
The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available on Emerald 
Insight at: https://www.emerald.com/insight/0885-8624.htm

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing
41/13 (2026) 299–312
Emerald Publishing Limited [ISSN 0885-8624]
[DOI 10.1108/JBIM-06-2025-0565]

An interdependency perspective on disruption: 
crossfield discussion and literature extension

Christina Öberg
School of Business and Economics, Linnaeus University, Kalmar, Sweden, and Ratio Institute, Stockholm, Sweden

© Christina Öberg. Published by Emerald Publishing Limited. This article is 
published under the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence. 
Anyone may reproduce, distribute, translate and create derivative works of this 
article (for both commercial and non-commercial purposes), subject to full 
attribution to the original publication and authors. The full terms of this licence 
may be seen at http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/

Funding: This research was funded by The Handelsbanken Research 
Foundations.

Received 18 June 2025
Revised 15 November 2025
13 March 2026
3 May 2026
21 June 2026
Accepted 17 July 2026

Abstract
Purpose – This paper departs from how the literature is filled with partly contradictory notions on disruption, while lacking a perspective that 
interlinks disruption causes of technology, business model and mindset with disruption effects beyond focal firms and industries. The purpose of this 
paper is to approach the notion of disruption from the perspective of interdependencies to discuss its different meanings, time-limitations and 
magnitude of effects.
Design/methodology/approach – The paper is based on an integrative literature review to develop a typology. Empirical examples illustrate 
interdependency effects of disruption as a missing perspective in past research.
Findings – A typology is developed, indicating a gap related to magnitude as spread and transformative disruption. The interdependency lens helps 
to capture this configuration. It thereby addresses the lacking perspective that interlinks disruption causes of technology, business model and 
mindset with disruption effects beyond focal firms and industries. The examples indicate how the parties being disrupted are determined by 
imbalances in interdependencies as disruption spreads, and how safeguarding and internalisation reshape these interdependencies.
Originality/value – The paper contributes to past research through critically discussing the past partly contradictory notions of disruption in the 
literature, while creating an understanding for disruption effects as spread of disruption. It helps to structure past disruption research through 
developing a typology while extending such research through discussing it from an interdependency perspective.

Keywords Disruption, Integrative literature review, Interdependence, Typology

Paper type Conceptual paper

Introduction

In a fast-changing world, it is increasingly important to 
understand pervasive changes and their effects. Disruption, as 
early defined by Clayton Christensen, referred to how new 
parties entered a sector, making present players redundant 
(Christensen, 1997). The mechanism achieving this was a new 
technology – often exemplified by how analogues solutions were 
replaced by digital ones (Sandström, 2011; Skog et al., 2018).

Disruption has since been linked to business models (Riemer 
et al., 2017; Kask and Öberg, 2019; Geissinger et al., 2020) and 
more recently mindsets (Riemer and Johnston, 2019), the latter 
exemplified by how stakeholders start valuing other parameters 
than bottom-line financial results and how a societal shift has 
caused a different orientation to ownership from before (Öberg, 
2023c).

Beyond these various reasons for disruption with redundancy 
of actors as a central characteristic (Christensen, 1997), 
disruption is also used in other regards in the literature. The 
supply-chain research is frequent to refer to disruption of 
supply chains. Research then mostly focuses on temporary 
breakdowns (Lawson et al., 2019; Xu et al., 2020), whereby 
firms recover the supply chain after temporal interruptions or 
have back-up suppliers to ensure delivery (Ambulkar et al., 

2015; Hohenstein et al., 2015). Within industrial marketing 
and purchasing (IMP) research, disruption has at times been 
used to describe discontinued business relationships (Halinen 
et al., 1999; Bengtson et al., 2026).

Disruption thereby has come to mean several different 
things, with the only shared determinator being some sort of 
interruptive change. To start structuring these various 
meanings of disruption and drawing on dimensions that help to 
highlight the differences between them, we can, as suggested in 
this paper, understand disruption along a time and a magnitude 
dimension. The time dimension refers to its temporality with 
recovery (as in the supply-chain literature) at one end (e.g. Yu 
et al., 2009; Sawik, 2019; Xu et al., 2020), and the for-good, 
transformative change – as defined by Christensen – at the 
other (e.g. Clarke, 2019; Jones et al., 2020).

The magnitude can be understood along the line of where 
disruption takes place and who is affected in terms of whether 
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disruption spreads. In the innovation and entrepreneurship 
literature, focus is thus on firms and industries, following from 
a sector-level definition of redundancy. In the supply chain 
literature, it is rather the supply chain that fails, with 
downstream actors losing goods access.

When comparing definitions of disruption across the 
innovation and entrepreneurship literature and the supply 
chain literature, we can distinguish between those affected 
atomistically – being part of the same industry but not directly 
connected – and those affected through the spread of 
disruption across linked actors. In the innovation and 
entrepreneurship literature, disruption is connected to 
customers as beneficiaries (Adner, 2002); however, customers 
themselves are not considered disrupted. Rather, they are the 
agents whose changing preferences bring about disruption. In 
contrast, the supply chain literature clearly illustrates how 
disruption propagates throughout the supply chain, typically 
unfolding from upstream to downstream actors (Blackhurst 
et al., 2005; Xu et al., 2020).

Through adopting the IMP perspective (e.g. Håkansson and 
Snehota, 1995; Ford and Håkansson, 2006; Thilenius et al., 
2016), we can start to understand how the disruption neither 
becomes a one-firm concern nor “stays” in an industry, but also –
as shown in this paper – how interdependencies cause disruption 
to spread, and how interdependencies among actors are affected 
by disruption – whether technology, business model or mindset 
driven.

This paper aims to approach the notion of disruption from the 
perspective of interdependencies to discuss its different meanings, 
time-limitations and magnitude of effects. The following question 
is addressed:

Q1. How can the variety of understandings of disruptions 
across literatures be understood and integrated into an 
understanding of disruption effects across parties?

In addressing this question, the paper advocates for a return to 
the definition of disruption by Christensen (1997), while 
including not merely technology, but also business models and 
mindsets, and while discussing interdependency to capture a 
system level of disruption.

The paper contributes to prior research by critically 
examining previously partly contradictory notions of 
disruption, while structuring and extending the literature 
through the development of a typology. This extended 
perspective captures how disruption moves beyond customers 
as mere beneficiaries or victims (Adner, 2002; Revilla and Jesus 
Saenz, 2017) to encompass redundancy of actors in diverse 
positions across supply chains and networks. Through 
introducing an interdependency perspective to the disruption 
literature and based on some empirical examples, it is suggested 
how actors often assumed to be redundant are not necessarily 
those who become so. Rather, it is those characterised by a one- 
sided dependency on others who are most at risk of 
redundancy, thereby also providing explanations for the 
spread-of-change debate in IMP research (Havila and Salmi, 
2000). While previous studies – particularly in the area of 
disruptive innovation – have frequently focused on consumer 
goods, applying an interdependency perspective extends the 
analysis to business-to-business (B2B) contexts.

Following this introduction, a closer look on disruption 
research is provided, and the interdependency perspective is 
highlighted. To structure past research, the dimensions of 
magnitude and time are introduced. Next, the method is 
described. The findings and analysis section outlines the 
typology, discusses and exemplifies how an interdependency 
lens extends past knowledge. The empirical examples illustrate 
that the different interpretations of disruption do not imply 
separation, but rather integration across empirical 
justifications. The paper ends with a concluding remark, 
including theoretical and managerial implications, along with 
limitation and suggestions for future research.

Theoretical background and framing

Disruption
Disruption thus refers to how something is interrupted. 
Prominent scholars who have placed disruption at the center of 
their analyses have interpreted such interruptions in varying 
ways. It may be the term’s roots in everyday language that have 
contributed to disruption’s multiple meanings across distinct 
literatures. The introduction highlighted differences among the 
innovation and entrepreneurship, supply chain and business 
network perspectives on disruption – summarised in Table 1.

The literature that has engaged with questions of disruption 
for the longest period has focused on innovation and 
entrepreneurship issues (Danneels, 2004), where disruption thus 
expands from product-related technology, over business 
models and into mindsets. If considering these, we can start to 
understand how they are not separated but related: The 
mindset disruption requires both new business models and 
technologies, while the business models need the new 
technology (Moreau, 2013; Riemer and Johnston, 2019; 
Öberg, 2023c).

When focusing on the industry as the unit of disruption 
(Christensen, 1997; Adner, 2002; Danneels, 2004; 
Christensen, 2006), attention is strongly at the technology 
replacing a solution with a new one. Competencies related to 
the new technology make incumbents redundant (Utterback, 
1994). Furthermore, it has been noted how incumbents fail to 
realise emerging, disruptive changes and how they operate 
under burdens of past investments (Moreau, 2013).

Recurrently, the technological shift has been about 
digitalisation (Bughin and van Zeebroeck, 2017; Skog et al., 
2018; Vial, 2019; Fraser and Ansari, 2021). A frequent 
example across the innovation and entrepreneurship literature 
is the Kodak case, when digital cameras challenged the firm and 
camera manufacturing sector. More recent cases include, the 
digitalisation of content including the newspaper industry 
(Gilbert and Bower, 2002; Karimi and Walter, 2015), music 
and film streaming (Riemer and Johnston, 2019).

Such digitalisation came forth as new business models, 
thereby indicating how the technology was not product- 
oriented but business operational. More specifically, business 
model disruption has tended to focus on platform-based 
operations replacing the traditional supplier–buyer exchanges 
(Riemer et al., 2017), with technology as an enabler only (Kask 
and Öberg, 2019).

Music streaming replaced the production of physical records 
with digital formats, while introducing platforms as disrupting 

Disruption: An interdependency perspective  

Christina Öberg 

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing  

Volume 41 · Number 13 · 2026 · 299–312  

300 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jbim/​article-pdf/​41/​13/​299/​11795143/​jbim-06-2025-0565en.​pdf by guest on 17 August 2026



parties (Moreau, 2013; Kask and Öberg, 2019). The sharing 
economy similarly introduced platforms, but also non- 
professional providers as disrupting parties (Geissinger et al., 
2020). Both of these requested digitalisation, not only as 
intermediary actors, but also in terms of digital content, and in 
the case of the sharing economy, evaluation systems, payments, 
preferencing and algorithmic coordination (Geissinger et al., 
2021; Öberg, 2023d). The sharing economy, while challenging 
incumbents, does so across industries, while the individual 
platforms remain enmeshed into such individual industries. 
However, and which I come back to below, the sharing 
economy and indeed streaming of music, films and other 
contents, also disrupted supply chains, not temporarily, but in a 
transformational manner. This also positions disruption more 
firmly within B2B markets, rather than solely within consumer 
goods.

Table 1 Disruption – perspectives and definitions across fields of research

Literature Meaning Unit of analysis No. of articles References, examples

Innovation/entrepreneurship 
literature

Disruption as incumbents becoming 
redundant

Individual firms/ 
industries

169 Christensen (1997, 2006)

Supply chain research Temporary interruption of supply chain 
due to, for instance, sourcing issues

Supply chains 374 Nair and Vidal (2011), Lawson 
et al. (2019) and Xu et al. (2020)

The (IMP) business network 
approach

Terminated business relationships Dyadic and network- 
level change

8 Halinen and Tähtinen (2002), 
Tähtinen and Halinen (2002)
and Bengtson et al. (2026)

Source(s): Author’s original

Mindset disruption – at times described as the disruption of 
informal institutions – which was early linked to such platforms 
as Pirate Bay, and initial configurations of Uber and Airbnb 
(Öberg, 2023d), concerns how customers think differently 
about ownership and sustainability, for instance. Öberg, 
(2023c) shows how such disruption is not sudden but rather 
evolves over time as early introductions of mindset disruptions 
are met with hostility, to later become salient, for instance, in 
the light of solutions that do not compromise the environment. 
Such mindsets would from the customer perspective not be 
industry-specific, while the introduction of them, from the 
supplier point of view, is done in tandem with business model 
disruptions.

The supply chain disruption is thus about interruptions in 
availability to upstream resources, caused by contextual 
challenges such as war and pandemics, or following from 
shortages at upstream supply. This literature frequently 
discusses how firms should operate for resilience and include 
alternative suppliers or solutions (Ponomarov and Holcomb, 
2009; Baghalian et al., 2013; Ambulkar et al., 2015; Xu et al., 
2020). Recovery is thereby central to the literature (Sawik, 
2019) as is robustness of supply chains (Baghalian et al., 2013). 
This is to keep the firms’ operations unaffected by any supply 
chain disruption.

The temporality of disruption and the underlying 
assumption of going back to what was is thereby fundamental 
in the supply chain literature on disruption. So, in addition to 
the wording – disruption – how does this type of disruption 
relate to the innovation and entrepreneurship literature 
disruption? The interruption is there, but thus with a 
temporality rather than transformation.

Meanwhile, also the supply chain literature may handle 
transformative disruption. Research on additive manufacturing 
and related business models has shown how positions along the 
supply chain are erased (Öberg and Shams, 2019; Öberg, 2022; 
Öberg, 2023a), thereby in line with Christensen (1997) making 
firms redundant. As a consequence, we cannot neglect that 
supply chains change without returning to past configurations.

What is more, also in the innovation and entrepreneurship 
literature, disruption may be presented as less dramatic. 
Tushman and Anderson (1986) refer to competence- 
enhancing and competence-destroying technologies, thereby 
denoting how the disrupting technology may be driven by the 
incumbents (the competence-enhancing technologies), while 
the competence-destroying technology challenges their 
resource and competence structures.

Indeed, some researchers elaborate on the incumbents 
surviving disruption (King and Tucci, 2002; Danneels, 2004), 
pointing at how such firms access resources, may be adaptable 
and also have experiences that may be fruitful as change occurs 
(cf. Helfat and Lieberman, 2002). Danneels (2004) reflects 
how incumbents may survive disruption based on the very 
factors challenging them: their resources and values. Relatedly, 
Christensen and Raynor (2003) refer to low-end and new- 
market disruption, highlighting how the new technology is 
directed at current or new customers. While this indicates how 
the disruption reaches beyond the firm or sector and into 
downstream players, the innovation and entrepreneurship 
literature on disruption is scarce on such sentiments and do not 
refer to these downstream actors becoming redundant, while 
they are a key part of the supply-chain literature on disruption.

The business network literature on disruption rather puts such 
parties at its heart. Disruption is, namely, focused on 
terminated business relationships (Tähtinen and Halinen, 
2002; Bengtson et al., 2026). This means that disruption is 
neither temporal nor is it per default connected with 
technological, business model or mindset changes. Rather, 
reasons for such disruptions include firms’ (changed) 
strategies, decompositions of networks and choices to 
discontinue with a supplier or customer (cf. Öberg et al., 2016). 
The focus in the literature is the spread of change (Havila and 
Salmi, 2000; Thilenius et al., 2016; Havila et al., 2018), in how 
a change between two actors affect also others.

How does this then relate to the other types of disruption? 
Similar to the supply-chain literature, it points to how other 
parties are affected by the change. Meanwhile, the network 
approach does not convey such change to be temporal. While 
we can envision technological, business model or possibly 
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mindset shifts as preceding said business network disruptions 
and more specifically re-orientational strategies of firms, this is 
not a central focus in the business network literature. Rather 
the effects are, and these are thus packaged related to change in 
business relationships rather than those conveyed in the 
innovation and entrepreneurship literature.

As a partly related lens, studies on ecosystems do discuss the 
technological and business model disruptions. While 
researchers such as Öberg, (2023b) discuss various roles of 
external stakeholders related to disruption – them as creating 
the inertia previously described related to past investments, 
creating blindsight to change, and the need for new 
stakeholders as change occurs – most of that literature focuses 
on the ecosystem as the disrupting party. The literature on 
ecosystem thereby indicates how firms come together to induce 
change. Focus becomes on new solutions and operational 
logics in terms of business models (Snihur et al., 2018). Such 
arguments for the most part occur in the innovation and 
entrepreneurship fields of research, somewhat closing the circle 
across the three literatures on disruption as outlined in Table 1.

Magnitude and time in disruption
Once comparing across the three literatures on disruption it is 
easy to distinguish among them based on whether the 
disruption is transformative or temporal. This is a key difference 
where the supply chain literature separates itself from the other 
fields. Meanwhile, there is also the difference in unit of 
disruption, and whether its effects are described as spreading to 
other actors. Here, the business network and supply-chain 
research suggest such spreads, while the innovation and 
entrepreneurship literature focuses on the unit of the firm or the 
industry as a construct whereby ties among parties are 
suppressed.

The dimensions of magnitude and time emerge from the 
literature review that forms a foundation of this paper, 
providing a means to capture differences in how disruption is 
conceptualised across the literature, and laying the groundwork 
for the typology developed herein. Structuring prior research 
along these two dimensions also enables the identification of 
the literature gap of transformative disruption affecting 
stakeholders beyond possible customers as beneficiaries 
(Adner, 2002) or victims (Qi et al., 2004). To elaborate on this 
configuration and situate it within existing research on 
disruption, this paper adopts an interdependency perspective 
on disruption.

An interdependency perspective on disruption
Interdependency refers to how parties mutually need each 
other for resource provision, income, or competencies (Aiken 
and Hage, 1968; Puranam et al., 2012; Raveendran et al., 
2020). The mutuality means that one actor cannot easily 
control the other, while it is not a given that they balance off 
their dependency on the other party. In dyads, research has 
described how parties may try to boost their power over the 
other party through making the latter party asymmetrically 
dependent. Meanwhile, and once we move into the network (or 
ecosystem) level, interdependencies become inherent yet 
influenced notions that create dynamics across actors (Hallén 
et al., 1991).

In research, it has been noted how parties either strive for 
balance or unbalance in their connections with others. In this 
regard, Casciaro and Piskorski (2005) distinguish between 
mutual dependency and imbalance to highlight how both 
instances may lead to actions of firms to deal with 
interdependency.

Meanwhile, the interdependency is also a force through 
which change transcends. If the starting point is a new 
technology, business model or changed mindset, it would (A) 
be evaluated and acted upon, with possible modifications as 
consequence among interdependent parties; (B) require 
possible new connections and thereby create new 
interdependencies (cf. Öberg, 2023b). Related to this, Kapoor 
and Agarwal (2017) describe how complementor firms in 
platform-based business ecosystems can be influenced by their 
interdependencies at the ecosystem level, and Ganco et al. 
(2020) define two types of structural interdependencies in 
ecosystems: interdependency based on the structure of 
technological interactions between components, and the 
structure of input–output flows between production stages. 
While thereby indicating how such interdependency has been 
discussed in past research, and in the case of Öberg (2023b), 
related to disruption, the literature is truly scant on such 
disruption effects.

Method

A conceptual view – the integrative literature review
This paper started off with an integrative literature review. Such 
a review condenses past research while introducing new 
insights to it through cross-positioning findings with other 
literatures (Torraco, 2016). In the paper, this is done through:

(A) summarising past research on disruption, linking it to 
fields and synthesising differences across literatures;

(B) developing a typology and establishing gaps related to 
identified dimensions of past research; and

(C) proposing and illustrating the coverage of such gaps 
through integrating the disruption research with other 
literature, in this case interdependency.

The paper thereby combines literature synthesis and 
organisation (cf. Jaakkola, 2020) with literature extension through 
theory adaptation and empirical illustration, demonstrating 
practical relevance and applicability of the proposed 
interdependency perspective.

Much related to (A) is presented above (the theory section). 
This is based on literature searches using Web of Science to reach 
high-quality, peer-reviewed journal articles. The literature 
search was taken as point of departure to indicate the relative 
engagement with disruption issues in various fields, traced 
through Web of Science’s categorisation of meso- and micro- 
fields; and analyse contents related to meanings of disruption.

For this, various search strings were tested to identify queries 
that maximised coverage while minimising the retrieval of 
irrelevant literature (Tranfield et al., 2003). As part of this 
process, different research categories and keywords, along with 
additional meso- and micro-level categories, were evaluated to 
ensure that the selected search string adequately captured the 
relevant literature. This evaluation involved scanning titles and 
conducting spot-checks of abstracts from the search results. 
The process resulted in the following final search string:
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• (“Disruption” in Business and Management research 
(defined by Web of Science categories) in “Articles” and 
“Review articles” titles);

• Distributed across meso-level categories of 
(“Management” (containing the innovation and 
entrepreneurship literature) and “Supply chain and 
logistic”); and

• And further refined within micro-level categories of 
(“Supply chain optimisation”; “Innovation Strategies”, 
“Consumer Behaviour” and “Entrepreneurship”).

No restrictions were imposed on publication year or journal 
ranking. For the IMP perspective on disruption, targeted 
searches were conducted focusing on research related to change 
and relationship termination.

The searches and their results were reviewed by a research 
colleague for validation purposes. This entailed an examination of 
alternative keywords, their respective outcomes, and the exclusion 
of articles resulting from the application of research category 
delimitations and specific combinations of keywords. This 
validation was conducted in parallel with the development of the 
search string, with feedback incorporated into the final version.

Based on the searches derived from the final search string, 
which yielded 585 articles, abstracts were screened to ensure 
that the studies explicitly addressed disruption – rather than 
merely referencing it in the background – and focused on 
disruption within a business context. This process resulted in a 
final set of 551 articles, presented in Table 1, spanning 
publications from 1987 to the early publications of 2026.

To gain a deeper understanding of these articles, they were 
read and coded through iterative cycles of comparison, 
recoding and code reduction (Gioia et al., 2013). The coding 
was content-driven, aimed at capturing the disruption focus of 
each article, while maintaining distinctions between the 
research categories represented – namely, innovation and 
entrepreneurship, supply chains and business marketing – as 
indicated by the journals in which they were published. More 
specifically, each article was categorised according to research 
field (based on journal classifications in Web of Science and the 
AJG list), year of publication and article type (conceptual or 
empirical, including the type of data and analysis). In addition, 
articles were coded for their definition of disruption – captured 
through its treatment in the theoretical, empirical and 
conclusion sections if not stated clearly – as well as for the 
geography and sector of the study, whether disruption 
concerned technology, business models, or mindsets, and any 
discussion of disruption effects and their severity.

With the intention to systemise past research through 
distinguishing characteristics, the coding next turned to 
identify such differences. The meaning of disruption, including 
possible effects, was compared across articles through several 
iterative cycles of code reduction, while maintaining each 
article’s connection to its research category. This process 
involved systematic cross-checks and comparisons, ultimately 
leading to a distinction between disruption as temporary and 
disruption as transformative. By relating this back to the 
respective research categories, a clear distinction emerged: 
temporary disruption was predominantly observed in the 
supply chain literature, whereas transformative disruption was 
prevalent in the innovation and entrepreneurship literature.

Another distinguishing characteristic that emerged from the 
analysis concerned what was challenged by disruption. While 
the categorisation into technology, business models and 
mindsets draws on the author’s previous work, the coding 
revealed clear distinctions in the literature between disruptions 
affecting incumbents and sectors, and those shaping how 
disruption unfolds across and impacts interconnected actors. 
To theorise this difference further, the coding and subsequent 
reduction of codes led to the identification of atomistic and 
interdependent forms of disruption. This categorisation reflects 
distinctions in the literature between disruption affecting actors 
or sectors occupying positions similar to those of new entrants, 
and disruption affecting connected firms, thereby cascading to 
parties not initially confronted by the disruption.

While other distinguishing dimensions could also be relevant 
for organising disruption literature, the dimensions of time and 
magnitude proved particularly salient, as evidenced by the 
extent to which the literature could be meaningfully categorised 
into these dimensions.

Towards a typology and illustrating gaps through 
empirical examples
The analysis and accompanied understanding of disruption 
thereby led to the capturing of the dimensions of time and 
magnitude as separating characteristics in the literature. To 
develop a typology – as a thematic typology to structure past 
disruption research and defining related gaps (cf. Stapley et al., 
2022) – these dimensions were tested towards each other to 
ensure that they were not dependent on each other and thereby 
measured the same phenomenon (Dess et al., 1993; Meyer 
et al., 1993). This was achieved by sorting the literature across 
the dimensions and ensuring that the literature did not fall into 
two separate sets of combinations only. Having established that 
this was not the case, a typology was developed (Short et al., 
2008; Baden-Fuller and Morgan, 2010; Jaakkola, 2020).

The quadrants in the typology were named to capture the 
meanings of the configurations. By structuring the literature 
according to content, definition of disruption and research 
category, the typology presents configurations that reflect 
combinations of time and magnitude, while simultaneously 
allowing for the systematic consideration of these dimensions. 
Along this development, the gap associated with 
transformational disruption and spread was established.

To fill this gap, the notion of interdependency was used to 
theorise this configuration, thereby borrowing the description 
of connectivity from the supply chain and IMP literatures, both 
of which engaging with disruption as affecting others but either 
treating it as a temporal state or concerning relationship 
dissolutions, rather than new technologies, business models or 
mindsets.

With an exemplifying intention, and to ensure that the 
absence of the configuration was not due to its irrelevance or 
lack of empirical presence and to investigate the applicability of 
the interdependency perspectives, examples were used to 
illustrate the configuration across different sectors, selected 
with the means to include technological, business model and 
mindset disruptions, see Table 2. These examples are all based 
on the author’s previous research. While not a selection 
criterion for such previous research, they all showed effects not 
contained only within a specific industry or by a specific firm 
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Table 2 Empirical examples of disruption to illustrate disruption as interdependency effects

Industry of disruption Type of disruption Cases Interdependency effects

Advertising industry Technology disruption in 
B2B

New competences and actors associated with Web 
and social media replaced traditional advertising 
skills, such as art direction, copywriting and other 
core agency competences  
Exemplified by two advertising firms – one with a 
technological edge and the other with a more 
traditional marketing focus – both adjusted their 
strategic focus and reconfigured their collaborations 
and in-sourcing of services in response to the 
disruption

Internalisation acted as a form of 
safeguarding, reshaping roles within 
advertising and affecting traditional 
agencies relative to the new 
entrants. Unbalancing mutual 
dependency across previous 
collaboration parties

Music industry Business model disruption The digitalisation of music, particularly through 
streaming as a business model, rendered record 
stores redundant while ultimately benefiting record 
labels, for example as owners of platforms like 
Spotify and as curators of music playlists. This model 
also reduces risk by eliminating the need to produce 
non-commercial records  
Indie musicians have increasingly been constrained 
by the policies of record labels and the rules of 
governing platforms such as Spotify. Record stores 
redundant

Redundancy did not fall on the party 
directly targeted by disruption, but 
on the actor disadvantaged by a 
one-sided dependency (artists, 
record stores, while it was assumed 
that the labels would have become 
redundant). imbalance (one-sided 
dependency) decided who became 
redundant

Additive manufacturing Transformative supply 
chain disruption (business 
model)

Additive manufacturing in metal adopted by multiple 
actors positioned at different stages of the supply 
chain  
Drawing on data across supply chains, this illustrates 
how the introduction rendered certain parties 
redundant by reducing the need for logistics services 
and enabling the in-sourcing of production – effects 
that particularly impacted logistics firms and sub- 
suppliers

Small sub-suppliers as one-sided 
dependent on large firms, becoming 
redundant. Imbalance (one-sided 
dependency) decided who became 
redundant.  
Internalisation and safeguarding 
propagated disruption to prior 
collaboration partners. Unbalancing 
mutual dependency across previous 
collaboration parties

Sharing economy Business model disruption The sharing economy business model disrupts 
established structures of exchange across sectors by 
replacing traditional suppliers with peers through 
the introduction of digital intermediation. It also 
disrupts previously repeated exchanges by 
converting them into transactional, one-off 
interactions  
Examples including Airbnb, Uber, but also local and 
national platforms across sectors captured in several 
related studies. Incumbents copied sharing economy 
business model, while often making models one- 
sided (provision facilitated by incumbent)

Internalisation as disruption 
reaction. Unbalancing mutual 
dependency across previous 
collaboration parties

Content industries Business model and 
mindset disruption

The development from piracy to current business 
models illustrates how mindsets change slowly in 
relation to ethics and legality. Initial platforms were 
regarded as illegal, yet over time their successors 
came to be seen as the “bad actors”, while the 
original platforms were reinterpreted as those 
attempting to advance a sustainability agenda. 
Media and interview coverage illustrate how other 
actors may assume the role of disruptors and how 
mindsets evolve in response

Stores and those manufacturing 
analogues consumables redundant 
as content became digitalised across 
film and media. Imbalance (one- 
sided dependency) decided who 
became redundant

Source(s): Author’s original
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but disruption spreading to stakeholders beyond the firm and 
industry.

The illustrative nature of these examples thus means that the 
aim was not to build theory, but rather to demonstrate that the 
configuration missing in previous research has practical 
coverage and to indicatively test that the interdependency 
perspective has some explanation value in relation to the 
configuration. Through juxtaposing the examples with 
descriptions of interdependency as mutual dependency and 
imbalance (Casciaro and Piskorski, 2005), propositions were 
developed as early suggestions of empirical patterns (cf. 
Neuhaus et al., 2022) that can be developed into theory in 
future studies. Repeated patterns emerged across the examples, 
thereby indicating the relevance of the interdependency 
perspective and the division into mutually dependency and 
imbalance. As a final step, these early indications were 
compared with the other configurations to ensure that the 
missing configuration contributed additional insight rather 
than replicating what was already captured in prior research.

Findings and analytical discussion

A typology on disruption literature
Based on the dimensions of magnitude and time, Figure 1
displays a typology on disruption. As conveyed in the figure, 
time is divided between temporality and transformation, the 
former indicating how disruption means interruption with a 
back-to-normal principle, the latter a forever change. The 
magnitude describes an atomistic focus on the disruption and 
one including how others are affected by it in terms of 
disruption hitting them as well.

To shortly recapitulate past literature and the gap, the four 
configurations in Figure 1 are summarised as follows, starting 
at the lower left configuration and moving into the more severe 
ones:
1 Dynamics indicates changes as part of organisations that 

follow from internal processes. The configuration can be 
understood as competence-enhancing disruption, as 
coined by Tushman and Anderson (1986), whereby 
change is introduced by an incumbent and directed 
towards existing customers (cf. low-end market 
disruption, Christensen and Raynor, 2003). This also 
means that parties would not become redundant, and it 
would thus be an act of incumbents, rather than them 
being challenged.

2 Disruption as temporal interruptions is how the disruption 
concept is used in most of the supply chain literature (e.g. 
Xu et al., 2020). This is a field with a sharp rise of 
publications since COVID-19, and this, together with the 
reshaped global geopolitical landscape are also recurrent 
mechanisms in such disruption. While these may not 
necessarily turn back to past circumstances neither short 
nor long term, the essence of the literature departs from 
how a supplier cannot deliver and how the firm needs to 
manage its supply chain in ways to avoid any type of 
disruption of supply (Revilla and Jesus Saenz, 2017). 
Resilience and recovery with, for instance, parallel options 
of supply are repeatedly discussed in the literature (e.g. 
Ambulkar et al., 2015). The supply chain focus, while 
often being regarded from the single firm perspective 

indicates an interdependency where the disruption 
importantly would be with another supply chain party 
than the focal firm and also lead to the (temporal) 
disruption for downstream parties. Relatedly, the business 
network research, equally connected to this configuration, 
is about changes from within rather than based on the 
technology, business model or mindset disruption. While 
not necessarily going back to what was, a recurrent 
argument in the literature is that there remains an energy 
that means that if recaptured, the business relationships 
would not be at a starting point and there is indeed a 
tendency to return back to past actors (Havila and 
Wilkinson, 2002; Poblete, 2017). An important aspect of 
the configuration, as highlighted in previous research, is 
its description of a domino-type disruption, which 
illustrates how interdependency and disruption unfold –
albeit here in a temporary context.

3 Disruption as redundancy captures disruption in the 
Christensen tradition. This thus means that external 
parties enter a sector (or more lately across sectors) 
making past firms redundant (Millar et al., 2018; Antonio 
and Kanbach, 2023; Amankwah-Amoah et al., 2024). 
The severeness for these firms are thereby much greater 
than is the case when supply chains or indeed business 
relationships are interrupted. While there are firm effects, 
firms are not seen as connected but rather identified based 
on their industry sector (Christensen, 1997). From an 
interdependency perspective, this therefore becomes 
atomistic, suppressing any propagation of the disruption.

4 Disruption as interdependent thus relies on the notion of 
transformational changes, but which, different to the 
prevailing innovation and entrepreneurship literature, 
emphasises how disruption spreads to other actors. This 
gap in the disruption research thereby acknowledges how 
disruption is interdependent and leads to disruption 
effects not encapsulated in the incumbent redundancy 
notion of disruption. Spread occurs in a domino or 
cascade-like manner, across firms’ (inter)dependencies, 
originating from the party initially affected by the 
disruption. This is where this paper focuses its 
contribution: to approach the notion of disruption from 
the perspective of interdependencies.

Through plotting the literature into the various quadrants of 
Figure 1, it is acknowledged how the transformative disruption 
spreading to others extensively lacks a literature domicile. 
Important to note here is how the business network description 
of disruption does not relate to technology, business model or 
mindset disruptions, but rather to mechanisms captured within 
the business interactions among parties (Havila and Salmi, 
2000; Havila et al., 2018). The interdependency lens on 
transformative disruption helps to capture the meaning of 
transformative disruption’s stakeholder effects, which is 
illustrated and discussed below.

Should we allow disruption to be about redundancy?
As defined by Christensen (1997), disruption is thus about new 
parties entering an industrial sector, making incumbents there 
redundant. While examples in the literature are about new 
technologies, and later business models and mindsets, this 
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conveys a scale that, while not spreading, implies how 
disruption is not an everyday activity and that it indeed creates 
revolutionary changes affecting a multitude of parties.

Figure 1 Typology on disruption 

Source: Author’s original

When concepts become hyped and spread not only across 
research fields but also into the public debate, risks are evident 
that they lose distinctness. Often, less severe situations become 
included in definitions, or indeed words are interpreted from a 
dictionary rather than past-research point of view. To re- 
establish a concept’s former meaning, going back to roots 
become important. This is what this paper tries to accomplish 
while recognising that the “incumbent becoming redundant” 
definition of disruption leaves an atomistic perspective on 
disruption that at times also fails to capture who becomes 
redundant. What would this then mean if relating disruption as 
described by Christensen (1997) with disruption as spreading 
across actors?

The missing configuration – The meaning of 
interdependency for transformational disruption
The missing configuration Disruption as interdependency effects 
thus cross-positions the notion of spread from the supply chain 
literature with disruption as transformational, drawn from the 
innovation and entrepreneurship literature. As suggested, an 
interdependency perspective informs this configuration by 
indicating how disruption spreads. More specifically, it is 
conceptualised through the distinction between 
interdependency as imbalance and as mutual dependency (cf. 
Casciaro and Piskorski, 2005). This means that the 
configuration moves beyond simply stating that disruption 
spreads, to also indicating how it spreads, with distinct patterns 
depending on whether dependencies among actors are 
balanced or unbalanced. It follows from the way 
interdependencies are enacted: mutual dependencies may lead 
actors to negotiate and respond jointly to disruption, whereas 
asymmetric dependencies constrain such responses, 
particularly for the more dependent party, given the lower 
reliance of the other. At the same time, disruption – like other 
forms of challenge – may prompt more mandated or defensive 
behaviours aimed at safeguarding operations, thereby altering 

the conditions of interdependence and potentially shifting 
relationships between mutually dependent and imbalanced 
states.

To illustrate the notion of spread in relation to 
transformative disruption, Table 2 summarises a set of 
empirical examples. These examples, selected based on their 
focus across technological, business model and mindset 
disruptions, indicate two consequences when relating 
transformational disruption based on the redundancy 
connotation to interdependency as imbalance and mutual 
dependency, respectively:
1 how it is not the party depicted to be challenged by new 

entrances that becomes redundant; and
2 how disruption as redundancy spreads across actors.

The first indication connects to unbalanced dependencies, the 
second to how mutually dependent parties respond to 
disruption, making them increasingly one-sided in their 
orientation to other parties and thereby unbalancing to their 
favour, past mutuality.

Related to imbalance, and interesting compared to past 
research on disruption is thereby how it is not the core party 
challenged by disruption that is the primary victim of it. The 
record industry streaming thought to challenge record 
manufactures. This occurred because physical records were no 
longer being produced. Moreover, singers and songwriters 
without record labels thought to gain a platform to release their 
music. However, as indicated by the Music industry example, 
the record manufacturers rather prospered from the 
development as the platforms did not afford to lose any of the 
labels. In the case of Spotify, the major record labels took 
ownership, and through playlists started to influence what users 
listened to. They also no longer had to deal with expensive 
manufacturing of records and the risks associated with 
producing records that may not turn into successes. Here, it 
was the record stores that lost the battle, and later, based on the 
concentration and directed provision of music through 
platforms, those initially thought to create ground based on the 
digital format: independent artists faced increasingly severe 
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difficulties to reach out. Another example is how video stores 
were those becoming redundant following the streaming of film 
(see the Content industries example), while cinemas had cut 
the cord when the video boxes were firstly introduced, however 
not becoming entirely redundant. Beyond the empirical 
examples presented in Table 2, the Kodak case – and the firm’s 
timing relative to the advent of digital cameras – has been 
repeatedly referenced in the innovation and entrepreneurship 
literature on disruption. However, a closer examination of the 
case reveals that camera manufacturers themselves survived, 
later facing challenges from mobile phone developments. It 
was, rather, the stores offering one-hour photo development, 
and the companies producing camera film, that experienced the 
disruptive impact.

If looking at these three examples from an interdependency 
perspective, we can start to understand that negotiation power, 
and mutual dependency kept parties from becoming redundant 
while they were those primarily replaced by new entrances to 
the sector. In the Music industry example, record labels 
negotiated their space while the platforms were thus dependent 
on the record labels for content. Meanwhile, retailers, as 
repeatedly being those parties becoming redundant in the 
examples, were dependent on the upstream players while not 
having negotiation power or critical resources for these, 
indicating imbalance. What thereby comes forth in these 
examples is how imbalance to a party’s disadvantage may create 
the redundancy and how redundancy is “negotiated” across 
parties as a new firm enters a field. Such negotiations follow 
from mutual dependencies, and their characteristics. By 
thereby adopting an interdependency perspective on 
disruption, a first set of propositions is suggested:

P1a. A party characterised by a pre-disruption one-sided 
dependency is the one that becomes redundant 
following disruption due to dependency disadvantage.

P1b. Negotiation among balanced, interdependent parties 
explains why a party primarily challenged by new 
entrants does not become redundant.

Extending the examples and demonstrating that disruption is 
not confined to downstream retail effects, the Additive 
manufacturing example shows how sub-suppliers – highly 
dependent on large manufacturing firms for orders and design –
also experienced disruption. Their one-sided dependency 
made them vulnerable, thereby moving beyond a downstream, 
retailer disruption risk and highlighting asymmetric 
dependency as a key risk factor for disruption.

Beyond one-sided dependency as an explanation for which 
actors become redundant, mutual dependencies contained how 
disruption spread. In the Advertising example, and as web 
designers entered the sector and challenged the traditional roles 
of copywriters and art directors for printed media, the spread of 
disruption led traditional advertising agencies to move away 
from established modes of interaction. According to the 
example, they increasingly internalised activities, while printing 
houses – remaining external – faced the brunt of the disruption. 
This internalisation was a response to heightened uncertainties 
and an attempt to counteract the imbalances created by the 
entry of new actors into the sector. Where possible, advertising 

agencies sought to hire web designers, thereby internalising 
such competencies.

Similarly, in the sharing economy (see the Sharing economy 
example), incumbents challenged by platform-based entrants 
sought to replicate the sharing model, either through acquisitions 
or by adapting their own business models. Hotels attempted to 
emulate Airbnb, and car manufacturers, for example, launched 
their own car-sharing platforms. In the Additive manufacturing 
example, and the industrial use for the rapid manufacturing of 
components and spare parts, not only changed sub-suppliers 
following their one-sided dependency but as the rapid 
manufacturing is based on the notion of internalisation it also 
reduced transportation needs and thereby disrupted the business 
of third-party logistics firms.

Across these examples, disruption suggests leading to 
internalisation of activities – the production in the Additive 
manufacturing example, critical competencies in the Advertising 
example, and ways of operating through, for instance, acquisitions 
in the Sharing economy example. Hence, disruption as such is 
spread to others in terms of their redundancy based on related 
issues of uncertainty. The interdependency perspective on 
disruption thereby leads to a second set of suggested propositions:

P2a. Reactions to disruption, in terms of safeguarding and 
internalisation, cascade the disruption by creating 
imbalances between parties that were previously in a 
state of pre-disruption balanced interdependency.

P2b. Cascaded disruption spreads redundancies to pre- 
disruption collaboration partners, whose offerings are 
affected by safeguarding and internalisation.

In short and across the suggestions, one-sided dependency 
explains who disrupts, while such one-sided dependency spreads 
as firms make safeguarding decisions and internalise from parties, 
they previously were mutually dependent on, thereby creating 
new one-sided dependency with these parties (see Figure 2).

The configuration thereby indicates mechanisms and related 
consequences of disruption that have not been previously 
addressed in the disruption literature and provides an extended 
understanding of disruption as involving not only the spread 
effects, but also the propagation of disruption and 
redundancies, while relating these to imbalance and mutual 
dependency, respectively.

Conclusion

This paper approaches the notion of disruption from the 
perspective of interdependencies to discuss its different 
meanings, time-limitations and magnitude of effects. It 
depicted how the meaning of disruption differs across 
literatures, where the dimensions of time and magnitude help 
to separate across definitions and thereby structure disruption 
research. Meanwhile, this separation also defines a current gap 
in the literature, where to this paper positions an early 
contribution. In the introduction, the following research 
question was formulated:

How can the variety of understandings of disruptions across 
literatures be understood and integrated into an understanding 
of disruption effects across parties?
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Figure 2 Disruption and its spread from an interdependency perspective. 1A–2B refer to the propositions in the paper 

Source: Author’s original

Through highlighting disruption as redundancy following from 
key sources of technologies, business models and mindsets, 
while highlighting these from an interdependency perspective, 
two key findings are proposed:
1 Pre-disruption imbalances in interdependency decide who 

becomes redundant following disruption; and
2 Redundancy transfers to others through safeguarding and 

internalisation, leading to how also that part of balanced 
interdependencies are affected by redundancy.

Theoretical contributions
This paper contributes to past research through:
• summarising existing research on disruption and critically 

investigate its differences across various research fields;
• developing a typology that marks central dimensions that 

sets the meaning of disruption apart on a research field 
level;

• highlighting missing perspectives related to such 
configurations while turning focus back to original 
meanings of disruption; and

• introducing how interdependency plays an important part 
in extending past knowledge to understand network level 
effects of disruption and thereby addressing a missing 
perspective in disruption research.

It importantly highlights how redundancy follows from 
imbalances in dependencies, with the deficit actor risking 
redundancy, and how the uncertainty created following 
disruption leads to internalisations making past interdependent 
parties redundant, via the mechanism of imbalance, suggesting 
cascading disruption. Combined, this highlights a system-level 
understanding of disruption as redundancy following 
transformational change.

Contributions are thus made to the innovation and 
entrepreneurship literature on disruption by suggesting 
patterns of redundancy that differ from prior expectations and 
by indicative explanations for why a party becomes redundant. 
In the B2B context, this paper helps to explain how disruption 
unfolds not only across supply chains but also according to 

deficit positions and the management of risk in more complex 
patterns. It thereby adds explanations to the research on spread 
of change, while specifically focusing on disruption.

Managerial implications
Based on the combined perspectives of disruption and 
interdependency, this paper identifies two practical managerial 
approaches for responding to disruption:
1 mapping interdependencies to identify vulnerabilities; and
2 diagnosing disruptive risks and allocating resources.

These approaches can be operationalised through a set of 
diagnostic questions and decisions that guide managerial 
prioritisation. Across both approaches, managers should apply 
structured scenario planning linked to predefined decision 
triggers, continuously monitor external developments and 
maintain flexibility in resource allocation. A central managerial 
challenge is balancing efficiency against resilience, which 
requires explicit trade-offs rather than general optimisation. 
Maintaining strong solvency and access to financing is 
particularly important, as it enables firms to respond quickly 
when disruptive changes occur.

(A) Mapping interdependencies to identify vulnerabilities: 
Interdependency in the context of transformational disruption 
implies that actors characterised by one-sided dependency are 
more likely to become redundant. From this follows that if a 
relationship exhibits high dependence asymmetry and low 
switching flexibility, it should be prioritised for immediate 
mitigation. Managers can operationalise this approach through 
the following steps:
• Mapping relationships: Systematically map key internal 

functions and external parties using a structured 
representation that captures: the direction of dependency; 
switching costs; and time-to-replace.

• Classifying dependencies: Categorise each critical 
relationship as balanced, mutually dependent, or one- 
sided, and assign a corresponding risk level based on 
dependency asymmetry and its importance for value 
creation.
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• Identifying high-risk nodes: Evaluate which actors –
including the focal firm – are most exposed by applying 
diagnostic questions such as: Would disruption of this 
actor halt core operations? How quickly can the 
relationship be substituted? Does the actor control critical 
knowledge or assets?

• Prioritising monitoring and planning: Focus managerial 
attention on high-risk nodes and select responses based on 
explicit trade-offs. Multiple suppliers, for instance, 
increase resilience but raises costs; insourcing enhances 
control but reduces flexibility; and deepened partnerships 
improve coordination but may increase dependency.

(B) Diagnosing disruptive risks and allocating resources: 
Understanding how disruption propagates through 
interdependencies allows managers to anticipate where 
intervention is most needed. Resource allocation should 
prioritise nodes where the product of disruption impact and 
propagation potential is highest. Managers can act on this 
through the following practices:
• Assess propagation of disruption: Regularly evaluate how 

technological, business model, or mindset disruptions 
may affect both direct and indirect partners. This includes 
mapping how disruptions cascade across business 
connections rather than considering isolated effects.

• Experiment and innovate: Invest selectively in new business 
models and supply chain reconfigurations, particularly 
where high dependency risks coincide with a high 
likelihood of disruption. This involves a trade-off, as 
exploratory investments enhance adaptability but may 
reduce short-term performance.

• Scan beyond current boundaries: Extend contextual 
scanning beyond existing partners and industry 
boundaries, covering domains such as technological 
developments, regulatory change, business model 
innovation and societal shifts. Each domain should be 
explicitly linked to potential dependencies.

• Translate foresight into action: Allocate resources based on 
predefined trigger points, such as regulatory changes or 
technological maturity thresholds, and strengthen 
capabilities that reduce dependency risks.

• Reposition strategically within networks: Reconfigure the 
firm’s role based on its position relative business partners: 
strengthen positions where control over critical nodes 
exists; reduce or exit positions characterised by high 
dependency and low control; and develop bridging roles 
where intermediation creates strategic advantage.

More broadly, managing disruption related to 
interdependencies requires making explicit trade-offs between 
flexibility, efficiency and control. Firms can do so by aligning 
fixed cost structures with revenue volatility, avoiding long-term 
lock-in to technologies or partners under high uncertainty, 
maintaining sufficient liquidity and solvency to enable rapid 
strategic response, and selectively internalising resources that 
are critical for maintaining control.

A simple diagnostic checklist can support managerial 
reflection: Are current operations over-optimised for efficiency 
at the expense of resilience? Which dependencies would 
critically constrain the firm under disruption? Where is 
flexibility underfunded due to short-term performance 

pressures? Addressing these questions helps ensure that firms 
move from reactive adjustment towards proactive positioning 
in the face of disruption.

Limitations and future research
This paper is at large conceptual. Further research should 
ideally provide in-depth empirical investigations on disruption 
related to interdependency. This would help to further explore 
the broader consequences of disruption across parties and, in 
large data sets, to refine and test the indicative propositions 
outlined in this current paper.

Moreover, although the typology was developed through the 
categorisation of literature, it would be valuable to relate it to 
disruption cases to examine whether disruption in practice 
aligns with its various configurations, whether additional 
dimensions are required, and how these dimensions vary across 
different disruptions. Future research that critically examines 
the causes of disruption is also important, not least because this 
paper reveals previously unanticipated patterns of redundancy.

In the current context, characterised by geopolitical 
instability, trade tariffs, inflation and climate change – factors 
that affect supply chains – there are empirical settings in which 
we can expect the boundaries between temporary and 
transformational disruption to blur, as behaviour changes and 
new relationships are established. These developments provide 
important opportunities for extending the current disruption 
literature and for critically advancing existing knowledge.

What is interesting for future studies also beyond the 
disruption focus is how uncertainty reshapes business 
connections, the inherency of deficiency in interdependency 
and whether this is a repeated pattern for retailers (as indicated 
across the examples of the digital cameras, music and other 
content disruptions), and how we as researchers can be more 
conscious about how concepts are used with different meanings 
across fields.

Acknowledgements

The author would like to express her sincere gratitude to 
Arkadiusz Kawa and Andrea Sabatini for their valuable 
comments on an earlier version of this paper presented at the 
2025 IMP Forum in Poznan. She is also grateful to the 
anonymous reviewers for their constructive and insightful 
feedback throughout the review process.

References

Adner, R. (2002), “When are technologies disruptive: a 
demand-based view of the emergence of competition”, 
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 23 No. 8, pp. 667-688.

Aiken, M. and Hage, J. (1968), “Organizational interdependence 
and intraorganizational structure”, American Sociological 
Review, Vol. 33, pp. 912-930.

Amankwah-Amoah, J., Abdalla, S., Mogaji, E., Elbanna, A. 
and Dwivedi, Y. (2024), “The impending disruption of 
creative industries by generative AI: opportunities, 
challenges, and research agenda”, International Journal of 
Information Management, Vol. 79, p. 102759.

Ambulkar, S., Blackhurst, J. and Grawe, S. (2015), “Firm’s 
resilience to supply chain disruptions: scale development and 

Disruption: An interdependency perspective  

Christina Öberg 

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing  

Volume 41 · Number 13 · 2026 · 299–312  

309 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jbim/​article-pdf/​41/​13/​299/​11795143/​jbim-06-2025-0565en.​pdf by guest on 17 August 2026



empirical examination”, Journal of Operations Management, 
Vols 33-34 No. 1, pp. 111-122.

Antonio, J.L. and Kanbach, D.K. (2023), “Contextual factors 
of disruptive innovation: a systematic review and 
framework”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 
Vol. 188, Article 122274.

Baden-Fuller, C. and Morgan, M.S. (2010), “Business models 
as models”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 43 Nos 2-3, 
pp. 156-171.

Baghalian, A., Rezapour, S. and Farahani, R.Z. (2013), 
“Robust supply chain network design with service level 
against disruptions and demand uncertainties: a real-life 
case”, European Journal of Operational Research, Vol. 227 
No. 1, pp. 199-215.

Bengtson, A., Åberg, S. and Thilenius, P., Eds (2026), Business 
Relationships and Networks: Disruption, Crises and Rapid 
Responses, Routledge, London.

Blackhurst, J., Craighead, C.W., Elkins, D. and Handfield, R. 
B. (2005), “An empirically derived agenda of critical 
research issues for managing supply-chain disruptions”, 
International Journal of Production Research, Vol. 43 No. 19, 
pp. 4067-4081.

Bughin, J. and van Zeebroeck, N. (2017), “The best response 
to digital disruption”, MIT Sloan Management Review, 
Vol. 58 No. 4, pp. 80-86.

Casciaro, T. and Piskorski, M.J. (2005), “Power imbalance, 
mutual dependence, and constraint absorption: a closer look 
at resource dependence theory”, Administrative Science 
Quarterly, Vol. 50 No. 2, pp. 167-199.

Christensen, C.M. (1997), The Innovator’s Dilemma: When 
New Technologies Cause Great Firms to Fail, Harvard Business 
School Press, New York.

Christensen, C.M. (2006), “The ongoing process of building a 
theory of disruption”, Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 39-55.

Christensen, C.M. and Raynor, M.E. (2003), The Innovator’s 
Solution. Creating and Sustaining Successful Growth, Harvard 
Business School Press, Boston.

Clarke, T. (2019), “Creative destruction, technology 
disruption, and growth”, Oxford Research Encyclopedia of 
Economics and Finance.

Danneels, E. (2004), “Disruptive technology reconsidered: a 
critique and research agenda”, Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 246-258.

Dess, G.G., Newport, S. and Rasheed, A.M.A. (1993), 
“Configuration research in strategic management: key issues 
and suggestions”, Journal of Management, Vol. 19 No. 4, 
pp. 775-795.

Ford, D. and Håkansson, H. (2006), “IMP - some things 
achieved: much more to do”, European Journal of Marketing, 
Vol. 40 Nos 3-4, pp. 248-258.

Fraser, J. and Ansari, S. (2021), “Pluralist perspectives and 
diverse responses: exploring multiplexed framing in 
incumbent responses to digital disruption”, Long Range 
Planning, Vol. 54 No. 5, Article 102016.

Ganco, M., Kapoor, R. and Lee, G. (2020), “From rugged 
landscapes to rugged ecosystems: structure of 
interdependencies and firms’ innovative search”, Academy of 
Management Review, Vol. 45 No. 3, pp. 646-674.

Geissinger, A., Laurell, C. and Sandström, C. (2020), “Digital 
disruption beyond Uber and Airbnb: tracking the long tail of 
the sharing economy”, Technological Forecasting and Social 
Change, Vol. 155, Article 119323.

Geissinger, A., Laurell, C. and Öberg, C. (2021), “Copycats 
among underdogs – Echoing the sharing economy business 
model”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 96, 
pp. 287-299.

Gilbert, C. and Bower, J.L. (2002), “Disruptive change: when 
trying harder is part of the problem”, Harvard Business 
Review, Vol. 80 No. 5, pp. 94-101.

Gioia, D.A., Corley, K.G. and Hamilton, A.L. (2013), 
“Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive research: notes on the 
gioia methodology”, Organizational Research Methods, 
Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 15-31.

Håkansson, H. and Snehota, I. (1995), Developing Relationships 
in Business Networks, Routledge, London.

Halinen, A. and Tähtinen, J. (2002), “A process theory of 
relationship ending”, International Journal of Service Industry 
Management, Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 163-180.

Halinen, A., Salmi, A. and Havila, V. (1999), “From dyadic 
change to changing business networks: an analytical 
framework”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 36 No. 6, 
pp. 779-794.

Hallén, L., Johanson, J. and Seyed-Mohamed, N. (1991), 
“Interfirm adaptation in business relationships”, Journal of 
Marketing, Vol. 55 No. 2, pp. 29-37.

Havila, V. and Salmi, A. (2000), “Spread of change in business 
networks: an empirical study of mergers and acquisitions in 
the graphic industry”, Journal of Strategic Marketing, Vol. 8 
No. 2, pp. 105-119.

Havila, V. and Wilkinson, I. (2002), “The principle of the 
conservation of relationship energy: or many kinds of new 
beginnings”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 31 
No. 3, pp. 191-203.

Havila, V., Medlin, C.J. and Poblete, L. (2018), A Conceptual 
Framework of re-Configuring a Business Network, IMP Asia, 
Sri Lanka.

Helfat, C.E. and Lieberman, M.B. (2002), “The birth of 
capabilities: market entry and the importance of prehistory”, 
Industrial and Corporate Change, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 725-760.

Hohenstein, N.-O., Feisel, E., Hartmann, E. and Giunipero, L. 
(2015), “Research on the phenomenon of supply chain 
resilience A systematic review and paths for further 
investigation”, International Journal of Physical Distribution & 
Logistics Management, Vol. 45 Nos 1-2, pp. 90-117.

Jaakkola, E. (2020), “Designing conceptual articles: four 
approaches”, AMS Review, Vol. 10 Nos 1-2, pp. 18-26.

Jones, S., Cronin, J. and Piacentini, M. (2020), “The 
interrupted world: surrealist disruption and altered escapes 
from reality”, Marketing Theory, Vol. 20 No. 4, pp. 459-480.

Kapoor, R. and Agarwal, S. (2017), “Sustaining superior 
performance in business ecosystems: evidence from 
application software developers in the iOS and android 
smartphone ecosystems”, Organization Science, Vol. 28 
No. 3, pp. 531-551.

Karimi, J. and Walter, Z. (2015), “The role of dynamic 
capabilities in responding to digital disruption: a factor-based 
study of the newspaper industry”, Journal of Management 
Information Systems, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 39-81.

Disruption: An interdependency perspective  

Christina Öberg 

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing  

Volume 41 · Number 13 · 2026 · 299–312  

310 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jbim/​article-pdf/​41/​13/​299/​11795143/​jbim-06-2025-0565en.​pdf by guest on 17 August 2026



Kask, J. and Öberg, C. (2019), “Why “majors” surge in the 
post-disruptive recording industry”, European Journal of 
Marketing, Vol. 53 No. 3, pp. 442-462.

King, A.A. and Tucci, C.L. (2002), “Incumbent entry into new 
market niches: the role of experience and managerial choice 
in the creation of dynamic capabilities”, Management Science, 
Vol. 48 No. 2, pp. 171-186.

Lawson, B., Potter, A., Pil, F.K. and Holweg, M. (2019), 
“Supply chain disruptions: the influence of industry and 
geography on firm reaction speed”, International Journal of 
Operations & Production Management, Vol. 39 Nos 9-10, 
pp. 1076-1098.

Meyer, A.D., Tsui, A.S. and Hinings, C.R. (1993), 
“Configurational approaches to organizational analysis”, 
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 36 No. 6, 
pp. 1175-1195.

Millar, C., Lockett, M. and Ladd, T. (2018), “Disruption: 
technology, innovation and society”, Technological 
Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 129, pp. 254-260.

Moreau, F. (2013), “The disruptive nature of digitization: the 
case of the recorded music industry”, International Journal of 
Arts Management, Vol. 15 No. 2, pp. 18-31.

Nair, A. and Vidal, J.M. (2011), “Supply network topology and 
robustness against disruptions – an investigation using multi- 
agent model”, International Journal of Production Research, 
Vol. 49 No. 5, pp. 1391-1404.

Neuhaus, T., Millemann, J.A. and Nijssen, E. (2022), 
“Bridging the gap between B2B and B2C: thought 
leadership in industrial marketing – A systematic literature 
review and propositions”, Industrial Marketing Management, 
Vol. 106, pp. 99-111.

Öberg, C. (2022), “Episodic supply chains at times of 
disruption”, Supply Chain Management: An International 
Journal, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 312-330.

Öberg, C. (2023a), Additive Manufacturing Technology, Oxford 
Research Encyclopedia of Business and Management, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford.

Öberg, C. (2023b), “Disruption and the ecosystem: the 
changing roles of ecosystem stakeholders in the course of 
disruption”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 
Vol. 194,  Article 122679.

Öberg, C. (2023c), “Piracy entrepreneur”, SCANCOR 
Weatherhead Alumni Conference 2023. Harvard Universtity.

Öberg, C. (2023d), “Towards a typology of sharing economy 
business model transformation”, Technovation, 
Vol. 123, Article 102722.

Öberg, C. and Shams, T. (2019), “On the verge of disruption: 
rethinking position and role – the case of additive 
manufacturing”, Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 
Vol. 34 No. 5, pp. 1093-1105.

Öberg, C., Shih, T. and Chou, H.-H. (2016), “Network 
strategies and effects in an interactive context”, Industrial 
Marketing Management, Vol. 52, pp. 117-127.

Poblete, L. (2017), Rekindled Business Relationships: A Study of 
the re-Activation Process of Buyer-Supplier Relationships in the 
Defence and Security Industry in Sweden, Department of 
Business Studies, Uppsala University, Uppsala.

Ponomarov, S.Y. and Holcomb, M.C. (2009), 
“Understanding the concept of supply chain resilience”, The 

International Journal of Logistics Management, Vol. 20 No. 1, 
pp. 124-143.

Puranam, P., Raveendran, M. and Knudsen, T. (2012), 
“Organization design: the epistemic interdependence 
perspective”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 37 No. 3, 
pp. 419-440.

Qi, X.T., Bard, J.F. and Yu, G. (2004), “Supply chain 
coordination with demand disruptions”, Omega, Vol. 32 
No. 4, pp. 301-312.

Raveendran, M., Silvestri, L. and Gulati, R. (2020), “The role 
of interdependence in the micro-foundations of organization 
design: task, goal, and knowledge interdependence”, 
Academy of Management Annals, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 828-868.

Revilla, E. and Jesus Saenz, M. (2017), “The impact of risk 
management on the frequency of supply chain disruptions A 
configurational approach”, International Journal of Operations 
& Production Management, Vol. 37 No. 5, pp. 557-576.

Riemer, K. and Johnston, R. (2019), “Disruption as worldview 
change: a kuhnian analysis of the digital music revolution”, 
Journal of Information Technology, Vol. 34 No. 4, 
pp. 350-370.

Riemer, K., Gal, U., Harnann, J., Gilchriest, B. and Teixeira, 
M. (2017), Digital Disruptive Intermediaries: Finding New 
Digital Opportunities by Disrupting Established Business Models, 
The University of Sydney Business School/Cap Gemini, 
Sydney.

Sandström, C. (2011), “Hasselblad and the shift to digital 
imaging”, IEEE Annals of the History of Computing, Vol. 33 
No. 3, pp. 55-66.

Sawik, T. (2019), “Disruption mitigation and recovery in 
supply chains using portfolio approach”, Omega, Vol. 84, 
pp. 232-248.

Short, J.C., Payne, G.T. and Ketchen, D.J. (2008), “Research 
on organizational configurations: past accomplishments and 
future challenges”, Journal of Management, Vol. 34 No. 6, 
pp. 1053-1079.

Skog, D.A., Wimelius, H. and Sandberg, J. (2018), “Digital 
disruption”, Business & Information Systems Engineering, 
Vol. 60 No. 5, pp. 431-437.

Snihur, Y., Thomas, L. and Burgelman, R. (2018), “An 
ecosystem-level process model of business model disruption: 
the disruptor’s gambit”, Journal of Management Studies, 
Vol. 55 No. 7, pp. 1278-1316.

Stapley, E., O’Keeffe, S. and Midgley, N. (2022), “Developing 
typologies in qualitative research: the use of ideal-type 
analysis”, International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 
Vol. 21, pp. 1-9.

Tähtinen, J. and Halinen, A. (2002), “Research on ending 
exchange relationships: a categorization, assessment and 
outlook”, Marketing Theory, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 165-188.

Thilenius, P., Havila, V., Dahlin, P. and Öberg, C. (2016), 
“Business netquakes: analysing relatedness of events in 
dynamic business networks. Extending the business network 
approach”, pp. 315-331.

Torraco, R. (2016), “Writing integrative literature reviews: 
using the past and present to explore the future”, Human 
Resource Development Review, Vol. 15 No. 4, pp. 404-428.

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D. and Smart, P. (2003), “Towards a 
methodology for developing evidence-informed 

Disruption: An interdependency perspective  

Christina Öberg 

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing  

Volume 41 · Number 13 · 2026 · 299–312  

311 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jbim/​article-pdf/​41/​13/​299/​11795143/​jbim-06-2025-0565en.​pdf by guest on 17 August 2026



management knowledge by means of systematic review”, 
British Journal of Management, Vol. 14 No. 3, pp. 207-222.

Tushman, M.L. and Anderson, P. (1986), “Technological 
discontinuities and organizational environments”, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 31 No. 3, pp. 439-465.

Utterback, J.M. (1994), Mastering the Dynamics of Innovation, 
Harvard Business School Press, Boston.

Vial, G. (2019), “Understanding digital transformation: a 
review and a research agenda”, The Journal of Strategic 
Information Systems, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 118-144.

Xu, S., Zhang, X., Feng, L. and Yang, W. (2020), “Disruption 
risks in supply chain management: a literature review based 
on bibliometric analysis”, International Journal of Production 
Research, Vol. 58 No. 11, pp. 3508-3526.

Yu, H., Zeng, A.Z. and Zhao, L. (2009), “Single or dual 
sourcing: decision-making in the presence of supply chain 
disruption risks”, Omega, Vol. 37 No. 4, pp. 788-800.

Further reading

Öberg, C., Geissinger, A. and Nykvist, R. (2021), “Managers, 
minds and machines in the age of artificial intelligence”, 
Academy of Management Proceedings, Vol. 2021 No. 1, p. 13120.

Corresponding author
Christina Öberg can be contacted at: christina.oberg@ 
lnu.se

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Disruption: An interdependency perspective  

Christina Öberg 

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing  

Volume 41 · Number 13 · 2026 · 299–312  

312 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jbim/​article-pdf/​41/​13/​299/​11795143/​jbim-06-2025-0565en.​pdf by guest on 17 August 2026

mailto:christina.oberg@lnu.se
mailto:christina.oberg@lnu.se
http://www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
http://www.permissions@emeraldinsight.com

	An interdependency perspective on disruption: crossfield discussion and literature extension
	Introduction
	Theoretical background and framing
	Disruption
	Magnitude and time in disruption
	An interdependency perspective on disruption

	Method
	A conceptual view – the integrative literature review
	Towards a typology and illustrating gaps through empirical examples

	Findings and analytical discussion
	A typology on disruption literature
	Should we allow disruption to be about redundancy?
	The missing configuration – The meaning of interdependency for transformational disruption

	Conclusion
	Theoretical contributions
	Managerial implications
	Limitations and future research

	References




