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Synopsis

The modern era is marked by a decrease in the share of tangible capital in favor of intangible capital. This
evolution is mainly stimulated by investments in training, R&D and dissemination of knowledge (David &
Foray, 2002; Laperche & Uzunidis, 2007). The research field of knowledge economy is particularly well
suited to the analysis of this dynamic. Indeed, the knowledge economy emphasizes intangible elements
related to the production of knowledge, scientific contributions, technical  skills  and "human capital"
(Foray, 2013). Moreover, information as an intangible asset has also been at the center of the digital
revolution, shaping much of the economic evolution for several decades. This informational and digital
revolution involves a restructuring of economic actors around the generation, storage, processing and
transfer of information (Grange & Sponem, 2021). With its roots in the industrial boom of the 1960s,
during the 1980s the informational and digital revolution allowed the introduction of new technologies
that support or replace activities that had previously been performed solely by humans (Boccara, 2016;
Grange  & Sponem,  2021).  Thus,  the  information  and  communication  technologies  arising  from the
digital revolution are laying the foundations of a new network economy (Muet, 2006), the knowledge
economy being correlated with these innovative processes.
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Indeed, innovation is the key factor in this new context, conditioning the prospects for economic growth
(Uzunidis,  2008a),  and this at  the macro,  meso and micro-economic levels.  In its  organizational and
service forms, it also contributes to the social dynamics of innovative territories (Mongo, 2021).

Relating to the Oslo Manual (2018), "Innovation refers to a new or improved product or business process
(or combination thereof) that differs significantly from the unit's previous products or processes and that
has been commercialized or implemented by the firm" (OECD, 2018).

From a  theoretical  point  of  view,  the  problem of  innovation has  been the  subject  of  an  abundant
literature  aimed  in  particular  at  characterizing  its  conditions  of  emergence.  Initially  developed  by
Schumpeter (1939), the analysis of innovation processes has gradually evolved from an individualistic
and linear vision to a more systemic one. Indeed, innovation process is now mainly expressed in terms of
a "system", characterized in particular by its capacity for change, especially technical, managerial and
organizational.  It  is  connected  to  a  complex  set  of  innovation  actors  constituting  an  innovation
ecosystem (Laperche  et al., 2019). There is no single definition of innovation ecosystems. In a recent
review of nearly 120 publications on innovation ecosystems, Granstrand & Holgersson (2020) identify 21
definitions  of  innovation  ecosystems.  Based  on  these  definitions,  the  authors  conclude  that:  “An
innovation ecosystem is  the  evolving set  of  actors,  activities,  and artifacts,  and the  institutions  and
relations,  including  complementary  and  substitute  relations  that  are  important  for  the  innovative
performance of an actor or a population of actors.”

In addition, innovation ecosystems can be generated at different scales.

At  the macro-economic  level,  it  is  the  National  Innovation System (NIS)  that  forms  the  innovation
ecosystem  (Laperche  et  al.,  2019).  In  this  framework,  innovation  results  from  the  connection  and
interactions  between different  actors  (notably  institutional,  political,  research  and economic)  in  the
same country (Bengt-Åke, 2007) and for which innovation dynamics are at work (Laperche & Uzunidis,
2007).  The  meso-economic  level is  characterized  by  a  Local  Innovation  System  (including  regional
innovation systems, industrial districts and innovative environments) in which the relationships that link
the different actors of the system have a very strong operational dimension (Uzunidis, 2008b). Sectoral
systems  can  be  added,  that  link  the  institutional  representatives  of  a  profession  (in  particular
professional  unions)  with  public  authorities  and companies.  These  interconnections  between actors
contribute  to  the  territorial  dynamics  of  innovation  (Breschi  &  Malerba,  1997).  Finally,  the  micro-
economic level refers to an innovation system centered on the firm. In this system, companies form a
coalition around the pivotal actor who has succeeded in imposing his standard while at the same time
creating value for his partners through processes of coopetition (which combine both competition and
cooperation, in particular through subcontracting and co-contracting activities). In this context, we speak
of a business ecosystem (Moore, 1993; Boutillier et al., 2015).

These  different  innovation  systems can  be  interconnected  and  lead  to  the  formation  of  innovation
networks  in  which  actors  interact  through  processes  of  "translation"  referring  to  the  sociology  of
innovation (Callon, 1986).

It  is  therefore  essential  to  explain  the  role  played  by  innovation  ecosystems  in  the  processes  of
innovation  generation,  adoption  and  diffusion.  Therefore,  understanding  the  innovation  processes
inherent in innovation ecosystems is based on identifying the collaboration’s factors between actors in



the network. It is thus a matter of examining the different communication channels that can facilitate
exchanges and the circulation of knowledge between stakeholders and that allow the establishment of
consortia and cooperative processes (Laperche, 2017). These mechanisms must also be studied in light
of the contextual health crisis and the societal transformations induced by the ecological transition and
the expanding digital revolution.

Indeed, the crisis related to the pandemic of COVID-19, and its dramatic consequences on the sanitary
level, forced many governments to implement drastic measures in order to limit the spread of the virus
(in particular wearing of the mask, social distancing, restriction in mobility and confinement) (Wang et
al., 2020). These measures have engendered socio-economic upheavals, including the implementation of
teleworking1 for many employees. In this context, the question arises as to the relevance of the "local
thesis" (Audretsch & Feldman, 1996; Bottazzi & Peri, 2003; Jaffe, 1989; Santamaría et al., 2021), which is
dominant  today2 and  which  emphasizes  the  fundamental  role  of  geographical  proximity  in  the
innovation dynamics of enterprises (Aouinaït, 2021; Uzunidis, 2010). A study by Coenen & Kok (2014)
indicates that in a teleworking situation, the team performance in developing new project is improved
when they maintain sufficient face-to-face communication. For Massard & Torre (2004),  face-to-face
contacts at the origin of the transmission of tacit knowledge do not necessarily imply a geographical
proximity. For the authors, "knowledge is more easily transmitted within the same professional world
(even at a distance) than between different worlds (even in close proximity)" and conversely when the
knowledge  is  codified,  in  particular  due  to  the  essential  absorptive  capacities  to  understand  the
transmitted knowledge. It is therefore possible to exchange knowledge through membership in cognitive
communities  (Zouaoui  &  Hedhli,  2014)  and/or  by  relying  on  increasingly  sophisticated  means  of
communication, used notably in the context of the digital revolution.

Far from the theses predicting the end of the local (Cairncross, 2001; Soltwedel & Laaser, 2003) due to
the advent of ICT, it is important to consider that the digital transformations underway in our societies
(Shift Project, 2018) have largely disrupted the conditions of formation, organization and deployment of
innovation  systems.  An  illustration  is  the  development  of  e-commerce  and  second-generation  sites
offering a variety of delivery methods to consumers (Belin-Munier, 2017). The latter tend to be loyal to
brands or merchant sites through new services offered. The  outside-in strategies of open innovation,
which involve enterprises mobilizing a wide range of actors and external sources of knowledge (including
enterprises, consumers and suppliers) in order to benefit from an innovation without being at the origin
from them and to create value through external innovation, are full illustrations of this (Chesbrough,
2006; Laperche, 2017). In addition, there are the inside-out strategies of the reverse and complementary
flow of open innovation that rely on the outsourcing of knowledge or technologies initially developed
within the organization (Chesbrough & Bogers, 2014). 

Thus, innovative internal concepts embedded in patents may be intended to be valorised and developed
externally following their sale to third party companies. Some startups are specialized in these business
models that generate innovation ecosystems, particularly in the pharmaceutical (Dupouët  et al., 2019;

1 In a broad sense, telework can be defined as a form of work organizing performed remotely from the employer's premises 
or at home and making use of information and communication technologies (Aguilera et al., 2016; Pontier, 2014; Taskin, 
2003).

2 This local thesis, which is now dominant, has been the subject of numerous national public policies with the main 
objective of deploying the innovation dynamic within territories. In France, these policies are reflected in the support and 
implementation of competitiveness clusters, whose networking of actors is supposed to contribute to the innovation 
dynamics of territories.



Hamdouch et al., 2009) or healthcare industry (including Living Labs, Béjean et al., 2021). Open source,
software and hardware, are also parts of this flow when organizations make the sources of technologies
they have developed to be externally and universally readable (source code of computer software for
open source software, plans and specifications allowing the construction of hardware for  open source
hardware).  Moreover,  these  open  sources  have  the  particularity  of  being  modifiable  according  to
different  open source licenses with specific intellectual property elements, allowing it to adapt to the
multiple strategies and business models of organizations (Adatto, 2021). The contributions from external
communities of developers along with those of the initial stakeholders of projects illustrate the symbiotic
potential  of  inside-out combining with  outside-in in  the creation of  open innovation ecosystems,  of
which open source is considered an exemplary case by Jullien & Zimmermann (2009).

In addition, the climate crisis and its sometimes-irreversible effects on ecosystems (IPCC, 2018) warns
about the end of a linear growth model that aimed at "produce, consume and throw away" in order to
move towards an economic development that tends to limit the waste of resources and environmental
impact,  while  increasing efficiency at  all  stages of  the product economy. This is  the principle of  the
circular economy and industrial ecology strategies (Boldrini, 2018; CE, 2019; Diemer, 2016; Ghisellini et
al.,  2016;  Gallaud  &  Laperche,  2016).  Here  again,  the  circular  economy  raises  the  question  of
responsibility and ownership of climate issues for all actors in an ecosystem (Asayehegn  et al., 2017).
This responsibility raises more general questions about the modalities of governing common resources
(Holland & Sene, 2010; Ostrom, 1990). Until their benefit extends to the basic needs (which include the
possibilities  of  feeding,  housing,  dressing,  taking  care,  having  heating  and  energy,  in  the  best  case
according  to eco-responsible  dynamics).  In  this  context,  innovation must  be  responsible  and at  the
service of a more sustainable development (Mobhe Bokoko, 2020). In this sense, it can take several
forms: eco-innovation (Arundel & Kemp, 2009); social innovation (Dandurand, 2005; Richez-Battesti et
al.,  2012);  frugal  innovation (Radjou & Prabhu,  2015; Le Bas,  2016; Haudeville  & Le Bas,  2016) and
reverse innovation (Hussler & Burger-Helmchen, 2016; Laperche & Lefebvre, 2012) and develop more or
less strongly depending on the geographical context (developed and developing countries (Le, 2020))
and the resource constraint of the ecosystem (Semaan, 2020). 

All  these elements promote the birth of this book whose objective is to explore the role played by
innovation ecosystems and the economic actors integrated in them during the processes of generation,
adoption and diffusion  of  innovation,  as  well  as  their  evolution with  regard  to the current  societal
transformations.  The book  will  be  composed of  three parts.  The  first  part,  an  introduction,  will  be
devoted to the issues related to the knowledge economy and innovation. The second part will address
the  key  role  of  innovation  ecosystems  in  the  mechanisms  of  innovation  generation,  adoption  and
diffusion.  Finally,  the third  part  will  analyse  the evolution of  these mechanisms in  the face of  new
societal challenges (climate and environment, access to basic needs and digital transformations).
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Reminder of editorial priorities integrated in the synopsis and that have to
be considered by authors

-  The  main  keyword  and  central  concept  of  the  book  is  the  one  of  ecosystem  (in  the  context  of
innovation ecosystem).
- Inside ecosystems, cooperation will be highlighted (in particular system of collaboration, association).
- The economic approach will be prioritized over technical/engineering approaches.
- Similarly, the orientation will be first linked to economic actors before technologies.
-  For  the  analysis  of  innovation  ecosystems,  the  three  micro/meso/macro-economic  levels  will  be
highlighted from the proposals of chapters.
- Innovation ecosystems should be treated in terms of information, ICT, knowledge, creative processes
and environment. These themes are part of the "new economy".

Notes to authors on the submitted chapters

-  The  level  of  the  micro-economic  treatment  of  issues  may  concern  analyzes  of  companies  and
organizations, for example, firms purchasing smaller companies in their innovation strategies.
-  The  meso-economic  level  may  be  linked to  areas  and  networks.  These  could  include  analyzes  of
innovation centers, clusters and technopolies.
-  The  macro-economic  level  could  include  analyzes  of  countries  or  economic  zones  with  dynamic
innovation ecosystems (e.g. the USA concerning the pharmaceutical and space sectors, China in relation
with green economy).
- Several chapters will concern the basic needs (which include food, shelter, clothing, care, heating and
energy), the eco-responsible dynamics, and will be linked to the theory of commons (at the macro level
for example, which innovation ecosystems can improve the generation of commons). Another part will
be related to ICTs (for example, how giant digital firms as Google can acquire start-ups to develop their
innovation ecosystem).

Terms of the call for chapters

Chapter Format: Final chapters could contain between 8,000 and 10,000 words.

Editorial Collection: Business & Innovation, Peter Lang
https://www.peterlang.com/view/serial/BIN

Steps and Timeline:

- Deadline to submit intentions (details below): September 15th, 2021.

- Deadline to submit finalized chapters: March 1st, 2022.



Prior requirements that must me included in the intentions

Authors interested in the call have to submit their intentions by  September 15th, 2021. Authors must
indicate:

1.) Names, given names and institutions of authors and co-authors: a chapter may be written by an
author directly involved in the call with up to three co-authors.

2.) Language of writing (English or French): the chapters may be written in French or English and be
edited in volumes referring to the language. Authors should be aware that if the English texts require
linguistic corrections and rewriting, related fees will be the responsibility of the authors.

3.) Selected axes: an integrated table at the end of this document indicates axes in connection with the
sections  of  the  book,  and  indicative  macro/meso/micro-economic  focals.  The  authors  will  have  to
choose and indicate in their intentions the axes they wish to develop. The axes of the call were selected
according to the specialties of the RNI and anchor points related to the book. The list is not exhaustive
and the authors may propose third-party axes in relation with the synopsis. One or two axes can be
highlighted per chapter.

4.) Title of chapter

5.) Issue (around five lines)

Vectors of Communication and Transmission

URL of the submission form for the chapter proposal (until September 15th, 2021):
- English version:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScM46fpbpLU9jiCfBINJaA2z11fq_8UYslnpCFPKCn1Q8K8WQ/viewform?usp=sf_link

- French version:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSdeL_CD1pA8b5e0xrE0au1tM_45r0vy_YofmtjWQ-6MqH-I3w/viewform?usp=sf_link

Dedicated email for communication and submission of the written chapter (only if the proposal has been
previously approved by the editorial board):
innov.ecosystems.rri.rni@gmail.com

mailto:innov.ecosystems.rri.rni@gmail.com
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSdeL_CD1pA8b5e0xrE0au1tM_45r0vy_YofmtjWQ-6MqH-I3w/viewform?usp=sf_link
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScM46fpbpLU9jiCfBINJaA2z11fq_8UYslnpCFPKCn1Q8K8WQ/viewform?usp=sf_link


Sections Proposed Axes Levels
1/ Sustainable Development Macro
2/ Industrial Property and Innovation Micro
3/ Sciences in Society by Participative Researches Macro
4/ Economic Analysis of Innovation Processes Macro
5/ Organizational Routines of Firms Micro

Micro

1/ Corporate Knowledge Capital Micro

Micro

3/ Dynamics of Networks Meso
4/ Clusters Meso
5/ ICT and Innovative Technologies Macro
6/ Open Source Macro

Micro

1/ Environmental Innovation Micro
2/ Policies of Sustainable Innovation Macro
3/ Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Micro
4/ Intermediaries, Collaborations and Networks Meso
5/ Climate Changes and Economic Adaptation Macro

Meso

Micro

8/ Commons and Basic Needs Macro

Proposed Axes, Not Exhaustive List (1 or 2 Axes per Chapter), and 
Sections and Indicative Levels

Section 1: Economic Issues 
of Knowledge and Innovation

6/ Innovation and Entrepreneurship by Systemic 
Approach

Section 2: Key-role of 
Innovation Ecosystems in 

Mechanisms of Generation, 
Adoption and Diffusion of 

Innovation

2/ Management of Innovation and Sustainable 
Development

7/ Open Innovation, in particular related to Open 
Platforms

Section 3: Evolution of these 
Mechanisms Facing New 

Societal Issues 
(Climate/Environment, 

Access to Basic Needs and 
Digital Transformations)

6/ Environmental Industry, Sustainable Development and 
Circular Economy
7/ Innovation in Systems, Agricultural and Food 
Processing Industries and Short Food Supply Chains
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