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STRATEGIC AMBIDEXTERITY IN COLLABORATIVE INNOVATION ECOSYSTEMS:
A SYSTEMATIC LITERATURE REVIEW

The ambidexterity construct has been mainly studied at the firm level. However, in the context of the increasing
technological interdependence, the process of innovation has shifted to the inter-organizational ecosystem, in which
value is co-created via collaborative engagement with multiple actors. Although this idea is increasingly
acknowledged, the existing literature is fragmented with respect to governance, relational capabilities, and innovation
performance.

The aim of this study is to synthesize recent empirical research on strategic ambidexterity in innovation
ecosystems and identify the mechanisms through which it emerges at the ecosystem level. The empirical basis includes
43 peer-reviewed studies published between 2021 and 2025 in Scopus and Web of Science databases. The research
methodology is based on a theory-driven systematic literature review using the PRISMA protocol, combined with a
qualitative mechanism-based synthesis.

The findings demonstrate that hybrid governance mechanisms combining contractual and relational
coordination enhance collaboration performance in innovation ecosystems. Relational dynamic capabilities,
including trust development, knowledge integration, and collaborative learning, are identified as key drivers of
ambidextrous innovation. The results also show that the alignment between governance mechanisms and relational
capabilities determines the effectiveness of ecosystem-level innovation outcomes.
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Introduction. Innovation is increasingly taking place within inter-organizational ecosystems, in
which value is created through interactions among various actors rather than through individual
organizational activities. Within this context, platform governance and digital infrastructures play a critical
role in facilitating collaborative innovation, especially in terms of exploratory and exploitative innovation
[1]. Empirical studies demonstrate that participation in innovation ecosystems increases access to diverse
knowledge resources, leading to improved collaborative innovation performance [2 - 5].

However, this new perspective on innovation has led to a re-evaluation of the conventional firm-
centric view of ambidexterity. While earlier studies emphasized internal organizational mechanisms as the
main drivers of ambidexterity, recent research suggests that ambidexterity increasingly emerges at the
ecosystem level interactions through among multiple actors [6].

In this context, governance structures create the conditions for coordination, while relational dynamic
capabilities (RDC) facilitate knowledge integration, trust development, and collaborative learning across
organizational boundaries.

Despite recent advances in the study of ambidexterity within innovation ecosystems, the literature
remains fragmented and theoretically underdeveloped in explaining how ambidexterity emerges at the
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ecosystem level. In particular, existing studies tend to examine governance mechanisms, relational dynamic
capabilities, and innovation performance separately, without sufficiently addressing their interrelations.

The current study aims to synthesize existing empirical studies on strategic ambidexterity in inter-
organizational innovation ecosystems and to reveal the underlying mechanisms for the development of
ambidextrous innovation in ecosystems. The empirical material for the current study includes 43 articles
published between 2021 and 2025 in Scopus and Web of Science journals. The methodology for conducting
a systematic literature review is based on a theory-driven approach according to the PRISMA protocol.

The following research questions guide this study:

1. How are strategic ambidexterity concepts and measures conceptualized and operationalized in inter-
organizational ecosystems?

2. What types of governance structures enable ambidexterity at the ecosystem level?

3. In what ways do relational dynamic capabilities shape collaboration performance in an innovation
ecosystem?

Relational dynamic capabilities, including trust development, knowledge integration, and
collaborative learning, play a critical role in enabling coordination across organizational boundaries [7].
Building on this perspective, this study develops a conceptual framework in which strategic ambidexterity
is understood as an emergent coordination capability arising from the interaction between governance
mechanisms and RDC within innovation ecosystems. Specifically, the study advances a multilevel
explanation in which governance structures provide the structural conditions for coordination, RDC enable
adaptive collaboration among ecosystem actors, and the alignment between these mechanisms determines
collaboration performance outcomes. In contrast to firm-centric views that treat ambidexterity as an internal
trade-off, this study conceptualizes it as an emergent property of inter-organizational coordination systems.

The study makes three specific contributions. First, it integrates research on alliance governance,
innovation networks, and digital ecosystems within a unified analytical framework. Second, it provides
new insights into the relationship between governance mechanisms and relational dynamic capabilities as
key drivers of collaborative innovation performance. Third, it reconceptualizes strategic ambidexterity as a
coordination capability at the ecosystem level and identifies the mechanisms that explain heterogeneity in
collaboration performance across innovation ecosystems.

Literature review. The term strategic ambidexterity refers to an organization’s ability to engage in
both exploratory and exploitative innovations simultaneously. Traditionally, ambidexterity was viewed as
an organizational-level construct that could be achieved through structural or contextual organizational
mechanisms. However, recent empirical support has shown that ambidexterity is being realized in
innovation ecosystems, which comprise different actors involved in knowledge-sharing activities [8].

The intellectual roots of the ambidexterity construct trace back to Duncan's foundational proposal of
"dual structures" for reconciling the competing demands of innovation initiation and implementation [9],
and to the subsequent, highly influential distinction between exploration and exploitation in organizational
learning [10]. In the last 20 years, the majority of the research on ambidexterity has seen ambidexterity as
a problem of organizational design, leadership, or structural design at the level of the firm [11]. However,
with the increased technological interdependence and the growing amount of innovation activities crossing
organizational borders, a firm-centric perspective is unable to account for the way in which exploration and
exploitation take place in processes of value cocreation involving multiple actors that have a formal
independence. This evolution — from an intra-organizational capability toward a system-level, emergent
property of collaborative ecosystems — is reflected in the growing body of research on alliance-level and
platform-level ambidexterity, and, more recently, in studies that relocate the construct to the level of the
innovation ecosystem itself, where governance structures and inter-organizational relationships jointly
shape exploratory and exploitative outcomes [1, 6, 8]. Tracing this conceptual trajectory is essential for
framing the present study, since it clarifies why governance mechanisms and relational dynamic
capabilities, rather than purely internal organizational arrangements, are treated here as the principal drivers
of ambidextrous outcomes, and it directly motivates the three research questions guiding this review.

In innovation ecosystems, firms can access different forms of technological knowledge and innovation
capabilities that can support exploratory innovation and exploitative innovation activities. Empirical studies
conducted in digital platform innovation ecosystems have shown that ambidexterity can be realized through
network embeddedness and collaborative interactions among different actors in innovation ecosystems. For
instance, digital platform openness can be used to facilitate exploratory innovation activities among
complementors, while architectural control can be used to ensure technological stability and compatibility.
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Governance mechanisms play an important role in facilitating innovation activities in innovation
ecosystems, particularly in ensuring that opportunistic behaviors are curbed in innovation activities.
Empirical studies have shown that innovation activities can be improved through the use of hybrid
governance, which combines contractual and relational coordination mechanisms in innovation activities
[12].

In innovation ecosystems, governance mechanisms can be used to ensure sustainability in innovation
ecosystems by facilitating knowledge-sharing activities across different organizations in innovation
ecosystems.

In digital platform ecosystems, governance mechanisms determine how value is created and captured
by ecosystem participants. Platform leaders and network orchestrators often define participation rules,
standards, and interaction mechanisms, thereby shaping coordination processes and innovation
performance.

Relational dynamic capabilities (RDC) refer to the capability of the organization that can develop
trust, create integrative knowledge, and promote collaborative learning among organizations. Such
capabilities allow participants of the ecosystem to coordinate their actions towards exploiting innovative
opportunities.

Empirical studies emphasize that trust development significantly improves communication quality and
knowledge sharing among ecosystem actors while reducing opportunistic behavior. Knowledge integration
mechanisms allow firms to recombine internal and external knowledge resources for innovation purposes.
Additionally, collaborative learning processes enable ecosystem participants to adapt to technological
uncertainty and enhance their collective innovation capacity.

On the other hand, digital infrastructures and platform technologies can increase relational capabilities
through facilitating knowledge exchange and interaction among geographically dispersed actors in the
ecosystem of innovation.

In the existing literature, there is considerable focus on the use of governance and relational dynamic
capabilities to promote collaboration and innovation in inter-organizational ecosystems. However, most of
the existing literature focuses on examining these components separately without considering the interplay
between them. The empirical literature, too, treats these factors separately without taking into account the
interrelation between them.

Therefore, there is a need to develop an integrative perspective that combines these factors and
explains the mechanisms through which ambidextrous innovation emerges in inter-organizational
ecosystems. The present research attempts to bridge this research gap through providing a theory-based
synthesis of empirical research on ambidexterity in the ecosystem of innovation.

Main part. This study employs a theory-driven systematic literature review (SLR) to synthesize
empirical research on strategic ambidexterity in innovation ecosystems. The review follows the PRISMA
protocol to ensure transparent identification, screening, and selection of studies. The process consisted of
six stages: identification, duplicate removal, title and abstract screening, eligibility assessment, final study
inclusion, and synthesis of empirical evidence.

The search for the literature was carried out using two major bibliographic databases that are highly
used in the field of strategic management and innovation studies, namely, Scopus and Web of Science. The
databases provide wide coverage of peer-reviewed journals in the fields of management, innovation studies,
and inter-organizational research.

The search terms were developed based on the incorporation of major concepts associated with the
research theme, including strategic ambidexterity, inter-organizational collaboration, innovation
ecosystems, governance, and innovation performance. The search terms were combined using the Boolean
search method to ensure the inclusion of relevant variants of the search terms in the search results. The
search terms were also used to search the title, abstract, and keywords of the studies to ensure that the search
results were relevant to the search terms.

The search results were limited to peer-reviewed empirical studies within the time range of 2021 to
2025 to ensure that the results were based on the most recent research in the field of ecosystem-based
innovation studies. The search results from the databases yielded a total of 1,726 studies.

The articles that remained were screened using their titles and abstracts to evaluate their relevance to
the concept of strategic ambidexterity in the context of inter-organizational relations. Exclusion criteria
included articles discussing the issue of intra-organizational ambidexterity, having no empirical evidence
or not related to the topic under consideration such as intra-human resource practices and innovation
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practices in the organization. At this stage of the research, articles related to inter-organizational
collaboration, alliances, innovation networks, and digital platform ecosystems were selected.

The following diagram shows the process of systematic identification, screening, and selection of
articles studying the phenomenon of strategic ambidexterity in inter-organizational innovation ecosystems
for the period between 2021 and 2025. As the result of the first search performed in Scopus and Web of
Science databases, 1,726 articles were found; then duplicates were removed, and title, abstract, and full-
text screening was conducted. Finally, 43 empirical articles satisfying inclusion criteria according to the
PRISMA methodology were identified.

To provide an overview of the development of scholarly interest in strategic ambidexterity within
innovation ecosystems, a descriptive analysis of the selected studies was conducted. The distribution of
publications over the period from 2021 to 2025 is presented in Table 1.

Table -1
Evolution of research on strategic ambidexterity (2021-2025
2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Governance Knowledge Digital Ecosystem | Ecosystem Collective
Foundations Integration Governance Configuration Ambidexterity
-Platform -Knowledge -Digital platform | -Ecosystem design | -Ecosystem
governance recombination governance -Intermedian resilience
-Alliance -Network -Ecosystem  health | actors -Collective
governance embeddedness indicators -Open innovation | ambidexterity
-Ecosystem -Value co-creation -Digital capabilities | ecosystems -Ecosystem
orchestration -Ecosystem connectivity
-Network collaboration Gong et al. Duan et al. -Innovation
collaboration Cobben et al. sustainability
De Silva et al. Huang et al.
Adner et al. Humi et al. Hietala &
Inoue Zhang et al. Piiivirinta
Koo & Eesley Pizzichini et al.

*compiled by the authors based on sources [1, 3, 4, 5, 11]

As shown in Table 1, the number of empirical studies on strategic ambidexterity in the context of
innovation ecosystems has increased over the years, indicating the rising interest of researchers in the
relevant field. The increasing line also reflects the rising importance of inter-organizational collaboration,
digital platforms, and innovation ecosystems in the broader field of innovation studies. It also points
towards the fact that the idea of strategic ambidexterity has started being explored outside the boundaries
of individual entities.

In order to ensure the relevance and methodological consistency of the literature reviewed, a
predetermined set of inclusion criteria was adopted during the screening process. Studies published between
2021 and 2025, written in the English language, and published as empirical research articles were included
for the purpose of the dataset. The articles reviewed were limited to those that focused specifically on
innovation ecosystems, inter-organizational collaboration, or ambidextrous innovation processes.
Conceptual articles, editorials, conference articles, and other non-peer-reviewed articles were excluded
from the review. Furthermore, articles published in peer-reviewed journals that were indexed in Scopus or
Web of Science were only included for the purpose of the dataset.

For each article, key metadata were extracted, including:

— Authors, publication year, and journal,

— Research context and industry setting;

— Methodological approach and data sources;

— Governance mechanisms examined;

— Relational capability constructs;

— Innovation or collaboration performance outcomes;

— Key empirical findings.
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The extracted data were subsequently coded across three analytical dimensions aligned with the
conceptual framework developed in this study:

1. Governance mechanisms;

2. Relational dynamic capabilities;

3. Collaboration performance outcomes.

The coding process involved iterative comparison across studies to identify recurring empirical
patterns. Rather than aggregating statistical effect sizes, the review adopts a mechanism-based synthesis
approach that examines how governance arrangements and relational capabilities interact to generate
ambidextrous collaboration outcomes in inter-organizational innovation ecosystems.

Table — 2
Analytical Overview of the Study Design, Variables, and Methodological Framework
Dimension Description

Article (Author & Title) Author (2026) — Strategic Ambidexterity in Inter-
Organizational Innovation Ecosystems: A Systematic
Review of Empirical Research (2021-2025)

Country of Origin Kazakhstan

Type of Article Systematic Literature Review (Empirical SLR)

Research Topic Strategic ambidexterity in inter-organizational
innovation ecosystems

Dependent Variable/s Collaboration performance, innovation outcomes,
ecosystem performance

Independent Variable/s Governance mechanisms, relational dynamic
capabilities

Moderating Digital infrastructure and ecosystem openness

Mediating Relational dynamic capabilities (trust, knowledge
integration, collaborative learning)

Theory Adopted Strategic ambidexterity theory; Ecosystem governance
theory; Dynamic capability theory

Methods Adopted Theory-driven systematic literature review using
PRISMA, qualitative synthesis

Empirical Setting Empirical studies from global innovation ecosystems,
alliances, and digital platforms (43 studies from Scopus
& Web of Science)

Longitudinal or Cross-Sectional Cross-sectional synthesis of studies (2021-2025)

Level of Analysis Inter-organizational ecosystem level

*developed by the authors

The other studies underwent assessment through full-text review according to set inclusion criteria.
Specifically, the current study included only those studies which dealt with the empirical research findings
of inter-organizational collaboration also being regarded as innovation performance or collaboration
outcomes, and published from 2021 to 2025, in a peer-reviewed journal that was indexed in Scopus or Web
of Science. Conceptual papers, editorials, book chapters, practitioner reports as well as non-peer-reviewed
publications were not accepted and rejected. As a result, it was possible to find 43 empirical studies which
were directly relevant in the sense of the research question.

Collectively, the selected studies investigate the following aspects of inter-organizational innovation
networks: governance mechanisms, relational dynamic capabilities, and collaboration performance
outcomes. Each article within the dataset was coded along three analytical dimensions: governance
mechanisms, relational dynamic capabilities, and collaboration performance outcomes. Using this method
of coding the dataset, patterns were identifiable.

The empirical dataset for this review consists of 43 peer-reviewed studies examining strategic
ambidexterity in inter-organizational innovation ecosystems. The selected studies were analyzed in terms
of their research focus, methodological approaches, and relevance to the objectives of the present study.

The analysis of 43 empirical studies reveals three main mechanisms for the emergence of strategic
ambidexterity in innovation ecosystems: governance mechanisms, relational dynamic capabilities, and
collaboration performance outcomes. The most dominant theme in the literature is ecosystem governance,
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with 14 studies, followed by network embeddedness and knowledge dynamics, with 8 studies. Other themes
include relational capabilities and trust, with 6 studies; ecosystem theory, with 6 studies; collaboration
performance, with 5 studies; and strategic ambidexterity, with 4 studies.

Table -3
Frequency of keywords in the reviewed literature
Keyword Occurrences Total link strength
Innovation ecosystems 312 1450
Governance mechanisms 186 902
Relational dynamic capabilities 141 731
Collaboration performance 128 695
Knowledge integration 117 642
Platform ecosystems 103 598
Strategic ambidexterity 92 520
Network embeddedness 76 441
Digital platform governance 71 403
Inter-organizational collaboration 69 388

*compiled by the authors based on the analysis of 43 empirical studies

Table 3 presents the most frequently occurring keywords in the reviewed literature, highlighting the
central role of innovation ecosystems, governance mechanisms, and relational dynamic capabilities in
shaping collaboration performance and strategic ambidexterity.

First, the results show the structural role of governance mechanisms in coordinating collaborative
innovation activities. studies of technology alliances show that governance mechanisms play an important
role in collaboration performance under technological uncertainty. The results from the studies of platform
ecosystems show that the governance strategies play a significant role in the participation of
complementors.

Second, the empirical studies suggest that relational dynamic capabilities are the key mechanism
through which governance structures impact collaborative innovation outcomes. Such relational dynamic
capabilities facilitate the ecosystem members to build trust, combine dispersed knowledge, and engage in
learning that underpins collaborative innovation activities.

Third, the literature emphasizes the significance of the interrelationship between governance
structures and relational dynamic capabilities in the context of collaboration performance outcomes within
innovation ecosystems. The empirical literature indicates that the interaction between governance structures
and relational dynamic capabilities generates collaboration performance outcomes. However, the empirical
literature indicates that collaboration performance outcomes vary significantly across innovation
ecosystems. Regional innovation ecosystems have also been shown to influence economic and innovation
performance through networked collaboration structures [13-14].

Empirical literature shows that innovation ecosystems achieve better collaboration performance
outcomes when the interrelationship between governance structures and relational dynamic capabilities is
favorable. When the governance structures provide stability in the context of coordination, the actors within
the innovation ecosystem are better positioned to balance exploratory innovation behaviors with
exploitative innovation behaviors. Empirical studies further show that ecosystem connectivity and external
support mechanisms positively influence collaborative innovation performance.

The broader empirical literature also supports the salience of ecosystem governance, knowledge
integration, and regional innovation for collaborative innovation outcomes. The above literature suggests
that the performance of an ecosystem is driven not only by structural elements of governance but also by
the integration of knowledge resources as well as connectivity among different players in an ecosystem.
Recent studies on empirical research also suggest that well-developed innovation ecosystems drive
sustainable innovation outcomes for regional competitiveness.

Overall, the empirical findings support the conceptual framework proposed in this study. Governance
mechanisms create the structural conditions for collaboration, relational dynamic capabilities translate these
structures into adaptive coordination processes, and their interaction ultimately determines collaboration
performance within IOE.

This study offers an integrated perspective on strategic ambidexterity in the innovation ecosystem.
The empirical results of the analysis of 43 studies reveal that ambidexterity should not be seen as a firm-
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level capability, but rather as a result of interactions between diverse actors in the innovation ecosystem.
Thus, the unit of analysis moves from the firm to the innovation ecosystem, with the former being
significantly affected by the latter in terms of governance structures and processes.

The role of governance structures is that of facilitators of collaboration in an innovation ecosystem.
Specifically, hybrid governance structures that combine contractual and relational coordination facilitate
an environment for interaction. These structures reduce uncertainty, facilitate knowledge sharing, and
improve coordination.

Relational dynamic capabilities were found to be essential in realizing organizational performance
through governance structures. The ability to foster trust, knowledge sharing, and collaboration is essential
in unlocking organizational potential through shared resources. Without this, governance structures alone
cannot facilitate innovation outcomes [15].

Collaboration performance is a function of both governance structures and relational capabilities.
While having robust governance structures without sufficient relational capabilities results in low
collaboration performance, having both is essential in facilitating knowledge recombination, co-value
creation, and ultimately innovation performance.

On the basis of the synthesis of the reviewed empirical research, a conceptual model of strategic
ambidexterity in the innovation ecosystem was developed (Figure 1). The model describes the process in
which governance and relational dynamic capabilities interact and impact the effectiveness of collaboration
in the innovation ecosystem. Governance provides the structural basis for effective coordination, and
relational dynamic capabilities enable adaptive interaction among the participants in the innovation
ecosystem. The alignment of these two factors is critical in determining the effectiveness of ambidextrous
innovation in the ecosystem.

GOvertiance strucuures
(Ecosystem Level)
Structural conditions for inter-organizational coordination
Platform leadership ¢ Ecosystem rules ¢ Orchestration

Enables Rele!tional Capabilities

Relational Dynamic Capabilities
(Inter-Organizational Level)
Trust and knowledge capacities from repeated inter-firm interactions
Trust development * Knowledge integration ¢ Collaborative learning

Drives Colladoration Outcomes

!

Collaboration Performance
(Outcome Level)
Innovation outcomes through coordinated inter-organizational effort
Innovation outcomes ¢« Knowledge recombination ¢ Joint value creation

Enables Ecosttem Ambidexterity

Strategic*Ambidexterity
(System-Level Outcome)
Sustained balance of exploration and exploitation across ecosystems
Exploration * Exploitation ¢ Ecosystem-level balance

Figure —1. Conceptual framework of strategic ambidexterity in innovation ecosystems
*compiled by the authors based on sources [1, 9, 10]

From a theoretical point of view, the study offers a reconceptualized view of strategic ambidexterity
as a system-level coordination capability, rather than a trade-off at the firm level, as it is commonly
understood in the existing body of knowledge. The study draws on the theories of ecosystems, governance,
and dynamic capabilities in an integrated way.
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The study's findings are particularly relevant to the innovation ecosystem in Kazakhstan, as the
country continues to build its innovation system, including the importance of improving the level of
coordination in the country's universities, industry, and government sectors. There are also opportunities
for improving the level of cooperation through hybrid forms of governance, particularly in the form of
digital platforms, as well as for the universities to move beyond mere observer status in the innovation
ecosystem to active players in the field, as well as opportunities for SMEs in the country to benefit from
the level of access to external knowledge that the innovation ecosystem has to offer.

Ultimately, the study suggests that the alignment of the structure of governance with relational
dynamic capabilities has the potential to build the effectiveness and competitiveness of the innovation
ecosystem in Kazakhstan.

To recap, strategic ambidexterity as an approach needs to be understood as an outcome at the
ecosystem level, rather than an organizational-level approach, as it is commonly understood in the existing
body of knowledge, as an approach that is instrumental in improving the performance of the innovation
system in an environment that is becoming ever more complex and interconnected.

Conclusion. This study aims to examine strategic ambidexterity in the context of inter-organizational
innovation ecosystems through a systematic review of existing literature from 43 empirical studies between
2021 and 2025. The findings suggest that ambidexterity is the result of the interaction between actors in the
ecosystem and not the result of any one actor or organization. Governance mechanisms specify the
conditions under which coordination occurs, and relational dynamic capabilities enable knowledge
integration and collaborative learning.

The study highlighted the importance of improving coordination between universities, the industry,
and the government within the context of the developing innovation system in Kazakhstan. Furthermore,
the development of digital infrastructure is likely to improve the performance of the ecosystem.

In addition, the study contributes to the literature by developing a conceptual framework of strategic
ambidexterity in innovation ecosystems, which illustrates the interaction between governance mechanisms
and relational dynamic capabilities in shaping collaboration performance at the ecosystem level.

The limitations of the study are the reliance on recent literature indexed in Scopus and Web of Science
databases and the reliance on the qualitative synthesis method. Future studies could also consider the
dynamics of ambidexterity over time and across countries to provide a more comprehensive understanding.

In conclusion, the study presents ambidexterity as the system-level coordination capability that
emerges from the integration of governance mechanisms and relational dynamic capabilities. This concept
presents theoretical and practical implications for the management of innovation in increasingly complex
and interconnected environments.
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Ocurge-Cau HU., Kaiinaposa JL.K.

KOJUIABOPATUBTI MTHHOBAIIUAJIBIK 3KO)KYIZEJI]§PI[EFI CTPATEI'UAJIBIK
AMBUJIEKCTPUSA: OAEBUETTEPI'E X)KYUEJII LIOJIY

Angarna

AMOUIEKCTpHS TYKBIpBIMIAMAachl ICTYPJl TYpIE JKeKe YHbIM JeHreiiHae KapacThIPbUIBIN Kenai. Amaiaa
TEXHOJIOTHSIIBIK ©3apa TOYEIIUTIKTIH KYIIeI0iHe OaiilaHRICTH MHHOBAIMSIIBIK YIepicTep OapraH cailblH YBIMapaIbIK,
9KOXKYHenepre aybicyla, MyHIa KYHIBUIBIK KONTETeH KaTBICYIIBUIAPABIH ©3apa opeKeTTecyi apKbLIbl Oipiecim
Kanbiracaasl. OChl MoceNnere JereH KbI3bIFYLIBUIBIKTEIH apTyblHa KapaMacTaH, KOJJaHBICTAFbl 3epTTeyJiep o e
JKyhernmeHOeTeH Kyie KallbIll OTBIp, ocipece OacKapy TETIKTepi, PeIIUIIBIK KaOlleTTep >KOHE WHHOBAIIHSIIBIK,
HOTIDKEJIepi Oaraay TYPFBICEIHAH.

Ochl 3epTTeyAiH MakcaTbl - HHHOBALMSUIBIK AKOXKYHeNepleri CTpaTerdsuiblK aMOMIEKCTPHSFa KaThICTHI
3aMaHayy SMIIMPUKAIBIK 3€pTTEyJepli )KUHAKTAI, OHBIH JKOXYHe JEHreiiHAe KajblNTacy TETIKTEpiH aHBIKTAy.
Omnupukanblk 6a3a peringe 2021-2025 xpuinap apanbiFbiHIa JKapusulaHrad skoHe Scopus neH Web of Science
JiepekTep Oa3anapblHia HHACKCTENTeH 43 pelicH3usUIaHFaH MaKaJia MaiJalaHbUIIbL. 3ePTTEeYAiH 9JiCHAMAIIBIK HETi31H
PRISMA xarTamacblH KOJIaHa OTBIPBII JKYPTi3UIN€H TEOPHSIIBIK OarbITTarbl JKyienl opeOu Imojy, cCoHaai-ak
TETIKTEP/Il CanablK TaIaay Kypaibl.

AJBIHFaH HOTIKEJIEp €H YKOFapbl THIMALTIKTI KeNiCIMIIAPTTBHIK JKOHE PEeNIALMSIBIK YIecTipy HbICAHAAPbIH
yiinectipeTiHn THOpHUATI OacKapy TETIKTepi KaMTaMachl3 €TETiHIH KOpCeTTi. AMOMICKCTPHUSIIBIK HHHOBALUSIIAPIBIH
JaMybIHa CEHIM KaJBINTACTBIPY, OLTIMIII HHTEerpalusiay xoHe OipJIeCKEeH OKBITY CHAKTHI PEIISUUSIIBIK JHHAMUKAIBIK
KaOimeTTep mrenrymi peln aTkapaabl. COHBIMEH KaTap, 0ackapy TeTiKTepi MeH persIIUsUIBIK KaOlIeTTep apachIHIAFbI
yimeciMIiTiK 9KoKy#ie JeHreiHaeri MHHOBAIMSIIBIK KBI3METTIH HOTIDKEIIIITITIHE TiKeNel ocep eTeTiHi aHbIKTaabL.

Ocurge-Cau HU., Kaiinaposa JI.K.

CTPATEI'MYECKASA AMBUJIEKCTPUSA B KOJIVIABOPATUBHBIX MTHHOBAIIMOHHBIX
3KOCUCTEMAX: CACTEMATHUYECKHUM OB30P JIMTEPATYPBI

AHHOTAIMSA

Konmemnus aMOUIEKCTPUH TPaIWIMOHHO PaccMaTpHBajach Ha YPOBHE OTIENBEHOW OpraHHW3alWH, OHAKO C
YCWJIEHHUEM TEXHOJIOTMYECKON B3aMMO3aBHUCHUMOCTH, HHHOBALIMOHHBIE MPOILECCHl BCE Yallle CMEIIAIOTCA B CTOPOHY
MEXOPIaHU3aLMOHHBIX 3KOCUCTEM, IJI€ LIEHHOCTb CO3AAETCS COBMECTHO 3a CYET B3aMMOJIEHCTBUSL MHOXKECTBA
y49acTHHKOB. HecMOTpst Ha pacTymuii HHTepec K JaHHOU MPOoOIIeMaThKe, CYyIECTBYIOMINE UCCIICAOBAHHS OCTAOTCS
pa3po3HEHHBIMH, OCOOCHHO B YacTH MEXaHU3MOB YIIPABICHUSA, PENSAIHOHHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEH W OICHKH
WHHOBAIIMOHHBIX PE3YyJILTATOB.

Ilenp maHHOTO HCCIETOBAHUSA - OOOOIIMTH COBPEMEHHBIE AMIHPHUYECKHE PabOTHl IO CTPAaTETHYecKoit
aM6I/IHeKCTpI/II/I B MHHOBAITMOHHBIX DKOCUCTEMAX U BBIABUTH MCXAaHU3MbI eé (bOpMI/IpOBaHI/ISI Ha YPOBHE€ 3KOCUCTEMBI.
OMmupudeckyto 0a3y coctaBunu 43 pelieH3upyeMble CTaThH, omyonukoBaHHeie B 2021-2025 romax wu
MPOHH/ICKCUPOBaHHbIC B 0a3ax Scopus u Web of Science. MeTo10/10rHuecKoi OCHOBOM MOCITYKHJI TEOPETUUESCKU
OpPHEHTHUPOBAHHBIM CHCTEMaTHYeCKH 0030p JHTEpaTypsl C NMpuUMEHeHHueM MpoTokosa PRISMA, nomonHEeHHBIH
Ka4eCTBEHHBIM aHAIM30M MEXaHU3MOB.

[TonydeHHsle pe3ynbTaThl MOKAa3bIBAIOT, YTO HAMOOJBHIYI0 3((GEKTHBHOCTb 00ECHEeYMBAIOT T'MOPHIIHBIC
MEXaHN3MBl YIPaBJICHUs, COUETAIOINE KOHTPAKTHBIE U PESIIMOHHBIE (GOPMBI KoopauHanuu. KiroueByto posib B
pasBUTHUM aMOMJEKCTPUYHBIX WHHOBALMH WIrpPAOT pEJSLIHOHHBIE JWHAMHYECKHE CIIOCOOHOCTH, TaKHe Kak
(opMmupoBaHuE JIOBEpHUs, HMHTETpalMs 3HAHMH W COBMecTHOe oOydeHune. Kpome TOro, ycraHOBIEHO, 4TO
COTJIACOBAHHOCTb MEXKAY MEXaHU3MaMH YIIPaBJICHUA W PCIAIHUOHHBIMHA CIIOCOOHOCTAMH HalpsMyr0 BJIHACT Ha
PEIYIBTaTUBHOCTD I/IHHOBaL[I/IOHHOI\/'I JACATCIIBHOCTH HA YPOBHE OKOCHUCTEMBI.

221


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2025.103334
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2024.102001

