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Abstract

Background: The global prevalence of diabetes is increasing and has stimulated new techno-
logical advancements in disease management. Although there are many digital health com-
panies with a focus on diabetes, building them up at scale is difficult due to a heterogeneous,
inefficient, and fragmented healthcare system. While ecosystems, or collaborative value crea-
tion, could help address system fragmentation; the current diabetes ecosystem remains not
fully understood. Therefore, this paper analyzes the digital transformation of the diabetes
ecosystem and deducts innovation patterns. We address the following research questions: (1)
What are emerging organizations in the current diabetes ecosystem? (2) What are the value
streams in the current diabetes ecosystem? (3) Which innovation patterns are present in the
ecosystem?

Methods: We conduct a literature review and a market analysis to describe the organizations

and value streams in the diabetes ecosystem, both before and after the digital transformation.
We visualize the diabetes ecosystem using the e3-value methodology (RQ1 and RQ2). Next,
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expert interviews are conducted to validate the resulting diabetes ecosystem and deduce in-
novation patterns (RQ3).

Results: First, we show that the digital transformation gives rise to emerging organizations
across eight segments: real-world evidence analytics, healthcare management platforms, clin-
ical decision support, diagnostic and monitoring, digital therapeutics, wellness, online com-
munity, online pharmacy (RQ1). Secondly, we visualize the value streams between emerging
organizations in the current diabetes ecosystem, highlighting the key role of patient data as
currency (RQ2). Ultimately, we derive four innovation patterns in the current diabetes eco-
system (RQ3); namely open ecosystem strategy, outcome-based payments, platformization
(connecting stakeholders), and user-centric software.

Conclusions: We demonstrate how traditional value chains in the diabetes ecosystem transi-
tion to platforms and outcome-based payment models, guiding strategic decisions for com-
panies and healthcare providers. These innovation patterns may apply to similar ecosystems
in other disease areas, aiding organizations in forecasting future dynamics.

Introduction

Approximately 537 million people are suffering from diabetes today.! Poor glucose control
leads to many complications that reduce quality of life of patients, life expectancy and in-
crease the healthcare cost of the disease.2? Total direct costs of diabetes worldwide are esti-
mated at $966 billion in 2021, a 316% increase over the last 15 years.! Hence, diabetes stands
as a widespread, detrimental, and expensive condition.

Diabetes management is characterized by various approaches that often challenge the pa-
tients.* Their tasks of self-management, which involve regular medication and insulin admin-
istration, frequent monitoring of blood sugar levels, strict dietary control, and regular exer-
cise, can be challenging to manage.>® Many patients struggle with medication dosage, sched-
uling appointments, and their capacity to effectively handle numerous self-management re-
sponsibilities. 7 Successful management of diabetes depends heavily on patient adherence to
specific behaviors. Poor adherence can result in morbidity, mortality, and poorer quality of
life 8

At the same time, technological progress has brought many innovative approaches to en-
hance self-management for patients with diabetes. Among these, digital health technologies
(DHTs), defined as “computing platforms, connectivity, software, and sensors [used] for
health care and related uses.” ? can improve access to health information for both patients and
providers, enable remote patient monitoring, and deliver timely healthcare recommendations
and reminders to patients.!® Therefore, DHTs for diabetes can support patients® and provid-
ers.!

Nevertheless, new DHTs at the nexus of the healthcare and technology sector require naviga-
tion for a business model to be successful.!? But even if digital health business models are
successfully built, scaling them up is often challenging due to heterogeneous, inefficient, and
fragmented healthcare systems.? It is, therefore, essential to consider the DHT transformation
within the broader diabetes ecosystem. Studies to date often focus on intra-organizational per-
spectives, such as a single company’s products, processes, services, or business model, in iso-
lation.1#5 However, research is lacking from a broader, inter-organizational level. This land-
scape view is critical as the digital transformation impacts the co-creation between multiple
stakeholders in a larger ecosystem.'® Organizations need to understand the incentives and
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motivators of all ecosystem parties and align regulators, patients, physicians, providers, pay-
ers, and partners.” Addressing this gap is a key step to develop solutions for a fragmented
healthcare system. Therefore, this work aims to describe the current diabetes ecosystem, in
light of the digital transformation, i.e.,, what are the emerging (or new) organizations, value
streams and corresponding innovation patterns. To this end, the following research questions
are formulated:

(1) What are the emerging organizations in the current diabetes ecosystem?

(2) What are the value streams in the current diabetes ecosystem?

(3) Which innovation patterns are present in the ecosystem?

Theoretical Background

Ecosystems in healthcare and platform ecosystems

Studies!® identified three major research directions in the field of ecosystems, namely "Busi-
ness Ecosystems,” "Innovation Ecosystems,” and "Platform Ecosystems.” Most current defini-
tions of ecosystems '*» exhibit significant content overlaps, even though they are often for-
mulated in different ways. According to prior work?* the essential components of these defi-
nitions encompass four elements, linking three operative concepts — interdependencies, net-
works, and self-interested actors — with the most common success criterion of an ecosystem:
The collaborative value creation of actors in a manner that an individual actor would not be
capable of achieving alone.

1. Interdependencies: To accurately depict an ecosystem, it is essential to recognize and
analyze all alliances and relationships among the actors. A thorough examination of the
intricate interactions within the ecosystem can lead to a more profound comprehension of
the fundamental dynamics and dependencies at play."”

2. Network: The network of an ecosystem is defined by the structure of relationships among
its members. Additionally, the network is characterized by members having defined posi-
tions and activity flows, and mutual agreement among actors regarding these positions
and processes. ¥

3. Self-interested actors: In essence, actors can be classified into one of three groups: orches-
trators, members, and other organizations. Orchestrators® , also known as architects'®
cornerstones 2, hubs #, or sponsors 2 are organizations that possess the capability to both
support and derive benefits from the success of an ecosystem through a combination of
resources, leadership, and control.?? They play a crucial role in consolidating the industry
by providing a dominant design for the ecosystem, comprehensively supporting the
business model's value proposition, facilitating collaboration among actors, and fostering
collective innovation.22 The functions of members within an ecosystem have been inade-
quately explored in scientific research thus far. Although members of an ecosystem gen-
erally aim to promote the overall success of the ecosystem, their self-interest takes prece-
dence.®* Tsujimoto et al.? have also introduced other organizations in their depiction of
the multi-actor network, which are classified as actors within an ecosystem. This includes
regulators such as government organizations, regulatory authorities, and standard-setting
bodies, associations, interest groups %, nonprofit organizations (NPOs), universities, and
individuals.

4. Value creation: It can be stated that the raison d'étre of an ecosystem always lies in the
fact that actors collectively create value that they would not be able to achieve individual-
ly.2 An open network prioritizes overall value creation, offering compatibility with vari-
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ous products and established standards. In contrast, a closed network emphasizes indi-
vidual actor value creation within the same product family, requiring market power and
substantial investments.22

Specific to healthcare, prior work? highlights the key role of platform ecosystems. A platform
ecosystem is described as a 'Hub-and-Spoke' model, comprising a sponsor with a platform
(Hub') and providers of complements ('Spoke'), which enhance the value of the platform for
consumers.!®? Innovation happens when platform owners want to expand their functionali-
ties to external stakeholders with additional competencies., i.e., connecting disparate stake-
holders.®® For example, prior work has shown that digital platforms orchestrate a platform-
mediated ecosystem to co-create value with different partners and provide added value to
patients, for example in the context of electronical medical records or telemedicine platforms.
% Together, platform ecosystems in healthcare are becoming increasingly common as digital
technologies continue to transform the industry.

Ecosystem Analysis

To characterize an ecosystem, it is necessary to first identify existing relationships between
actors, to better understand their underlying dynamics and dependencies.” Different meth-
ods have been proposed to analyze and visualize ecosystems.” Here, we chose the e3-value
methodology®? which offers a structured framework for systematic identification, analysis,
and visualization of multi-stakeholder relationships in healthcare contexts. The e3-
valuemethodology is particularly well suited due to its" conceptual modeling strength in cap-
turing complex, multi-enterprise relationships and economic value exchanges among ac-
tors.’> The main aspects of the e3-value methodology can be described as follows:

1. Actors: An actor is recognized by its surroundings as an autonomous economic (and fre-
quently legal) entity.

2. Market segments: A market segment divides a market into groups with common proper-
ties.

3. Value objects: Actors engage in the exchange of value objects, which can be services,
goods, money, or even consumer experiences. The crucial aspect is that a value object
holds significance for one or more entities.

4. Value ports: An actor utilizes a value port to indicate its intention to offer or seek value
objects to its surroundings. The port concept allows abstracting from internal business
processes and concentrates solely on how external entities and other components of the
value model can be seamlessly integrated.

5. Value interface: Actors have value interfaces, which can be a single offering or involve
both ingoing and outgoing offerings, reflecting economic reciprocity. This assumes actors
offer something valuable if they receive appropriate compensation. The value interface
models an actor's willingness to give and receive, while a value offering indicates objects
are requested or delivered in combination.

6. Value exchange: A value exchange is employed to link two value ports, signifying the
mutual willingness of the connected actors to exchange value objects.

Methods

To answer our research questions, we follow the e3-value methodology®%®, building on prior
work.® Our method consists of two steps. In step one, we conducted a literature review and a
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market analysis to identify existing organizations and value streams in the diabetes context,
before and after the digital transformation. We distinguish between traditional diabetes eco-
system (before 2013) and current diabetes ecosystems (after 2013), due to a significant in-
crease in articles discussing the digital transformation thereafter® and given our specific aim
to analyze the emerging organizations in response to the digital transformation. Thus, we
visualize both ecosystems. In step two, we conducted expert interviews and applied these
insights to refine our ecosystem visualizations and derive resulting innovation patterns (see
Figure 1 for Study Workflow).

4 N\
Step 1: Literature Review of diabetes Market Analysis of diabetes
organizations before and after organizations before and after
2013 2013
o ¢ J
( N

Coding different types of organizations in

traditional and current ecosystem

!

Draft visualization of the traditional and current diabetes ecosystem
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. d Refinement
&
Triangulatio
. A4
Step 2: . n
[ Semi-structured expert interviews
)
~
Final results: Innovation patterns of the Final visualization of the
current diabetes ecosystem current diabetes ecosystem
J

Figure 1. Study workflow and methodological process.

Literature review

The literature review aimed to identify emerging organizations—those operating within the
current ecosystem but not within the traditional one—and to map out emerging value
streams. To this end, following prior work¥ , we conducted two separate literature searches,
to capture the diabetes ecosystems both (a) before and (b) after the digital transformation,
marked in 2013.3¢ The first search included empirical studies until December 31, 2012, while
the second search started from 1 January 2013 — 30 September 2023. Based on prior work %,
for the traditional diabetes ecosystem we used the following key terms: ((“Stakeholders” OR
“Value network” OR “financial incentives”) AND (“diabet*”)). For the current diabetes eco-
system, we used the following: ((“stakeholders” OR “value network” OR “financial incen-
tives”) AND (“diabet*’) AND (“digit*” OR “innovation”)). The final search included 14 arti-
cles for the traditional ecosystem and 31 articles for the current diabetes ecosystem. For more
details on eligibility criteria, data sources, and search strategy, and paper selection see Ap-
pendix A.

Market Analysis

The goal of the market analysis was to supplement the literature review with additional
emerging organizations and value streams, not typically captured in academic literature. 3
We conducted a search on diabetes-related companies in Pitchbook, a widely used platform
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in business science.®3 Pitchbook enables the identification of organizations associated with
the diabetes ecosystem as well as new technologies within the field. Consistent with our liter-
ature review, we conducted two separate market searches, to capture the diabetes ecosystems
both (a) before and (b) after the digital transformation, marked in 2013. We applied the search
terms "Diabetes” and "Diabet™ to both the traditional and current diabetes ecosystems. From
these searches, we selected the top 100 organizations established before 2013 and the top 100
organizations founded after 2013, based on revenue * with searches conducted on the 30% of
October 2023. For more details on company eligibility criteria see Appendix B.

Literature review and market analyses thematic coding

We used a structured content analysis, including an inductive category development*“? to
code the emerging organizations and value streams, resulting from both the literature review
and market analyses. To do this, we first coded the resulting organizations into pre-defined
market segments and generic roles, following prior work.*® Specifically, for the emerging
companies, we followed and adapted the categorization provided by the Digital Therapeutics
Alliance, the main international body overseeing digital therapeutic interventions, as relevant
to diabetes management.’ Following codebook development, two researchers coded organi-
zations into market segments and generic roles, and we assessed coder consistency by calcu-
lated Cohen’s Kappa. We received a Cohen’s Kappa of 0.862, indicating high intercoder relia-
bility.** See Appendix C for codebook examples.

Expert interviews and validation

We conducted additional expert interviews to provide feedback and validate assumptions
about emerging organizations and value streams, derived from the literature review and
market analyses.

Selection of interviewees and procedure

The expert interviews were conducted with healthcare experts of diabetes companies and
healthcare providers using a semi-structured approach.* These individuals were selected for
having expertise in key market segments. See Appendix D for interviewee roles and domain
expertise. Ten interviews were conducted online via video conference and one in person.

Interview coding and derivation of innovation patterns

Based on existing work® , we used a thematic analysis method® to compare the traditional
ecosystem with the current ecosystem and specifically derive innovation patterns. We define
innovation patterns as new approaches in the current diabetes system that aim to solve reoc-
curring problems.* Interview-derived innovation patterns help us complement secondary
analyses by providing qualitative insights on complex ecosystem changes with potential
transferability to other domains, 4%

As such, we coded interview responses specific to innovation patterns, following these estab-
lished steps in the field #: (1) familiarization with the data, (2) code generation, (3) theme gen-
eration, (4) theme review, (5) theme definition and labeling, and (6) identification of illustra-
tive examples.

Results
The results are structured along the three research questions: (1) emerging organizations, (2)
value streams and (3) innovation patterns in the current diabetes ecosystem.
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Emerging organizations and value streams in the current diabetes ecosystem

The literature review and the market analysis revealed several emerging organizations from
the traditional to the current diabetes ecosystem. Here we discuss these organizations (RQ1)
with respect to their generic roles and value streams (RQ2). See table 1 for the generic roles
and market segments of the emerging organizations in the current ecosystem, and see Ap-
pendix E for organizations in the traditional ecosystem.

The findings suggest that in the digital transformation of the diabetes ecosystem three generic
roles emerged among organizations (DHT — Industry & Admin facing, DH'T -Healthcare provider
facing, DHT — patient-facing), covering eight market segments (real-world evidence data ana-
lytics, clinical decision support, healthcare management platform, wellness, diagnostic &
monitoring, digital therapeutics, online community, online pharmacy). While there isn't al-
ways a one-to-one mapping between each organization, role and market segment (i.e., com-
panies may simultaneously cover multiple market segments), we follow this framework to
synthesize and understand the diverse range of organizations. We explain these emerging
organization in further detail next.

First, DHI-Industry & Admin facing companies emerged as important players. These refer to
digital health solutions for non-hospital/ health system stakeholders (e.g., pharma, MedTech,
payors etc.), namely clinical administration and management tools, predictive analytics, clini-
cal trial management.® One prominent example is Hedia (Interviewee 5). Hedia functions as a
personalized diabetes assistant, leveraging artificial intelligence. It recognizes patterns and
behaviors unique to each individual with diabetes, utilizing this information to provide tai-
lored insulin recommendations, thereby enhancing the effectiveness of insulin treatment for
the person managing diabetes.” DHI-Industry & Admin facing companies like Hedia high-
lights the role of patient personalization and integration with patient management platforms,
such as Glooko. With respect to value streams, these companies generate revenue by selling
and interpreting personalized data, thus highlighting the importance of patient data as cur-
rency. For example, the data collected through Glooko is analyzed by Hedia and sold back to
pharmaceutical or medical device companies.

Second, DHT -Healthcare provider facing primarily address healthcare providers and manufac-
turers such as medical device companies and pharmaceutical companies. These patient man-
agement platforms, such as Glooko, play a crucial role in connecting the entire diabetes eco-
system by bridging different stakeholders (medical device and pharmaceutical companies,
health care professionals, and digital health companies). In another example, software com-
panies like Sirma support healthcare providers in building up their digital practice through
telemedicine or remote patient monitoring. These companies allow different medical special-
ists such as clinicians, nutritionists, psychologists, and/or endocrinologists to access the pa-
tient’s information in real-time, particularly as diabetes management requires a comprehen-
sive support from a team of experts (Interviewee 9). By enabling real-time access to patient
information across different specialties, these platforms streamline diabetes management and
promote coordinated care among the patient's entire medical team. Here, value is exchanged
by providing software for healthcare providers and promoting compatibility between dispar-
ate stakeholders (Interviewee 5).

Third, when it comes to companies in the field of DHT — patient-facing, numerous companies
aim to provide support and guidance directly to patients. These emerging organizations, such
as digital therapeutics and patient monitoring companies like the virtual clinic Virta Health,
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focus on promoting lifestyle changes to manage type 2 diabetes. Additionally, other compa-

nies operate within the wellness domain, like CashWalk, which aims to motivate individuals
to increase their physical activity levels. Importantly, these applications are not exclusively
for diagnosed patients; they can also be utilized by individuals without diagnosis from a pre-
ventative standpoint. In these contexts, companies often adopt a direct-to-consumer ap-
proach, where customers may pay out of pocket for services. Companies may create revenue
by direct payments made by patients, patient data sharing, or by reimbursement from insur-
ance providers.

Table 1. Emerging organizations in the current diabetes ecosystem

Generic Market Seg- | Description

role ment

Digital General defi- | Digital health solutions for non-hospital/ health system stake-

Health nition holders (e.g., pharma, MedTech, payors etc.): Clinical admin-

Technology istration and management tools, predictive analytics, clinical

-Industry & trial management.’

Admin fac-

e Real world Real world data (RWD) and real-world evidence (RWE) plays
evidence ana- | an increasingly important role in clinical research since scien-
lytics tific knowledge is obtained during routine clinical large-scale

practice and not experimentally as occurs in the highly con-
trolled traditional clinical trials. Real world evidence data can
be used for biomarker discovery or validation, gaining a new
understanding of a disease or disease associations, discovering
new markers for patient stratification and targeted therapies,
new markers for identifying persons with a disease, and
pharmacovigilance.

Example: Glooko, Hedia

Digital General Platforms and Health Information Technology and digital

Health definition health solutions that supports clinicians with managing their

Technology patient population.’

- Healthcare

provider Healthcare A healthcare management platform is an online platform de-

facing management | signed to enhance collaborative efforts among health care pro-
platform viders, facilitating efficient sharing of data.® Furthermore, it

can encompass telehealth, which gathers, transmits, and com-
municates patient's personal health information to their
healthcare provider or extended care team, all while being
conducted beyond the confines of a hospital or clinical setting,
typically in the patient's home >
Example: Sirma
Clinical A clinical decision support system aims to enhance healthcare
decision delivery by integrating targeted clinical knowledge, patient
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support data, and additional health information to improve medical
decision-making %

However, there is a growing trend of developing systems with
the ability to utilize data and observations that would other-
wise be inaccessible or incomprehensible to humans. Artificial
intelligence methods in combination with the latest technolo-
gies, including medical devices, mobile computing, and sensor
technologies, have the potential to enable the creation and de-
livery of better management services to deal with diabetes.?

Example: Hedia
Digital Diagnostics & | Diagnostics: “Validated digital tools for detecting and charac-
Health Monitoring terizing disease, measuring disease status, response progres-
Technology sion, or recurrence. They are intended to support patient self-
- Patient- management of a specific diagnosed medical condition
facing through education, recommendations, and reminders.” *

Monitoring: “Solutions intended to monitor specific patient
health data that may be used to inform management of a spe-
cific disease, condition, or health outcome.”?

E.g. Digital diagnostics, Digital biomarkers, Remote patient
monitoring tools, Wearables and biometric sensors, Medica-

tion ingestible sensors

Examples: BeatO, TwinHealth

Digital “Health software intended to treat or alleviate a disease by
Therapeutics | generating and delivering a medical intervention that has a
demonstrable positive therapeutic impact.” °

Example: VirtaHealth, Fitterfly

Wellness “Disease-agnostic solutions that capture, store, and sometimes
transmit health data and promote general well-being and
healthy living “.° E.g. Lifestyle and wellness apps (Meal track-
er, weight

tracker, bolus calculator), Activity and fitness trackers, Wear-
ables

Examples: CashWalk, ModifyHealth

Online Online pharmacies are businesses operating on the internet
pharmacy that offer pharmaceutical products, including prescription

Pharmac . . . ; .
Y medications, through online ordering and delivery services.”
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Examples: Zur Rose, Doc Morris

Online In a Diabetes Online Community members help each other
community out, educate each other, and share the steps they take every
Community 3271 ’Lc_;) stay healthy while living with this very serious condi-

Examples: Diabetes Sisters, TuDiabetes

Visualizing organizations and value streams in the current diabetes ecosystem

Figure 2 shows the current diabetes ecosystem, namely connecting DHT companies with ad-
ditional stakeholders (i.e., patients, healthcare providers, health insurances, regulators and
government, medical device and supply companies, pharmaceutical and biotech companies,
pharmacies, social support groups, laboratories, research centers, and wholesale industries).
The general roles of the stakeholders are presented in gray (e.g. (DHT — Industry & Admin
facing, DHT -Healthcare provider facing, DHT — patient-facing), while the specific market seg-
ments are presented in white. Further, the emerging organizations are presented in dotted,
white rectangles.

[insert Figure 2.]

Figure 2. Visualization of the current diabetes ecosystem, derived from literature review,
market analyses and expert interviews.

Four innovation patterns in the current diabetes ecosystem
Expert interviews revealed four key innovation patterns in the current diabetes ecosystem,
following the digital transition from the traditional diabetes ecosystem.

Innovation pattern 1 — Open Ecosystem Strategy: Pharmaceutical and medical device com-
panies must consider participating in an open ecosystem.

Pharmaceutical and medical device companies apply an open or closed ecosystem approach.
In an open ecosystem, the goal is to encourage collaboration with all market participants,
ensuring the compatibility of numerous devices with the platform. This enables patients to
utilize devices from various manufacturers, granted these manufacturers have established
partnerships with the digital platform (Interviewees 3, 4, 5, 7). Companies following this ap-
proach try to gain market access through different platform collaborations. This approach has
two main objectives: firstly, to establish an open ecosystem by offering a variety of devices on
the platform, thus promoting widespread adoption among healthcare providers, and second-
ly, to boost the sales of their products within the open ecosystem by influencing preferences
toward those products (Interviewee 7).

Additionally, these device manufacturers participate in the open ecosystems of independent
patient management platforms (Interviewees 2, and 5). The open ecosystem is generally
more scalable and contributes to the growth of participating companies (Interviewees 5 and
7). Smaller companies need to join open ecosystems because they lack the influence to inde-
pendently get healthcare providers to adopt their platforms. (Interviewee 7). However, a dis-
advantage is the integration costs that the device manufacturer must bear when connecting to
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an independent platform to ensure compatibility. Additionally, device manufacturers lose
control over the data, as it can only be repurchased for a monetary amount (Interviewee 7).

In contrast, medical device and pharmaceutical companies in closed ecosystems create plat-
forms that are only compatible to some degree with other companies (Interviewees 5 and 7).
An example mentioned is Medtronic, which does not have as many collaborations as other
companies, such as Dexcom. Companies choosing a closed ecosystem approach often have a
big market share and are popular with healthcare providers (Interviewees 3, 4, and 5).
Healthcare providers determine the worth of the ecosystem (Interviewee 6) and have the au-
thority to decide which platform to choose (Interviewees 3, 4, and 5). If no healthcare provid-
er adopts the platform, the ecosystem lacks value (Interviewee 5).

When a healthcare provider chooses to work with a specific manufacturer’s closed platform,
they typically limit themselves to prescribing devices exclusively from that manufacturer.
The reason is that devices from other manufacturers often don't work with this closed plat-
form. So, by choosing the manufacturer-dependent platform, the healthcare provider inad-
vertently excludes devices from other brands, favoring the manufacturer's products (Inter-
viewees 3, and 7). This means the manufacturer actively influences healthcare providers to
prefer and prescribe their devices to secure a stronger market position for their products. The
advantages of a closed ecosystem are less cybersecurity issues (Interviewee 9). A drawback
arises from being generally less technologically advanced. This is because independent soft-
ware companies like Glooko can focus all their resources on developing and improving their
platform (Interviewees 3, 5, and 7). Furthermore, manufacturers of the closed platform must
be capable of offering all classes of devices, even though historically they have only offered
one device. This results in a lack of competitiveness for their devices at the device class level
(Interviewee 5). Additionally, providing their platform involves a high resource investment
(Interviewees 3, and 5). Both approaches showed advantages and disadvantages. Neverthe-
less, interviewees largely supported an open ecosystem strategy due to potential benefits for
diverse stakeholders.

Innovation pattern 2 — Outcome-based payment: Organizations should be aware of new
outcome-based payment as a revenue model and push it further.

The evolving healthcare landscape anticipates a discernible shift toward outcome-based
payment models as more patient data is collected. In this paradigm, pharmaceutical compa-
nies, medical device manufacturers, and healthcare providers will be required to substantiate
the efficacy of their treatments. Using real-world evidence data facilitated by an open ecosys-
tem is pivotal in enhancing treatment approaches. This data not only aids in continually re-
fining treatment methodologies but also positions stakeholders with a stronger negotiating
stance. Even in the present scenario, demonstrating the effectiveness of treatment affords the-
se entities greater bargaining power, enabling them to secure more favorable pricing agree-
ments with regulatory bodies. This forward-looking approach not only underscores the sig-
nificance of real-world evidence but also emphasizes the strategic advantage in substantiating
the value of patients’ health data and the importance of well-connected platforms (Interview-
ees 2,4, 8, and 9).

Nevertheless, it was mentioned that in the case of diabetes, it’s quite challenging to adopt
outcome-based treatment. This is because diabetes is a complex disease, making it difficult to
pinpoint the specific effects of different interventions on patient outcomes (Interviewee 9). In
the diabetes ecosystem, coordination incurs costs that prompt a dual assessment—financially
and in terms of patient impact. The critical inquiry revolves around the cost-effectiveness of
coordination efforts, weighing monetary investments against potential advancements. Simul-
taneously, it questions whether such coordination enhances patient experiences and out-
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comes in diabetes management. Striking a balance between these considerations is crucial to
ensure that incurred costs translate into meaningful returns, both financially and in the over-
all well-being of patients (Interviewee 7). Another potential risk of new DHTs and medical
devices is that they will be described to patients who do not need them. Healthcare providers
might adopt the mentality of «If you have a new hammer, every problem looks like a nail.” In this
case the diabetes ecosystem would get very expensive. Therefore, it was advised to only use
new treatment possibilities if it also substantially benefits the patient (Interviewee 10).

Innovation pattern 3 - Platformization: Organizations should be aware of the
platformization trend, decide on their role in the ecosystem and prioritize patient data as a
key resource.

In the context of open ecosystems, platform companies play a crucial role. An example is
Glooko, which operates as an orchestrator, connecting different stakeholders such as
healthcare providers, manufacturers, and patients. In some countries, the state or health in-
surance even pushes these platform ecosystems. For example, Sweden and Norway partly
fund Glooko, whereas, in France, Glooko is paid by health insurance (Interviewee 5).

These platform business models work because more and more stakeholders in the ecosystem
are interested in patient data. Patient data fuels innovation in healthcare as outlined by Inter-
viewee 9: “Patient data is a key resource in the diabetes ecosystem and can be treated as the new oil.”
Analyzing large datasets can lead to insights that drive medical research, treatment develop-
ment, and the improvement of healthcare services. Companies and healthcare organizations
recognize the monetary potential of leveraging this data for various purposes, including re-
search, drug development, and targeted marketing. With the help of large data sets, actors
can demonstrate the effectiveness of their intervention in improving patient health, also
known as outcome-based treatment (Interviewees 2, 8, and 9). While manufacturers strive
more and more in this direction, not all healthcare providers might favor it as they could fear
transparent data comparing the effectiveness of treatments of different clinics (Interviewee 9).
Cybersecurity plays a critical role in safeguarding patient data, ensuring the integrity of med-
ical records, and protecting against the rising threat of cyberattacks. The confidentiality and
privacy of patient information are paramount, and robust cybersecurity measures are essen-
tial to maintain trust in healthcare systems. (Interviewee 8, and 9). Striking a balance between
robust cybersecurity practices and the openness of an ecosystem is crucial to ensure the ad-
vancement of healthcare technologies while maintaining the highest standards of data securi-
ty and patient privacy (Interviewee 9).

Innovation pattern 4 - User-centric software: Organizations creating software must priori-
tize healthcare providers and patients with integration possibilities and user-friendly inter-
faces.

Interviewees concluded that general practitioners, specialists, and other healthcare providers
play a crucial role in the diabetes ecosystem, particularly as they often decide what medical
device and drug is most suitable for a given patient (Interviewees 4, 5, and 8).

In the past, healthcare providers were often swayed to use medications from specific compa-
nies through incentives like kickbacks. However, in today's competition-heavy landscape,
companies need new strategies to encourage general practitioners to adopt their devices. One
common tactic involves user-centric software solutions for patient management. Interesting-
ly, there is still ample opportunity for new entrants to the market, especially those offering
software with interfaces tailored to the preferences of general practitioners (Interviewees 4, 5,
and 8).
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Moreover, software must integrate seamlessly with various devices, simplifying the daily
workflow for practitioners. Currently, healthcare providers grapple with many disparate
medical devices, used by different patients. Navigating many different login procedures and
interfaces is often described as inefficient, time consuming, and burdensome. This is why
platform solutions like Glooko create value for healthcare providers (Interviewee 10). Thus,
to attract healthcare providers, companies must build user-centric, integrative platforms that
are accessible and intuitive (Interviewees 4, 5, 8, and 10).

Diabetes companies are also experiencing a shift towards consumerization (Interviewee 8).
Patients increasingly gather personal data on their wearable devices, such as smartwatches
and Fitbits. As data becomes more available in daily life, patients have more transparency on
their disease management and health status (Interviewee 10). With this, there is a need for
more personalized, convenient, and accessible data, prompting companies to adopt an open
(vs. closed) ecosystem approach and encourage collaboration in response to this evolving
landscape (Interviewee 8).

Discussion

In this study, we conducted a literature review and a market analysis to describe the organi-
zations and value streams in the diabetes ecosystem, both before and after the digital trans-
formation. We first demonstrate the emergence of organizations across eight segments within
the diabetes ecosystem: real-world evidence analytics, healthcare management platforms,
clinical decision support, diagnostic and monitoring, digital therapeutics, wellness, online
community, and online pharmacy (RQ1). Following this, we visualize the flow of value
streams between these emerging organizations, highlighting the significance of patient data
as a medium of exchange (RQ2). Finally, we uncover four distinct innovation patterns within
the current diabetes ecosystem (RQ3): open ecosystem strategy, outcome-based payments,
platformization (interconnecting stakeholders), and user-centric software.

When it comes to different market segments, especially monitoring technologies, and digital
therapeutics emerged.” Diabetes monitoring devices generating data around blood glucose
pose an important opportunity. Monitoring devices promise to detect real-time health condi-
tions by enhancing connectivity and integration, offering enhanced health efficiencies.®*¢!
Besides diabetes monitoring, it has been found that peer connections where patients can
share their expertise in online communities can be a great opportunity to improve their con-
dition.%

Regarding innovation patterns, results show that the diabetes ecosystem is moving more to-
ward platformization.®® This can be confirmed by prior work which states that the healthcare
industry is moving from linear value chains to two-sided markets and, now, to a multi-sided
market mediated by platforms. As mentioned earlier, a platform ecosystem is described as a
‘Hub-and-Spoke” model comprising a sponsor with a platform (‘Hub’) and providers of com-
plements (‘Spoke’). This means that many organizations are transitioning from a traditional
business model to a model where they act as a platform or intermediary connecting multiple
parties who exchange value with each other.'®® Today, we're witnessing a rise in intercon-
nected networks of digital technologies, information systems, and processing tools. These
networks require a high level of interdependence among competencies and technological
complementarity.®-* Nevertheless, this process may be slow due to regulation and the gen-
eral complexity of the healthcare system. Also, from the patient’s perspective, there are not
yet many diabetics who use platforms like Glooko. However, this may change (Interviewee 9
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and 10). Especially, patients can benefit from such a platform as it could make advice be-
tween patients and specialists easier and more efficient.®

Next, we found that manufacturers chose an open or a closed ecosystem approach. Both ap-
proaches showed advantages and disadvantages. Nevertheless, more interviewees believed
in an open ecosystem strategy due to its potential benefits for many stakeholders. Also, a
study analyzing ecosystems concluded that the strength of a company does not solely rely on
its capabilities but rather on its ability to connect to various competencies. The capability to
establish connections with competencies, the fundamental skill of network orchestration, is
just as crucial as firms’ specific capabilities.®” From the standpoint of a platform company,
making decisions about openness and control can be complex, especially in digital health,
where several national, regional, and local governmental bodies are involved. Platform com-
panies must strike a delicate balance between leveraging boundary resources to open the
platform to external actors and maintaining control over third-party innovations in the pe-
riphery. These boundary resources include but are not limited to application programming
interfaces, software development kits, contract agreements, app distribution channels, and
similar tools that enhance the value for third-party developers.29 Sometimes, governments
force companies to share their platforms. For instance, the EU is passing new laws, such as
the Digital Markets Act, to ensure fair competition online. Apple's App Store is being
watched closely for how it controls app distribution. To follow these laws, Apple is changing
its App Store rules in Europe, giving users and developers more freedom and access. This
change is meant to encourage competition and new ideas in online markets.”” To navigate
the complex decision-making structure of an ecosystem, studies” highlight using a National
Architecture Framework as a coordination mechanism. This framework provides application
programming interfaces and guidelines to facilitate the development of third-party modules
across the platform ecosystem. This underscores the multitude of actors in the health domain,
spanning both the platform core and periphery.71 Especially, the government faces the task of
bridging the gap between promoting an open ecosystem for the societal benefits of extensive
health data exchanges and ensuring the security and protection of individual health data.”

We also showed that patient data is increasingly important, as currency, in the diabetes eco-
system. Other studies found that integrating more patient-generated healthcare data could
lead to novel opportunities for innovation’ for example, providing personalized treatments
and predicting treatment outcomes.” Applying artificial intelligence to this data can further
push innovation.”? Although patient data encompasses a lot of promising opportunities, it
also has drawbacks. Sharing patient data with different organizations is complex due to pri-
vacy, cybersecurity, and legal issues.” Organizations must ensure that patient data is used
safely and ethically as technology advances.® Furthermore, to further promote digital health
technologies an ex-ante and ex-post evaluation of platform organizations should be conduct-
ed.®®

From a healthcare provider perspective, organizations must tackle the concerns related to the
hesitancy of healthcare providers to share their data transparently. This is essential for suc-
cessfully implementing outcome-based reimbursement models (Interviewee 9). Furthermore,
we found that healthcare providers prefer systems that are easy to use. This is also supported
by other researchers”, who found that healthcare providers prefer tools that are simple to set
up and interoperable.
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We contribute to the ecosystem theory in three ways. Firstly, by analyzing the diabetes eco-
system, we could present empirical evidence of how traditional value chains transform into
platforms, connecting different stakeholders. This transformation has also been described by
others.’ Our findings confirm existing theory? that actors in an ecosystem want to create
value collectively that they would not achieve individually. This is shown by the example of
medical device and pharmaceutical companies wanting to cooperate with DHT companies.
Secondly, we enhance the literature of platform ecosystems in healthcare®® with empirical
evidence of a platformization trend in the field of diabetes. We can add to the existing theory
that there is a tendency towards an open ecosystem approach that has been pushed by the
platformization trend. Lastly, we confirm the theory that digital platforms create value by
providing technological components utilized by complementors to create new products or
services.”””8 This was shown by Glooko, that leverages their algorithm to interpret and resell
the patient data to pharmaceutical and medical device companies.

For practitioners, leveraging the visualization of the diabetes ecosystem can be instrumental
in facilitating strategic collaboration options and conducting competitive analyses. This aids
in crafting a tailored strategy aligned with the company's objectives. Moreover, it underscores
the significance of the platformization trend, prompting thoughtful consideration of how to
engage with it effectively. For emerging companies and startups, this ecosystem visualization
helps illustrate the diverse incentives of various actors and how they can potentially generate
revenue through their digital services. Additionally, the paper enlightens healthcare provid-
ers on their decision to participate in an open or closed ecosystem, emphasizing the impact
on the patient. Policymakers and health insurers gain insights into ecosystem dynamics.

Limitations and outlook

This study has several limitations. First, we have created different generic roles and market
segments based on a literature review and a market analysis. Although several authors were
involved in that process and validated these categories with interviewees of the diabetes eco-
system, others could end up with a different categorization of these organizations. Second,
we assessed 200 companies in the market analysis. Analyzing more companies could bring
up a more granular view of the diabetes ecosystems and their market segments. Third, most
of the interview participants are from Europe. While most interviewees held international
positions, experts from other continents and countries might see the diabetes ecosystem dif-
ferently. Many Asian organizations could not be assessed in detail due to the language used
on their website. Fourth, we generalized the visualization of the diabetes ecosystem to a high
degree. The value streams might be slightly different in other countries. Howevet, this visual-
ization aimed to understand the dynamics of globally operating organizations from a broader
perspective. This is why we ended up with a rather generic visualization.

Exploring the dynamics of open and closed ecosystems could be a promising avenue for fu-
ture research, unraveling the optimal strategy for different actors in varied contexts. Re-
searchers should investigate crafting an ideal blueprint for open ecosystems, identifying es-
sential components for their success. Additionally, understanding the pivotal role of various
actors, such as the state or health insurance, in driving this paradigm is crucial for compre-
hensive insights. Furthermore, it becomes imperative to ascertain the potential cost savings
associated with adopting an open ecosystem approach and thoroughly examine its tangible
benefits for the patient’s well-being. Lastly, it should be assessed if, in other chronic disease
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areas, similar ecosystem structures and innovation patterns evolved or will develop soon and
to what extent the patterns of the diabetes ecosystem are unique.

Conclusions

Overall, we examined the global diabetes ecosystem, illustrating the shift from traditional
value chains to data-driven platforms and outcome-based payment models in response to
digital transformation. Our findings contribute to ecosystem theory and provide strategic
insights for diabetes organizations to plan proactively.
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Appendix A - Literature Review

Table 2. Inclusion criteria and exclusion criteria

Inclusion Criteria Reason for inclusion

Research focus Studies that identify (two or more) stakeholders and value

streams in the field of diabetes

Year First Literature review: Studies until 31/12/2012

Second literature review: studies from 01/01/2013 until

30/09/2023
Language Only English studies are considered
Publication type Peer reviewed (qualitative and quantitative) literature
Exclusion Criteria
Research focus Studies that do not identify or discuss (two or more) stake-

holders in the field of diabetes.

Publication type Grey literature (news articles, company publications, annual

reports, NGO studies, presentations, catalogues)

Data Sources

We used the same databases as related work, namely EBSCOHOST, Emerald Insight, IEEE
Xplore ACM Digital Library.* These databases are widely acknowledged and employed for
conducting studies in the field of business and healthcare.”® We further adapted the data-
bases selection to avoid imbalances in the number of study results between the traditional
and current diabetes ecosystems. Thus, for the traditional diabetes ecosystem, we used
EBSCOHOST and Emerald Insight. For the current diabetes ecosystem after 2013, we addi-
tionally included IEEE Xplore, ACM Digital Library and PubMed, as these databases help
capture intersection of computer science, life sciences, and business, particularly in infor-
mation systems and technology-driven business models to help capture emerging organiza-
tions.%

Search Strategy

We scanned the abstracts and titles of the studies across databases. See table 3 for key terms
for the traditional diabetes ecosystem and table 4 for key terms for the current diabetes eco-
system:

Table 3. “Traditional” Diabetes ecosystem before 2013

Keywords used EBSCOHOST Emerald Insight Total
“stakeholders” AND 79 6 85
“diabet*”

“value network” AND 74 95 169
“diabet*”

“financial incentives” AND | 48 23 71
“diabet*”

Total articles 201 124 325
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Table 4. Current Diabetes ecosystem after 2013

Keywords used EBSCO | Emerald | IEEE ACM | Pubmed | Total

HOST Insight | Xplore | Digital

Library

“Stakeholders” AND 40 12 8 48 79 187
“diabet*” AND “digit*”
“Stakeholders” AND 84 21 3 14 169 291
“diabet*” AND
“innovation”
“value network” AND 1 38 105 411 22 578
“diabet*” AND “digit*”
“value network” AND 0 29 16 16 115 176
“diabet*” AND
innovation”
“financial incentives” 8 6 1 10 25 50
AND “diabet*” AND
“digit*”
“financial incentives” 12 10 0 4 28 54
AND “diabet*” AND
“innovation”
Total 145 116 133 503 438 1335

Paper Selection

Our study selection process follows the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) flowchart and is depicted in figure 3.% Following standards in
the field® , two researchers (OFG and EP) conducted the paper selection process described as
follows. The authors individually reviewed the abstracts of all papers and categorized them
into three categories (A: relevant for the research objective, B: relevance unclear initially, C:
not relevant). The authors compared and discussed their categorizations, addressing any un-
clear discrepancies, and only papers categorized as A were selected for analysis. Finally, 14
papers were selected as eligible for the "traditional” diabetes ecosystem up to 2013 and 31
papers were deemed eligible for the current ecosystem after 2013.

Icl,e 325 (t) and 1335 (c) articles 5 (¢) articles identified
?. ' identified through database through other sources
ic .
ati searching

l v
Scr 20 (t) and 558 (c) articles after duplicates removed

ce v

nin
305 (t) and 777 (c) articles screened for relevance | 291 (t) and 743(c) articles excluded

v

15 (t) and 34 (c) full text articles assessed for

El-
igi
bili

L »| 1(t)and 3 (c) articles excluded

eligibility
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In-

;lu 14 (t) and 31 (c) articles included
e

Figure 3. Flowchart of the literature review. (t) stands for articles from the “traditional” eco-
system, whereas (c) stands for the current ecosystem.

Procedure for thematic analysis and ontological organization

We conducted an inductive thematic analysis. This approach requires reading and re-reading
data in iterative cycles to identify themes and categories. In this process, we developed su-
perordinate classifications containing subclasses of diabetes organizations and checked for
duplication and redundancy at each level.®? We prepared a table where we compared the cod-
ing of the authors. The table contained the following information: title, abstract, authors, pub-
lication date, actors, market segment, and description of these actors. Two researchers (OFG
and EP) scrutinized each articles individually to identify the market segments, actors and
value streams. The third author (WM) re-assessed and resolved the discrepancies.

Appendix B - Market Analysis
Eligibility criteria
The inclusion and exclusion criteria are outlined in table 5.

Table 5. Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Inclusion criteria Reason for inclusion

Organizations that Specific focus to make organizations more comparable

focus on type 2 diabetes

Organizations with a Understanding the details of the organizations

website in English

Year of founding Traditional diabetes ecosystem: Organizations that were
founded before 31/12/2012.

Current diabetes ecosystem: Organizations that were
founded after 01/01/2013

Traditional diabetes For the traditional diabetes ecosystem based on other
ecosystem: Top 100 articles®

based on Revenue

Current diabetes For the current ecosystem based on related work®
ecosystem: Top 100

based on funding

Exclusion criteria Reason for exclusion

Companies not Identify organizations that are already established in the

generating revenues, or
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still in the seed stage or | market

series A

Companies with Understand the analyzed company
Websites not in English

Appendix C — Example of coding

Table 6. Example of the coding

Organization | Pitchbook description Coded Coded market
generic role | segment

Virta Health Provider of novel treatment services | Healthcare | Healthcare  man-
intended to reverse type two diabe- | provider- agement platform
tes without medications or surgery. | facing
The company combines advanced
biochemistry and clinical expertise | Patient- Digital Therapeu-
with data science and digital tools to | facing sup- | tics

develop therapies and provide phy- | port
sicians and health coaches to deliver
on-demand care,
enabling people to lower blood sug-
ar and lose weight, even while elim-
inating the need for medications,

including insulin.

Table 7. Example of the description of market segments
Market segment and description Example(s)

Digital Therapeutics: Virta health, Vida
refers to products that deliver medical interventions and therapies. | Health, Noom

This can be clinical interventions delivered directly to patients via
software to treat, manage, or prevent a disease or disorder.’

Appendix D — Expert Interviews

Table 8. Overview of the interviews

# Duration Interviewee’s position Domain
(min)
1 18:13 Director Alliance Manage- | Pharmaceutical company
ment
2 67:42 Alliance Manager Pharmaceutical company
25:36
3 51:53 Executive position Enterprise  System  and
Support
4 66:58 Business development senior | Pharmacy
manager
5 81:25 Senior Alliance Manager Enterprise Systems and
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106:18 Support
6 45:44 Lead Innovation Pharmaceutical company
7 45:55 Global Head Pharmaceutical company
8 62:27 Senior Healthcare Consultant | Consulting company
9 66:34 Head of innovation Medical Device company
10 56:46 Endocrinologist Healthcare Provider

Appendix E - Traditional Ecosystem

Table 9: Organizations in the diabetes ecosystem

Patient The patient is a private person receiving healthcare ser-
vices, treatment, or diagnosis from healthcare providers.
On an individual level, patients pay their healthcare pro-
vider either out-of-pocket or indirectly through health in-
surances. Furthermore, there can be a payroll tax on em-
ployers and employees through which the costs of health
insurance can be shared.®

Insurance companies accept premiums from patients, em-
ployers, and the government. In return, they reimburse
Health healthcare providers for taking care of patients.**Insurance
Insurance companies currently try not only to cover the costs for
healthcare services but also to incentivize their customers
to stay healthy in exchange for discounts.*

Associations & | - Associations represent groups whose members pursue a
NGOs shared political, economic or social interest and strive to
promote these through the political process.”® It can be or-
ganizations that support primarily the patient (e.g. Diabe-
tes Schweiz), or organizations that give guidelines for doc-
tors. (e.g. American Diabetes Association, Fachgesellschaft
SGED) (Interviewee 10).

According to the United Nations ““a nongovernmental or-
ganization (NGO) is any nonprofit, voluntary citizens’
group which is organized on a local, national or interna-
tional level.[..] NGOs perform a variety of services and
humanitarian functions, bring citizens’ concerns to Gov-
ernments, monitor policies, and encourage political partic-
ipation at the community level.” %

Pharmacy Brick and | Pharmacies can be defined as service shops and be classi-
Mortar fied, for example, based on the type of merchandise sold or
Pharmacy the number of stores. An “independent” pharmacy has less

than four stores, whereas ““small chains’”’ can have between
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four and 10 stores under a chain. “Large chains” include
more than 10 stores.®

Laboratory - Medical laboratories provide diagnostic services needed to
detect and treat disease. Diagnostic services include critical
chemical, hematological, immunologic, microscopic, and
bacteriological analyses on blood, tissues, and bodily flu-

ids.%
Healthcare Inpatient / | An institution or establishment for the care of the sick or
Provider Hospitals wounded, or of those who require medical treatment.®

Outpatient /| A patient who is treated at a hospital without being admit-
clinics ted overnight.8 A clinic is an establishment or hospital de-
partment in which outpatients receive medical treatment or
advice, especially of a specialized nature.®

General Prac- | General Practitioners can be defined as doctors explicitly
titioners described as family physicians, or in countries without
such a specialization primary care physicians seeing unse-
lected adult patients or patients of any age.”

Specialists Specialists,  relevant for  diabetics:  Dieticians”,
endocrinologist”? , ophtamologist (Sainfort et al., 2020),
exercise scientists® physical therapist”, psychologists,
nephrologist, cardiologist®, podiatrist, optometirsts®
diabetes educators® care coordinator®” , nurses®

Social support | Family Family members are key sources of both instrumental and
emotional support for diabetics. Instrument support in-
cludes helping patients” complete specific tasks, such as
making an appointment with health care providers or help-
ing with insulin injections while, emotional support can
include providing comfort and encouragement when pa-
tients face distress or frustration over the long course of
their diabetes care.*”

Peer support | Peer support has been defined as the provision of support
groups from an individual with experiential knowledge based on a
sharing of similar life experiences.'® It is usually provided
within a volunteering framework and can be delivered in
many ways, including group or individual support or
through more remote formats such as telephone or inter-
net-based support.1®

Regulators & The government uses money generated from taxes to reim-
Government burse healthcare providers. *

Regulatory authorities use standards to improve data re-
view (e.g., in pharmaceutical companies).'”! Furthermore,
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they regulate and classify medical devices, assuring patient
access to “high quality, safe, and effective medical devices
and avoiding access to products that are unsafe’” 1°2

Medical Medical device manufacturers aim to make medical devic-
Device & es available for use. Medical devices as defined by FDA are
supply “any instrument, machine, contrivance, implant, in vitro

reagent that's intended to treat, cure, prevent, mitigate,
diagnose disease in man. Some examples could be a simple
tongue depressor, or a thermometer, all the way to an ad-
vanced robotic surgical device.”1%

Drug manufacturers focus on the discovery, development,
manufacture, and commercialization of drugs and medica-
tions.!” The most important stakeholders to interact with
the drug manufacturers are physicians, pharmacists, and

. the Group Purchasing Organization. 10
Pharmaceutical p g Lrganiz

: Biotechnology, according to the Organisation for Economic
and Biotech &Y & &

Co-operation and Development (OECD) definition, “is the
application of science and technology to living organisms,
as well as parts, products and models thereof, to alter liv-
ing or non-living materials for the production of
knowledge, goods and services.”1%

Wholesaler Distributors or wholesalers are non-manufacturing stake-
holders that sell products to merchants, retailers, and con-
tractors, but do not sell in significant amounts to end-users.
Distributors

simplify product, payment, and information flow owing to
their role as an intermediary. Distributors bridge the gap
between the goods and the services offered by individual
producers and the demand of industrial or retail custom-
ers. 17

Research Research institutions are agencies, organizations, or uni-
versities that aim to foster innovation and collaboration in
the research and development (R&D) area of healthcare. A
distinction can be made between academic R&D (pure
fundamental

research and clinical trials) and commercial R&D (e.g.,
drug production).®
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