing trend. However, many contributions dedicated to the theme are
purely theoretical, absolutely important but, perhaps, not sufficient to allow a more adequate
"metabolization” of the logic underlying service ecosystems. To this aim, this work represents the logic of
service ecosystems in a real context, providing a concrete example of how the service ecosystem view can be
declined within e-commerce. In the observational perspective offered by S-DL, it is possible to imagine e-
commerce as a service ecosystem in which the engagement of the numerous players who exchange all kinds
of resources favors the activation of value co-creation processes. In each e-commerce platform, in fact,
transactions involve different categories of players (such as website owners, managers, developers, other
competing platforms, linked platforms, warehouse owners, transporters, end users and so on). Furthermore,
the work offers a conceptualization of e-commerce as a service ecosystem consisting of three nested
observational levels, Micro-, Meso-, and Macro-, each one with its own specificities. The rereading of e-
commerce in the service ecosystems perspective provides important insights from a dual viewpoint, both
theoretical and practical: regarding the first aspect, the work is configured as an absolute novelty in the
literature, as it provides an original reinterpretation of e-commerce according to the observational
perspective of service ecosystems; with regard to managerial hints, the paper takes shape as a conceptual
basis for the definition and implementation of strategies aimed at optimizing the engagement of the plurality
of actors that crowds e-commerce platforms.

Keywords: Service ecosystem; Service-Dominant Logic (S-DL); E-commerce; E-commerce platform;
Business to Consumer (B2C); Business to Business (B2B); Business to Government (B2G); Consumer to
Consumer (C2C); Consumer to Business (C2B); Consumer to Administration (C2G).

INTRODUCTION

For several years, the attention that management
scholars have been dedicating to the concept of
service ecosystem is characterized by a growing
trend (Kaartemo et al., 2017). Not by chance,
any database that can be consulted online is full
of articles dedicated to this topic. The perception
that derives from the reading of the majority of
these articles is linked to the authors' attempt to
add a further “piece” to the puzzle of the service
ecosystem view, in order to enrich literature with
information able to further stimulate the
scientific debate in this regard. However, with a
few exceptions, the possibility of tracing papers
that use the observational lens provided by the
service ecosystem view to analyze phenomena of
emerging reality is rather low (Botti, 2017). In
fact, very often the arguments addressed in the

context of many contributions dedicated to the
theme are purely theoretical, absolutely
important but, perhaps, not sufficient to allow a
more adequate "metabolization" of the logic
underlying service ecosystems. In other words,
if on the one hand the continuous and further
conceptualizations of the elements
characterizing service ecosystems favor an
enlargement of the theoretical perspective
(Vargo et al., 2015; 2011), on the other, they do
not provide any hints that allow suggesting
managerial implications. This aspect, although
apparently irrelevant, actually risks negatively
impacting the result produced by the debate that
could derive by reading an article focused on
service ecosystems.

Based on these premises, this work aims to
represent the logic of service ecosystems by
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lowering the interpretation of its characterizing
elements into a real context. More specifically,
the paper provides a concrete example of how
the service ecosystem view can be declined
within e-commerce. To achieve this goal, the
work opens with a broad examination of the
theoretical background related to the concept of
ecosystem and, more particularly, of service
ecosystem. Subsequently, the theme of e-
commerce is dealt with in depth, highlighting
the different segments that make it up: Business
to Consumer (B2C); Business to Business
(B2B); Business to Government (B2G);
Consumer to Consumer (C2C); Consumer to
Business (C2B); Consumer to Administration
(C2G). Subsequently, e-commerce is reread
according to the service ecosystem view, with
reference to its three observational levels: micro,
meso and macro. Finally, the theoretical and
practical implications of the work are discussed,
its limits are specified and the insights for future
research are debated.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In a very broad and inclusive sense (Odum,
1969), an ecosystem is definable as an open

systemic  complex, consisting of living
(vegetables and animals) and non-living
organisms, all in constant and mutual

interaction. In this perspective, it is possible to
associate the term “ecosystem” to an ecological
unit, within which the various organisms are
classifiable in several populations depending on
their species membership (Assessment, 2005).
All ecosystems, in order to survive and develop,
tend to the achievement and maintenance of a
state of dynamic balance between their two
main components, biotic and abiotic (Simon et
al., 2016): the former is a set of biological
factors - living organisms - (Wohlfahrt et al.,
2008); the latter, instead, is residually identified
and corresponds to everything not associable to
people, animals or plants (McBride, 2002). The
presence of numerous species of organisms is a
fundamental feature of ecosystems, whose
resilience, in fact, proportionally varies
depending on the level of internal biodiversity
(Ponce-Campos, 2013; Assessment, 2005;
Huston and McBride, 2002).

Each ecosystem has its own characteristics,
which enable it to be distinguished from the
others. However, Boley and Chang (2007)
identify four typical properties of every
ecosystem: integration and full involvement of
the organizations belonging to it; constant

balance between all parties; resource sharing
among its organisms, necessary to facilitate the
achievement of the dynamic balance; self-
organization of the subjects operating in it to
ensure its survival.

As it is guessable from the above-described
considerations, according to the ecosystem
view, a crucial role is played by every actor
(Costanza et al., 2016; Jones et al., 1994). In this
sense, it is not difficult to operate a parallelism
with the current business scenarios, increasingly
influenced by Service-Dominant Logic (Karpen
et al, 2012; Vargo and Lusch, 2012;
Tommasetti et al.,, 2015 Barrel and Polese,
2009): while in the past companies wore the
robe of sole protagonists of every exchange and
sales processes, to date, no longer actor is
considerable as a mere passive recipient of
service received (Vargo and Lusch, 2008;
Spohrer et al., 2008; Troisi et al., 2016). They,
rather, should be imagined as operant resources
and, therefore, indispensable source of strategic
benefit (4th Foundational Premise - Vargo et al.
2008). Thus, the significance originally
attributed solely to companies is redistributed
among all the involved actors (Troisi et al.,
2016), which can create value by contributing to
value proposition through the input of tangible
and intangible resources (7th Foundational
Premise - Vargo et al., 2008). This statement
paves the way to further consideration, based on
the interpretation of all socio-economic actors as
resource integrators (3th Axiom and 9th
Foundational Premise - Vargo and Lusch,
2016).

Such a perspective also implies a shift of the
scholars’ focus from all possible links among
companies and their consumers (B2C) to the
network of relationships that could arise among
all the actors involved in service delivery and
use processes (A2A) (Vargo and Lusch, 2016).
In addition, it is worth specifying that, according
to this logic, besides companies and consumers,
among the different categories of involved
actors, institutions are also very significant
(Vargo and Lusch, 2016; Akaka et al., 2013;
Araujo and Spring 2006), since they actively
participate in the common and shared benefits
spreading, in a holistic (Veciana and Urban,
2008; Arndt, 1981) and systemic (Ugnich et al.,
2015; GarciaHolgado and Garcia-Pefialvo,
2014; Cortner et al., 1998; Corbera and Brown,
2008; Yaffee, 1996) view. In this regard, Vargo
and Lusch (2016) point out that value co-
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creation is favored by the full sharing of
material resources and intangible assets and is
coordinated through actor-generated institutions
and institutional arrangements (5th Axiom and
11th Foundational Premise).

This awareness about the opportunities arising
from an adequate resource management by
means of integration of ecological, economic,
social and political elements in a strongly
multidisciplinary context (Pels et al., 2013;
Tianhong et al., 2010; Zhao et al., 2004) has
fostered the birth of a new concept, expressible
as “service ecosystem” (Riedl et al., 2009). In
literature, the debate about the concept of
service ecosystem is more and more exciting
and vivid (Kaartemo et al., 2017; Flint et al.,
2014; Breidbach et al., 2014; Brander et
al.,2012; Yang et al., 2008; Li et al., 2008;
Tscharntke et al., 2005; Seppelt et al., 2001).

Like service systems, discussed within Service
Science (Maglio et al.,, 2009; Maglio and
Spohrer, 2008), also service ecosystems involve
heterogeneous categories of actors, which
interact to reach common goals (Kaartemo et al.,
2017; Flint et al., 2014; Seppelt et al., 2011; Li
et al., 2008). However, there are some
differences between them, mainly attributable to
the fact that, while the concept of service system
revolves around the benefits that can be derived
from an appropriate use of technology, the idea
of service ecosystem provides a stronger focus
on the function performed by institutions, which
play an even more central role in promoting
value co-creation, appearing as important to
provide benefits to people (Egoh et al. 2007) or,
as stated by Schréter et al. (2005), vital to
human well-being.This statement is endorsed
also by Vargo et al. (2011), who define service
ecosystem as a relatively self-contained, self-
adjusting system of resource-integrating actors
connected by shared institutional logics and
mutual value co-creation through service
exchange. Likewise, Maglio et al. (2009) define
service ecosystems as configurations of people,
material and immaterial resources and,
especially, institutions aimed at creating a
mutual value.

Generally, with the expression "e-commerce"
people tend to frame a form of commerce based
on the use of electronic devices for the sale of
goods and services. However, this definition
appears to be rather reductive since it includes

only a small part of the e-commerce chain,
which, in a broader sense, represents the set of
processes based on transactions and procedures
that have changed the way of doing business for
some years (Delone and Mclean, 2004). In fact,
e-commerce, in addition to the trade of goods
and services electronically, also involves the
online distribution of digital content, the
carrying out of financial operations, the
auctions, the procurement and other procedures
involving both private and public actors.

Among the main factors that have triggered a
sort of revolution in the markets around the
world is the technological evolution (Klopping
and McKinney, 2004), which, due to the spread
of mobile digital devices, has redefined the way
of shopping, shifting the attention of consumers
and companies from a one-way perspective to a
many to many logic and, recently, to an actor to
actor view (Wieland et al., 2012). Many authors
(Li and Karahanna, 2015; Laudon and Traver,
2013; Prisha et al., 2017; Gefen, 2000; Rayport
et al, 2001) believe that the extensive
dissemination of e-commerce in the world is
destined to grow in coming years, moving from
an alternative trading instrument to an almost
exclusive buying and selling process. More and
more frequently, in fact, companies offer their
products by using only digital channels and
people make their purchases online.

The strong success of e-commerce on a global
scale has been demonstrated by a continuous
growth over the last 10 years. In this regard, the
Statistical Office of the European Union has
recorded agrowth of more than 7% over the last
decade, with a turnover rising from 917,647
billions of dollars in 2008 to 1411,765 billions
of dollars at the end of 2017.

Although e-commerce presents some peculiar
characteristics that make possible to distinguish
it from traditional forms of commerce, it can in
turn be divided into different dimensions,
corresponding to six macro-segments. Each
macro-segment, although presenting typical
features of e-commerce, has a series of
characteristics of heterogeneity in terms of
services offered, service providers, service
recipients, service delivery methods and so on.

The main macro-segments of e-commerce are
hereinafter outlined:

e Business to Consumer (B2C): it represents
the "traditional” form of e-commerce (Chiu
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et al., 2014), which includes commercial
transactions between companies and people
(final consumers), who use this channel to
choose and compare, through multimedia and
interactive sites, catalogs and price lists
accompanied by increasingly detailed and
updated information, benefiting from
frequent discounts and home delivery,
sometimes in less than 24 hours (Gefen and
Straub, 2004). In reality, with regard to the
use of products, it is possible to make a
further distinction between “direct electronic
commerce” (Devaraj et al.,), based on the
physical delivery of goods to the final
consumer, and “indirect electronic
2002commerce, based on digital delivery
(think of e-books).

Business to Business (B2B): this macro-
segment implies the involvement of only
companies, with different roles: one
company operates as a seller and the other
one operates as a customer. Precisely, B2B
indicates the relationships that a company
has with its suppliers for supplying, planning
and monitoring of production, and/or subsidy
in product development activities, or the
relationships that the company holds with
professional clients, that is, other companies
located at different points in the production
chain (Raisch, 2002). The volume of B2B
transactions is much higher than that of B2C
transactions and one of the reasons is that
companies have adopted e-commerce
technologies much more than consumers
(Chandrasekar Subramaniam, 2002).
Moreover, in a typical supply chain, there are
many B2B transactions, but only a B2C
transaction, given that the complete product
is retail sold to the final customer
(Cunningham, 2001). Companies tend to use
B2B to improve their production processes,
benefit from particular services, exchange
updated information on price lists in real
time, order goods and services, make online
payments, etc.

Business to Government (B2G): also known
as Business to Administration (B2A), it is a
type of e-commerce dedicated to commercial
relationships among companies supplying
goods and services and public bodies
(Gangeshwer, 2013). The procurement and
acquisition of goods and services through the
Internet is made possible by e-procurement
(electronic procurement), which is a process
based on the definition and compliance of a
set of rules, organizational procedures and

other procedures that generally include
employment of software and computer
technologies (Scholl et al., 2009; Zheng,
2009). The technologies used for this
purpose include Electronic Data Interchange
(EDI), extensible Markup Language (XML)
and Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP)
software. The identity of suppliers and
buyers is generally certified by the use of
digital ~signature tools, i.e. qualified
electronic signatures.

Consumer to Consumer (C2C): it includes all
the commercial transactions that are carried
out among individual end users via internet
through specific websites (which act as
intermediaries). These sites manage the
environment in which users interact, leaving
a wide autonomy to buyers and sellers in the
negotiation and management of the sale
(Leonard, 2012). Although it is one of the
most recent macro-segments of e-commerce,
C2C is characterized by a high rate of
diffusion mainly thanks to the increasingly
frequent use of websites dedicated to online
auctions among individuals. The main
benefit for consumers is the possibility of
having a digital platform available to search,
find, interact and conclude commercial
transactions (Lu et al., 2010; Pu et al., 2007).
Web sites, on the other hand, get a profit
represented by the application of percentage
rates on the amount of transactions executed.

Consumer to Business (C2B): in this macro-
segment of e-commerce, commercial
transactions are initiated by consumers, who
declare their willingness to provide a service
in exchange of the payment of a certain price
by the company (Chou et al., 2014; Simpson
and Docherty, 2004). Therefore, contrary to
what happens in the B2C, the transaction
ends only in the case that a company accepts
the consumer's proposal. All this is always
achieved through digital platforms that have
the task of sorting out offers from potential
customers to the various potentially
interested companies. C2B, therefore, is
configured as a macro-segment of e-
commerce due to an “inverted" business
model, the consumer of which determines the
selling price (Aljifri et al., 2003). The rapid
success of C2B is due to the spread of
popular media and content generated by
consumers through different types of
platforms, such as blogs, podcasts, websites,
videos and, above all, social networks.
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e Consumer to Administration (C2G): C2G is
also known as Consumer to Administration
(C2A). Like C2B, it is based on an inverted
business model, as people sell their goods
and services to public bodies (Coppel, 2000).
Commercial transactions in C2G can concern
the education sector (for example through
distance training courses), security (for
example, through the distribution or
encryption of sensitive data), tax (with the
payment of fees, contributions, declaration of
income, etc.). Compared to the others, this
macro-segment of e-commerce is still in its
embryonic phase (Kabanda and Brown,
2017; Agwu and Murray, 2015), as it
requires further developments to be able to
facilitate the achievement of a high level of
effectiveness and  efficiency in the
management of commercial transactions by
consumers to the public administration.

In any case, beyond the specific macro-segment,
e-commerce continues to be more and more
successful (Ramanathan, 2010). This is mainly
due to the various benefits that both companies
and consumers can obtain by selling and
purchasing products online. Job demand and
supply, in fact, are able to meet more easily, for
example through the effect of dynamic pricing,
which allows companies to adjust the price of
their products over time based on buyers'
feedback. Moreover, the lack of physical
intermediaries, made possible by profiling every
user, allows, on the one hand, knowing the
consumers’ purchasing habits and, on the other,
reducing the selling price of goods and services.
In this way, companies are able to obtain
valuable information about the behavioral
characteristics of their customers and the latter
are able to get savings.

With regard to this last aspect, what is
fundamental for every form of e-commerce is
the use of CRM (Customer Relationship
Management) tools, which help in the collection
and analysis of quantitative and qualitative data,
allowing declining the wusers’ profile and
understand their consumption choices, purchase
preferences and behaviors (Romano and
Fjermestad, 2003). Moreover, in line with the
new trends dictated by globalization, e-
commerce helps eliminating the barriers typical
of physical trade, allowing companies to
penetrate and operate in markets on the other
side of the world with considerable savings due
to lower costs compared to traditional stores,
and to consumers to search and find easily any

desired good or service (Rajgopal et al., 2003).
Other strengths of e-commerce are the unlimited
time availability linked to the possibility to
access the dedicated platforms 24 hours a day
and the wide range of products (including
specialized or niche) traceable using the search
engines.

E-COMMERCE IN A SERVICE ECOSYSTEM
PERSPECTIVE

In the observational perspective offered by S-
DL, it is possible to imagine e-commerce as a
service ecosystem in which the engagement of
the numerous players who exchange all kinds of
resources favors the activation of value co-
creation processes. In each e-commerce
platform, in fact, transactions involve different
categories of players, such as website owners,
managers, developers, other  competing
platforms, linked platforms, warehouse owners,
transporters, end users and so on.

In the same way, the operations that take place
within each e-commerce platform make easier
to understand the idea according to which they
can be considered as service ecosystems. In fact,
rather than goods as such, the operations
performed therein are aimed at allowing the
various directly or indirectly involved players to
benefit from a common experience, represented
by the enjoyment of the service offered by the
use of the product.

In light of these premises, it does not seem
meaningless to propose a conceptualization of e-
commerce as a service ecosystem consisting of
three nested observational levels (Micro-, Meso-
, and Macro-), each one with its own
specificities that make it different and distinct
from the others.

The main feature of the Micro-Level is the
interaction among single couples of actors,
which exchange resources to generate a mutual
and common benefit (Vargo et al., 2008).
Although it is the smallest observational level,
the micro-level has all the peculiarities of the
entire service ecosystem. In particular, the
actors do not operate in a passive way, acting,
on the contrary, actively as operand resources.
With regard to e-commerce, it is possible to
imagine that at the Micro-Level dyadic relations
are established among single couples of actors
(such as user-user, user-seller, user-supplier,
seller-storekeeper, seller-provider and so on).
The success of dyadic interactions depends on
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the respect of the rules (institutions) by the
individual actors involved in the processes of
co-creation. Since these rules are established on

the basis of interactions among actors, they are
defined as "actor-generated institutions”.

Fig.1. E-commerce in service ecosystem perspective
Source: Adapted from Akaka et al., 2013

Actor-generated institutions can be seen as
coordination mechanisms  that  enable
interactions among actors (Frow et al., 2014): in
addition to the strict rules defined by the actors
managing the platform, the institutions include
guidelines, social norms, symbolic meanings
and routines that facilitate the establishment of
fruitful relationships for the subjects variously
involved in the generation of a value capable of
satisfying everyone's interest. Thus, the
similarity of actor-generated institutions appears
to be fundamental to the success of dyadic
interactions between each pair of actors. To be
clearer, consider, by way of example, a classic
relationship that can be created between buyer
and seller on eBay, one of the most widespread
e-commerce platforms with over 170 million
active users, which produces a turnover that
exceeds 25 hillions of dollars, generating a net
profit of over 5 billion dollars employing over
30 thousand employees
(https://www.statista.com/statistics/507881/eBa
ys-annual-net-revenue/).Imagine, at this point,
that buyer and seller behave in compliance with
different institutions and, specifically, that the
buyer is only interested in obtaining savings
neglecting the quality of the product, while the
seller is driven by the desire to get rid of his/her
own good by lying on its characteristics. In such
circumstances, even if the transaction took
place, in reality, it would not bring any benefit
in terms of co-created value, since the buyer
would receive a product not compliant with its
description, while the seller would expose

himself/herself to any negative feedback from
the buyer with possible harmful consequences
for his reputation. This simple example
demonstrates how, in e-commerce as a service
ecosystem, the alignment of the actors’ mutual
aims is fundamental to the success of the dyadic
interactions between the single pairs of actors
and, therefore, for value co-creation.

Extending the observational perspective, we
move from the narrower Micro-Level to the
broader Meso-Level, in which the observer's
attention is no longer placed on dyadic
interactions between single pairs of actors, but
on the relationships that are established among
the different couples (Chandler and Vargo
2011). This is due to the embeddedness of new
institutions that regulate the new and more
complex situations that the interactions between
the pairs of actors generate (Akaka et al., 2013).
These interactions, considered as a whole,
constitute a sort of interactional network in
which the integration of operant and operand
resources is even more synergistic since it
involves a bigger number of actors (Akaka et
al., 2012).

In e-commerce, the interaction network could
consist of the set of relationships established
between all the actors operating on the same
platform; therefore, in addition to buyers and
sellers, it could involve the owner of the
platform, marketing manager, warehouse
employee, conveyor, after-sales assistant and so
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on. Naturally, as often happens, at the Meso-
Level each actor is involved in a plurality of
relationships, whereby he exchanges material
and immaterial resources with a large number of
other actors.This condition implies the need for
a better coordination of the operation rules of
the platform: the co-creation of value arises due
to the effect of the institutional arrangement,
definable as a set of interrelated institutions that
enable resource integration among the actors
(Spohrer and Maglio, 2010), allowing passing
from consonance (relational compatibility - in
the potential sense) to resonance (effective
interaction - in a practical sense) of the whole
relational network (Barile and Polese, 2010a,
2010b).

Recalling the previous example, at Meso-Level,
the misalignment of the purposes pursued by the
buyer and seller (actually we could consider any
other actor directly or indirectly involved in the
activities of the e-commerce platform), could
determine the destruction of value for the entire
observational level and, therefore, of eBay. This
happens because, although the actors can freely
exchange material resources (especially money,
but also physical goods) without any
predetermined constraint, they are still required
to align with the set of institutions defined on
the basis of the specific platform: although eBay
presents itself as a free platform, some
constraints are set for both buyers and sellers
(and for all other actors).Specifically, the buyer
has to pay within a reasonable time and/or to
give communication on any problemabout the
settlement of the transaction: in case of
insolvency, the seller, possibly after the opening
of a dispute, will decide whether to conclude the
transaction without consequences or to stimulate
the buyer to fulfill his task. The seller, on the
other hand, is obliged to create listings without
extra charges, with descriptions corresponding
to the product actually offered for sale. Another
limit that derives from the regulation of the
platform, valid for both buyers and sellers, is
represented by the auction expiration date:
beyond a predetermined time limit, it is no
longer possible to formulate or receive offers
and the product offered for sale will be awarded
by the buyer who will have formulated the best
proposal up to that moment.

By further expanding the observational
perspective, it is possible to consider the broader
level of every service ecosystem: the Macro-
Level. At this level, the observer realizes the

existence of a network of networks, consisting
of the various interactional networks between
the different actors (Meso-Level), in turn
inserted into individual dyadic relationships
(Micro-Level). The institutional arrangement
necessary to guarantee the co-creation of value
assumes a more general connotation, having to
face the needs of actors belonging to different
realities, each one with its specific set of
institutions. The institutional arrangement that
takes shape at Macro-Level presents
characteristics that take into account the
cultural, social and political peculiarities of all
the realities to which the actors belong.
Returning to the example discussed above, it is
possible to imagine that the Macro-Level
incudes all existing e-commerce platforms (so,
in addition to eBay, even Amazon, Ali express,
Shopify, Magento, YoKart, Big Commerce,
VTEX, Woo Commerce , Tictail, an so forth).
In addition to the e-commerce platforms, at
Macro-level other actors operate, such as the
Ministry of Economic Development, workers'
unions, companies that offer digital payment
services and money transfer via the Internet (for
example, PayPal), and so on. Naturally, what
occurs at the Macro-Level produces an impact
that has repercussions on the less extensive
observational levels and, therefore, on the
Meso-Level and on the Micro-Level.

For example, if one of the platforms started
selling a product at a particularly reduced price,
this choice would automatically reflect on the
other platforms (which could decide to respond
with an equally aggressive strategy) and on
buyers (who could benefit from buying the
products at a lower price). Likewise, if a
company offering digital payment services
began to apply a higher commission on money
transfer, this choice would have repercussions
on both e-commerce platforms (which might
decide to rely on another payment company),
and on buyers (who could feel discouraged to
make the purchase because of the higher price
determined by the more expensive commission).

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

The rereading of e-commerce in the service
ecosystems perspective offers important insights
from a dual point of view, both theoretical and
practical.

Regarding the first aspect, the work is configured
as an absolute novelty in the literature, as it provides
an original reinterpretation of e-commerce
according to the observational perspective
offered by the service ecosystems. In this way,
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the research attempts to fill the gap that
characterizes the scientific studies carried out so
far, represented, as claimed by Letaifa and
Reynoso (2015), by the lack of contributions
aimed at qualifying the main elements of service
ecosystems through the consideration of
phenomena of the observable reality (De Groot
et al., 2010). The originality of the work can
also be seen in the conceptual reconfiguration of
e-commerce not based on the static description
its elements but rather on the identification of
the dynamics characterizing the interaction
among the different actors involved in the
processes of value co-creation.

Furthermore, following the indications of Lusch
et al. (2016), the study also aims to contribute to
the debate on the service ecosystems and on
their different nested levels (Micro, Meso,
Macro) in which the resource integration is
realized among the actors involved in the
process of co-creation of value. The treatment of
the dynamics that characterize the service
ecosystem as a whole and the individual levels
provides valuable information on the
coordination mechanisms typical of each e-
commerce platform (Polese et al., 2017a,
2017b).

As previously mentioned, the work also offers
ideas from a managerial point of view. In
particular, it is a conceptual basis for the
definition and consequent implementation of
strategies aimed at optimizing the engagement
of the plurality of actors that crowds the e-
commerce platforms, highlighting the importance
of paying maximum attention to each of them.

More in detail, the rereading of the Micro-Level
indicates to the managers of the e-commerce
platforms to define their strategies by starting
from the consideration of the dyadic interaction
between single pairs of actors to intercept their
needs and expectations in the best possible way.
Instead, the conceptualization of the Meso-
Level highlights the need not to neglect the role
of the institutions, understood not only as the
specific rules defined by the platform itself, but,
rather, as the set of guidelines, principles,
values, habits of all the actors directly or
indirectly involved by e-commerce activities.
This need is felt even more in the broader
observational level of service ecosystems, the
Macro-Level, where the importance of
institutional arrangements is reflected in the
maximization of the opportunity to ensure the fit
between the objective of the ecosystem and the

goals of each single system inside it (Barile and
Polese, 2010).

Thanks to the conceptualization of actors
operating at different levels, coordination
mechanisms (institutions) that regulate their
interactions and integrated resources in a
synergistic way for the co-creation of value,
decision-makers can find advantage in
identifying and classifying consumer preferences
to be met to generate long-term benefits.

All this is important, since the levels of the e-
commerce service ecosystem are nested: what
happens in each level inevitably affects the other
one. So, for example, in the definition of return
policies, in addition to the needs and
expectations of individual consumers involved
in dyadic interactions (Micro-Level), it is not
possible to disregard the other effects that such
policies may produce on other levels, such as on
the storage or transport employees (Meso-Level)
or on the strategic choices adopted by the other
e-commerce platforms (Macro-Level).

What described above, if on the one hand
emphasizes the importance of deepening the
concepts that are at the basis of service
ecosystems, on the other hand highlights the
limit of the work, linked to a purely theoretical
treatment of e-commerce. This limit leads us to
consider opportune to carry out further studies
in this direction, possibly based on the analysis
of empirical findings obtainable, for example,
by following a qualitative approach in the
administration of interviews with the different
actors working within or in contact with e-
commerce platforms. In this way, for instance,
the opinions expressed by the buyers could be
compared with those of the sellers and other
actors involved in e-commerce activities in
order to properly understand their vision of the
whole service ecosystem and of the individual
levels that compose it.
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