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ABSTRACT

The significance of digital entrepreneurship, the integration of digital technologies and entrepreneurial activities, is increasing on a global scale. The primary
objective of this paper is to establish a network for scholars in the field of information systems who are focused on influencing the direction of research in digital
entrepreneurship. It introduces a basic framework comprising three dimensions of digital entrepreneurship: digital technologies serving as facilitators, results, or
environments for entrepreneurial procedures. This framework will direct conversations and studies related to digital entrepreneurship.
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INTRODUCTION

The integration of digital technologies and entrepreneurship, known
as digital entrepreneurship, is gaining significance in both the global
economy and academic investigations (CB Insights 2019)
(Badenhausen 2016). Numerous thriving start-ups and established
corporations have their origins in digital entrepreneurship, sparking
rising scholarly interest in the subject (Fang et al., 2018; Nambisan et
al., 2019; Shen et al., 2018). This trend has captured the attention of
the information systems field and other areas, offering opportunities
for further research and interdisciplinary partnerships (Del Giudice
and Straub 2011) (von Briel, Davidsson, et al., 2018).

The field of digital entrepreneurship centers on utilizing digital
technologies to generate fresh economic ventures. Experts contend
that digital technologies transform conventional entrepreneurial
procedures and results, enabling the emergence of innovative forms
of initiative (Nambisan et al., 2017; Yoo et al., 2010). This offers a
chance for scholars to reassess established entrepreneurship
theories and formulate new ones in the digital era (Tiwana et al,
2010). Research demonstrates that digital technologies have
prompted entrepreneurial endeavors that traverse conventional
confines, opened up new networks and ecosystems, digitized
physical assets, and hastened the expansion of fresh enterprises
(Huang et al., 2017; Reuber and Fischer 2011).

The passage discusses a workshop designed to provide a forum for
researchers in the field of Information Systems to explore and
influence the direction of future research on digital entrepreneurship.
The workshop will concentrate on distinguishing digital
entrepreneurship from other related fields and establishing a structure
for dialogue and comprehension. This structure will function as a
communal platform and the initial stage in developing a unified
understanding of digital entrepreneurship among Information Systems
researchers.
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CONTEXT FOR DIGITAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Digital entrepreneurship and its study can be divided into three areas:
digital technologies as facilitators, results, or setting of entrepreneurial
activities (Kallinikos et al., 2013). This model is depicted in a Venn
diagram (Baskerville et al., 2019). Digital technologies are crucial to
digital entrepreneurship and can be considered as entities or
instruments with intangible, computed elements. They have a
substantial impact on entrepreneurial procedures as facilitators,
results, and settings, and research themes can be derived from these
aspects.
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Figure 1. Digital entrepreneurship framework

Digital technology is essential for facilitating entrepreneurship and
has a significant impact on entrepreneurial activities and results by
shaping technological advancements, regulatory adjustments,
demographic shifts, and socio-cultural, economic, political, and
environmental factors (Davidsson et al., 2018; Nambisan 2017). For
instance, digital tools such as app stores, 3D printers, online
repositories, open source communities, and crowd funding platforms
contribute to expediting and reducing costs in the prototyping of
physical products, marketing and dissemination of software products,
accessing funding from diverse groups of individuals, and creating
new software products (Kyriakou et al., 2017) (Mollick 2016) (Thies et
al., 2018).
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The article examines the influence of digital technologies on
entrepreneurship (Du et al., 2018). It poses inquiries regarding the
capacity of digital technologies to supplant or improve conventional
advantages, the contribution of maker spaces in instructing
entrepreneurs (Browder et al., 2019) (Davidsson et al., 2018), and the
variations in enabling potential across various industries and
geographical areas (Recker, et al., 2018; Lyytinen et al., 2016) (West
and Kuk 2016). Furthermore, it underscores how digital technologies
constitute a fundamental element in numerous entrepreneurial
endeavors, generating novel market offerings and prospects for
emerging companies in sectors such as hardware, digital tools,
infrastructure, and intangible market offerings like artificial intelligence
and block chain (Yoo et al, 2010) (Ingram Bogusz et al., 2018;
Mufioz and Cohen 2018; Snihur et al., 2018).

The passage examines the influence of digital technologies on
entrepreneurship across different sectors. It poses inquiries regarding
the impact of digital technologies on product offerings, institutional
domains, and entrepreneurial endeavors (McDonald and Gao 2019).
Additionally, it delves into the ways in which digital technologies mold
the wider landscape of entrepreneurship in fields like automotive,
healthcare, and finance (Autio et al., 2018; von Briel, Davidsson, et
al., 2018). The passage underscores the potential for digital
technologies to disrupt and innovate in industries traditionally subject
to regulation, as well as the possibility of new entrepreneurial
environments taking shape (Boudreau 2012) (Rothe et al., 2019).

The text examines the relationship between digital technologies as
instruments and their outcomes. It elucidates that digital enterprises
utilize current technologies to innovate new ones, which can
subsequently be adopted by other enterprises. This prompts inquiries
into the impact of the development of these enabling technologies on
the results of venture creation processes, and conversely (Goh and
Pentland 2019). Digital technologies have the potential to empower
and revolutionize the environments in which entrepreneurship thrives,
even for businesses that do not specialize in digital products (Kuhn
and Galloway 2015). Academic studies in this area concentrate on
exploring how digital technologies create possibilities for businesses
within certain settings, as well as how networks that facilitate digital
entrepreneurship come into existence (Du et al., 2018).

Digital technologies are known for their adaptability and ability to
quickly expand across various settings (Faulkner and Runde 2011,
2019). They produce substantial contextual information, creating
potential for novel business ventures. Academic investigation in this
area frequently centers on digital platforms and their response to
competitive forces and environmental influences that affect the
prosperity of digital enterprises (Srinivasan and Venkatraman 2018)
(Faulkner and Runde 2011, 2019).

Digital entrepreneurship can be facilitated, produced, and situated by
digital technologies. For instance, platforms for crowdfunding such as
Kickstarter and Indiegogo represent both the products of certain
enterprises and the facilitators for others (Hitt et al., 2007). Scholars
should adopt a comprehensive perspective and take into account
various aspects when examining this convergence (Alter 2008).

PROSPECTS FOR INTERDISCIPLINARY
DISCUSSIONS

The field of digital entrepreneurship presents abundant research
opportunities and lends itself well to interdisciplinary study. Scholars
have the chance to investigate how digital technologies facilitate
collaboration, alter processes connected to product development, and
support the identification or generation of opportunities. By adopting
an interdisciplinary perspective, new and innovative research themes

and understandings can emerge within the realm of digital
entrepreneurship.

Adoption of Hypothetical Standpoints

Research on digital entrepreneurship presents numerous prospects
for integrating theoretical viewpoints from various academic fields.
The Information Systems discipline, which emphasizes digital
artifacts, can offer valuable insights into comprehending digital
entrepreneurship (Dimov 2016; Nambisan 2017). Additionally,
perspectives from entrepreneurship and related fields like effectuation
and pivoting can introduce novel approaches to examining digital
entrepreneurship (Sarasvathy 2001). For instance, a study employed
social capital theory from sociology and a business model perspective
from strategic management to investigate the factors contributing to
the success of early stage internet ventures(Baker and Nelson 2005).

Adoption of Investigation Partners and Markets

Researchers in the field of digital entrepreneurship are encouraged to
seek collaboration with colleagues from diverse disciplines, including
entrepreneurship, management, and strategy, to expand the scope of
their research and enhance its impact. Pursuing publication
opportunities in related fields can foster interdisciplinary dialogue and
enable researchers to make meaningful contributions to ongoing
conversations. By working with peers from various disciplines,
scholars can enrich their understanding of digital entrepreneurship by
leveraging different strengths and perspectives. Notably, partnering
with colleagues in the entrepreneurship discipline has proven
beneficial for integrating theoretical perspectives and sharing
research findings across multiple fields (vonBriel, Davidsson, et al.,
2018; von Briel, Recker, et al., 2018; Davidsson et al., 2018).

Adoption of Component of Study

The field of digital entrepreneurship presents the chance to explore
various levels of analysis, including the ecosystem, venture, offering,
and entrepreneurial agent. Through research in this domain, it is
possible to establish connections between information systems and
other fields by utilizing diverse analytical methodologies and theories
(Grégoire and Shepherd 2012; McMullen and Shepherd 2006; Wood
and Williams 2014). The digital environment also sparks inquiries into
the distinct behaviors of entrepreneurs and their implications
(Nambisan and Barrons 2019). While digital entrepreneurship offers
advantages like value generation, it also introduces challenges such
as role conflicts and gender disparities (Sundermeier et al., 2018).

CONCLUSION

This paper examines a framework for conducting research on digital
entrepreneurship and its potential for future advancement. It
underscores the significance of concepts like context, enablement,
and outcome within this domain. The framework offers a fresh
viewpoint on the subject of "innovation ecosystems" and underscores
the relevance of digital entrepreneurship within the IS discipline.
Furthermore, it presents prospects for interdisciplinary research and
contributions that extend beyond the IS discipline.

The AIS Special Interest Group on Digital Innovation, Transformation,
and Entrepreneurship considers the framework and PDW to be
crucial. These tools serve as a unifying force for IS researchers
concentrating on digital entrepreneurship, aiding in the advancement
of knowledge and fostering collaborative efforts. It is anticipated that
the framework and PDW will play a pivotal role in advancing research
in digital entrepreneurship within the IS discipline and offer valuable
direction to researchers in this domain.



International Journal of Innovation Scientific Research and Review, Vol. 05, Issue 12, pp.5596-5599 December 2023

5598

REFERENCES

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Autio, E., Nambisan, S., Thomas, L. D. W. W., and Wright, M.
2018. "Digital Affordances, Spatial

Affordances, and the Genesis of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems,”
Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal(12:1), pp. 72-95.

Baker, T., and Nelson, R. E. 2005. “Creating Something from
Nothing: Resource Construction through

Entrepreneurial Bricolage,” Administrative Science Quarterly
(50:3), pp. 329-366.

Boudreau, K. J. 2012. “Let a Thousand Flowers Bloom? An
Earlier Look at Large Numbers of Software App Developers and
Patterns of Innovation.,” Organization Science (23:5), pp. 1409-
1427.

Von Briel, F., Recker, J., and Davidsson, P. 2018. “Not All
Digital Venture Ideas Are Created Equal: Implications for
Venture Creation Processes,” Journal of Strategic Information
Systems (27:4), pp.278-295.

Davidsson, P., Recker, J., and von Briel, F. 2018. “External
Enablement of New Venture Creation: A Framework,” Academy
of Management Perspectives.
(https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2017.0163).

Fang, Y., Henfridsson, O., and Jarvenpaa, S. L. 2018. “Editorial
on Generating Business and Social Value from Digital
Entrepreneurship and Innovation,” Journal of Strategic
Information Systems (27:4), pp. 275-277.

Faulkner, P., and Runde, J. 2019. “Theorizing the Digital
Object,” MIS Quarterly. (https://doi.org/10.17863/CAM.37903).
Goh, K. T., and Pentland, B. 2019. “From Actions to Paths to
Patterning: Toward a Dynamic Theory of Patterning in
Routines,” Academy of Management Journal.
(https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2018.0042).

Hitt, M. a., Beamish, P. W., Jackson, S. E., and Mathieu, J. E.
2007. “Building Theoretical and Empirical Bridges across
Levels: Multilevel Research in Management,” Academy of
Management Journal(50:6), pp. 1385-1399.

Nassery, S. M. Some New Evidence from Innovating Chinese
Companies.

Jarvenpaa, S. L., and Standaert, W. 2018. “Digital Probes as
Opening Possibilities of Generativity,” Journal of the Association
for Information Systems (19:10), pp. 982-1000.

Kuhn, K. M., and Galloway, T. L. 2015. “With a Little Help from
My Competitors:  Peer  Networking among  Artisan
Entrepreneurs,” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (39:3),
pp. 571-600.

Lyytinen, K., Yoo, Y., and Boland, R. J. 2016. “Digital Product
Innovation within Four Classes of Innovation Networks,”
Information Systems Journal (26:1), pp. 47-75.

McMullen, J. S., and Shepherd, D. 2006. “Entrepreneurial
Action and the Role of Uncertainty in the Theory of the
Entrepreneur,” Academy of Management Review (31:1), pp.
132-152.

Mufoz, P., and Cohen, B. 2018. “A Compass for Navigating
Sharing Eeconomy Business Models, "California Management
Review (61:1), pp. 114-147.

Nambisan, S. 2017. ‘Digital Entrepreneurship: Towards a
Digital Technology Perspective of

Entrepreneurship,” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice
(41:6), pp. 1029-1056.

Rothe, H., Jarvenpaa, S., and Penninger, A. 2019. “How Do
Entrepreneurial Firms Appropriate Value in Bio Data
Infrastructures: An Exploratory Qualitative Study,” in European
Conference on Information Systems (ECIS), p. 17.

Nassery, S. M. (2019). A STUDY OF REFLECTIONS ON BLUE
OCEAN STRATEGY.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Shen, K. N., Lindsay, V., and Xu, Y. (Calvin). 2018. “Digital
Entrepreneurship,” Information Systems Journal (28:6), pp.
1125-1128.

Srinivasan, A., and Venkatraman, N. 2018. “Entrepreneurship in
Digital Platforms: A Network Centric View,” Strategic
Entrepreneurship Journal (12:1), pp. 54-71.

Thies, F., Wessel, M., and Benlian, A. 2018. “Network Effects
on Crowd funding Platforms: Exploring the Implications of
Relaxing Input Control,” Information Systems Journal (28:6), pp.
1239-1262.

Tiwana, A. 2015. “Evolutionary Competition in Platform
Ecosystems,” Information Systems Research(26:2), pp. 266—
281.

Wood, M. S., and Williams, D. W. 2014. “Opportunity Evaluation
as Rule-based Decision Making.,” Journal of Management
Studies (51:4), pp. 573-602.

Yoo, Y. 2013. “The Tables Have Turned: How Can the
Information Systems Field Contribute to Technology and
Innovation Management Research?,” Journal of the Association
for Information Systems (14:5), pp. 227-236.

Alter, S. 2008. “Defining Information Systems as Work Systems:
Implications for the IS Field,” European Journal of Information
Systems (17:5), pp. 448-469.

Badenhausen, K. 2016. “Apple, Google Top the World's Most
Valuable Brands of 2016, Forbes.
(https:/www.forbes.com/sites/kurtbadenhausen/2016/05/11/the-
worlds-most-valuablebrands/#44851d8836ec, accessed March
31, 2017).

Baskerville, R., Myers, M., and Yoo, Y. 2019. “Digital First: The
Ontological Reversal and New Challenges for 1S,” MIS
Quarterly.

Von Briel, F., Davidsson, P., and Recker, J. 2018. “Digital
Technologies as External Enablers of New Venture Creation in
the IT Hardware Sector,” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice
(42:1), pp. 47-69.

Browder, R. E., Aldrich, H. E., and Bradley, S. W. 2019. “The
Emergence of the Maker Movement: Implications for
Entrepreneurship Research,” Journal of Business Venturing.
(https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.01.005). CB Insights.
2019. “The Global Unicorn Club,” CB Insights.
(https://www.cbinsights.com/researchunicorn- companies,
accessed December 6, 2019).

Nassery, S. M. (2020). The Important Factors and roles of
Communication over the Organizational Change.

Dimov, D. 2016. “Toward a Design Science of
Entrepreneurship,” in Advances in Entrepreneurship, Firm
Emergence and Growth (Vol. 18), A. C. Corbett and J. A. Katz
(eds.).

Faulkner, P., and Runde, J. 2011. “The Social, the Material, and
the Ontology of Non-Material Technological Objects,” in 27th
European Group for Organizational Studies Colloquium,
Gothenburg, Sweden.

Del Giudice, M., and Straub, D. 2011. “IT and Entrepreneurism:
An on-Again, off-Again Love Affair or a Marriage?,” MIS
Quarterly (35:4), iii-vii.

Grégoire, D. A., and Shepherd, D. A. 2012. “Technology-Market
Combinations and the Identification of Entrepreneurial
Opportunities: An Investigation of the Opportunity-Individual
Nexus,” Academy of Management Journal (55:4), pp. 753-785.
Huang, J., Henfridsson, O., Liu, M. J., and Newell, S. 2017.
“Growing on Steroids: Rapidly Scaling the User Base of Digital
Ventures through Digital Innovation,” MIS Quarterly (41:1), pp.
301-314.



International Journal of Innovation Scientific Research and Review, Vol. 05, Issue 12, pp.5596-5599 December 2023 5599

39. Ingram Bogusz, C., Teigland, R., and Vaast, E. 2018.
‘Designed Entrepreneurial Legitimacy: The Case of a Swedish
Crowdfunding Platform,” European Journal of Information
Systems (28:3), pp. 318-335.

40. Karimi, A., & Nassery, S. M. (2022). A STUDY OF APPLYING
GREEN MARKETING STRATEGIES AND ITS INFLUENCE IN
COMPANY STANDING. Journal Homepage: http://ijmr. Net. In,
10(08).

41. Kallinikos, J., Aaltonen, A., and Marton, A. 2013. “The
Ambivalent Ontology of Digital Artifacts,” MISQuarterly (37:2),
pp. 357-370.

42. Kyriakou, H., Nickerson, J. W., and Sabnis, G. 2017.
‘Knowledge Reuse for Customization: Metamodels in an Open
Design Community for 3D Printing,” MIS Quarterly (41:1), pp.
315-332.

43. McDonald, R., and Gao, C. 2019. “Pivoting Isn't Enough?
Managing Strategic Reorientation in  New Ventures,”
Organization Science. (https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2019.1287).

44. Mollick, E. 2016. “Filthy Lucre? Innovative Communities,
Identity, and Commercialization,” Organization Science (27:6),
pp. 1472-1487.

45, Nambisan, S. 2013. ‘Information Technology and
Product/Service Innovation: A Brief Assessment and Some
Suggestions for Future Research,” Journal of the Association
for Information Systems (14:4),pp. 215-226.

46. Reuber, A. R., and Fischer, E. 2011. ‘International
Entrepreneurship in Internet-Enabled Markets, "Journal of
Business Venturing (26:6), Elsevier Inc., pp. 660-679.

47. Sarasvathy, S. D. 2001. “Causation and Effectuation: Toward a
Theoretical Shift from Economic

48. Inevitability to Entrepreneurial Contingency,” Academy of
Management Review (26:2), pp. 243-263.

49. Snihur, Y., Thomas, L. D. W., and Burgelman, R. A. 2018. “An
Ecosystem-Level Process Model of Business Model Disruption:
The Disruptor's Gambit,” Journal of Management Studies
(55:7), pp. 1278-1316.

50. Sundermeier, J., Wessel, L., and Davidson, E. 2018. “Can
Digital Innovation Alter the Landscape of

51. Women’s Entrepreneurship? Towards a Research Agenda,” in
Proceedings of the International Conference on Information
Systems (ICIS), San Francisco, CA.

52. West, J., and Kuk, G. 2016. “The Complementarity of
Openness: How MakerBot Leveraged Thingiverse in 3D
Printing,” Technological Forecasting and Social Change (102),
pp. 169-181.

53. Yoo, Y. 2010. “Computing in Everyday Life: A Call for Research
on Experiential Computing,” MIS Quarterly (34:2), pp. 213-231.

54. Yoo, Y., Henfridsson, O., and Lyytinen, K. 2010. “The New
Organizing Logic of Digital Innovation: An Agenda for
Information Systems Research,” Information Systems Research
(21:4), pp. 724-735.

3k 3k %k %k %k %k %k k k



