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ABSTRACT
The emergence of generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) represents 
a watershed moment in the evolution of digital platforms. The cap
abilities of this AI technology go beyond traditional AI systems, 
enabling the autonomous generation of novel outcomes with signifi
cant implications for platform value creation, architecture, govern
ance, and stakeholder interactions. We develop an integrative 
conceptual framework that identifies four key mechanisms through 
which GenAI transforms digital platforms: intelligent automation, 
democratization, hyper-personalization, and collaborative innovation. 
Through intelligent automation, GenAI transforms boundary resources 
from passive interfaces into active, intelligent mediators of value 
creation. Democratization systematically lowers barriers to platform 
participation. Hyper-personalization enables dynamic, individual-level 
adaptation of platform content. Collaborative innovation transforms 
platform innovation by making GenAI an active participant in human- 
AI value co-creation. We use this framework to situate the papers in 
the special issue and develop a research agenda that explores the 
transformative impact of GenAI on platform stakeholder relationships.
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Introduction

The emergence of generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) represents a watershed moment 
in the evolution of digital platforms. GenAI introduces unprecedented capabilities that 
transform how digital platforms operate and create value [65]. Unlike traditional AI 
systems, which are focused on pattern recognition and prediction, GenAI can understand 
context, learn from examples, and create novel outputs across domains such as text, code, 
images, and video [5, 64].

The timing and importance of examining the impact of GenAI1 on platforms stems from 
both technological maturity and widespread adoption. Particularly since the introduction of 
ChatGPT by OpenAI in 2022, major platform providers such as Microsoft, Google, and 
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GitHub have begun to integrate GenAI capabilities into their core offerings, while new 
platforms built specifically around GenAI are emerging [20, 86]—as exemplified by 
OpenAI’s platform strategy of opening its application programming interface (API) to 
third-party developers. As AI-generated content already comprises nearly 20% of 
Google’s search results,2 these developments are reshaping platform dynamics—from 
how value is created and captured [20, 40], to who participates in value creation and who 
faces displacement [47, 106], and how platform governance and quality control are man
aged [19, 101].

This Special Issue explores how GenAI is transforming platform operations and strategy 
across multiple stakeholder groups. For platform owners, who organize and manage these 
digital platforms, it opens up new opportunities to scale operations and create novel value 
propositions. For complementors—third-party participants who contribute complemen
tary products, services, or content that extend the platform’s core functionality—it enables 
new forms of value creation while potentially disrupting existing business models [47, 65]. 
For end users and society at large, it presents both opportunities for innovation and 
challenges related to governance, equity, and potential job displacement. While all platform 
stakeholders can leverage GenAI to optimize operations and enhance the user experience in 
various platform settings, we are only beginning to understand the transformative value of 
the technology for digital platforms.

Information systems (IS) scholars have made important contributions to the literature 
on digital platforms [e.g., 18, 23, 25, 67, 74, 80, 92], much of which has been focused on the 
complex relationship between the triad of users, complementors, and the platform owner, 
which together form the platform ecosystem. Similarly, IS research has provided important 
insights regarding the implications of AI for business as well as how the technology could 
and should be managed [8]. However, with the emergence of GenAI, new research avenues 
are opening up, providing IS scholars with the opportunity to conduct cutting-edge 
research on the transformative and value-creating capabilities of this intriguing technology, 
particularly with respect to digital platforms [65]. As a disruptive technology, GenAI could 
threaten entire platform industries, while creating groundbreaking opportunities for others 
by enabling truly innovative services and business models that engage platform stakeholders 
in novel ways.

To frame these transformations and guide future research, we present an integrative 
framework that focuses on four key mechanisms through which GenAI is reshaping digital 
platforms: intelligent automation, democratization, hyper-personalization, and collabora
tive innovation. In the following, we first establish the theoretical foundation by examining 
key research perspectives and stakeholders in digital platforms. We then analyze how the 
four mechanisms reshape platform operations and stakeholder dynamics, situating the 
special issue papers within this framework. Finally, we outline a research agenda exploring 
how GenAI transforms relationships between key platform stakeholders in this rapidly 
evolving domain.

Digital Platforms: Key Theoretical Perspectives and Stakeholders

Digital platforms are technology-enabled infrastructures that facilitate interactions and 
value creation between multiple stakeholder groups through standardized interfaces and 
governance mechanisms [18, 84]. Examples include social media platforms such as X, 

JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 347



mobile app platforms such as Apple’s App Store, e-commerce platforms such as Amazon, 
freelance platforms such as Upwork, and sharing economy platforms such as Airbnb—all 
serving as digital intermediaries that create value by bringing together groups of partici
pants who would otherwise find it difficult or impossible to connect [37, 95]. Platform- 
based operating models have emerged as a dominant form of organizing economic activity 
in many industries, as evidenced by the fact that seven of the world’s twelve largest 
companies are supported by such models [71].

Prior research has examined digital platforms from three main theoretical perspectives: 
engineering, economic, and organizational, each illuminating different aspects of platform 
dynamics and design [84]. The engineering perspective, most germane to software architec
ture and development, conceptualizes platforms as technical artifacts comprising peripheral 
components organized around a stable core in a modular architecture [4]. Specifically, in 
this layered-modular architecture, the stable core offers functionality for interoperating 
modules and complements. These complements, such as apps or add-ons, connect to the 
core through standardized interfaces like APIs and software development kits (SDKs) [4, 9,  
26, 38, 91, 93, 100, 105, 107]. The modular architecture is essential for platforms to evolve, 
manage complexity, and maintain developmental flexibility [84, 102, 107]. Research taking 
this perspective examines how platform architecture and technical design enable innovation 
through standardized interfaces, with scholars investigating how modular platform archi
tectures facilitate this process through boundary resources such as APIs, analyzing technical 
dependencies, interface design patterns, and architectural evolution strategies [26, 38, 59,  
105]. The economic perspective views platforms specifically as two- or multi-sided markets 
facilitating interactions between distinct user groups, thereby enabling novel business 
models and strategies as well as value creation mechanisms that can disrupt traditional 
markets [27, 37, 43, 68, 83]. This view emphasizes how platform businesses differ from 
traditional businesses in their ability to scale user growth without corresponding increases 
in infrastructure costs, though it often emphasizes market dynamics and business model 
considerations rather than technical platform specifics. Building on this foundation, 
researchers have systematically investigated network effects, pricing strategies, and market 
dynamics, examining how different pricing structures and governance mechanisms affect 
platform adoption and growth [3, 28, 74, 109]. Finally, the organizational perspective frames 
digital platforms as meta-organizations where innovation practices emerge through both 
technical mechanisms and social arrangements [14, 35, 62]. A key concept within this 
perspective is platform generativity: the capacity to produce unanticipated innovations 
through unfiltered contributions from broad and varied participants [110]. This concep
tualization emphasizes platforms’ dual nature: maintaining stable core structures while 
accommodating dynamic temporary arrangements that allow for rapid product and service 
evolution [46, 58]. This perspective integrates economic and engineering aspects while 
incorporating social dimensions, particularly in how organizations establish governance 
structures to balance generativity and control through boundary resources [34, 38]. Scholars 
have focused on governance mechanisms and organizational structures that enable plat
forms to navigate this tension between enabling diverse innovations while maintaining 
platform stability and coherence [18, 23, 31, 48, 100, 102]. Collectively, these three per
spectives underscore the fundamental distinction between digital and traditional platforms 
[23]. Digital platforms integrate layered-modular architectures that enable late-binding of 
capabilities, leverage network-driven economics for exponential scalability, and employ 
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distributed socio-technical governance to balance generativity and control [4]. 
Underpinning these characteristics are digital affordances such as editability and repro
grammability, which enable their distinct capabilities and transformative potential [107].

Platform stakeholders operate within this complex landscape in distinct yet intercon
nected roles. Platform owners serve as focal actors organizing and managing digital plat
forms through mutual dependency relationships [84, 87]. They establish and maintain 
technical architecture while implementing rules and governance mechanisms that shape 
ecosystem interactions [48, 102]. In doing so, platform owners face the challenge to balance 
control and generativity, needing to maintain platform stability while fostering innovation 
[34]. This tension manifests particularly in strategic choices regarding openness versus 
control, which shape complementors’ participation and innovation potential [7, 104]. 
Complementors enhance platform value by developing complementary products and ser
vices that extend core functionality [38]. Their success depends on navigating platform 
dependencies while maintaining sufficient autonomy for innovation [56, 92, 99]. The 
provider-complementor relationship involves complex dynamics of cooperation and com
petition, particularly as complementors balance platform-specific investments with multi- 
homing [21, 50, 96]. End users directly interact with complementors on the platform, 
generating crucial network effects [95, 98]. Their participation patterns and social interac
tion dynamics strongly influence platform development and success [97]. Users increas
ingly adopt dual roles as consumers and contributors, especially on platforms enabling user- 
generated content or peer-to-peer interactions [93]. Society represents a broader stake
holder whose influence has grown as platforms dominate various industries. The institu
tional environment shapes platform development through regulatory frameworks, market 
structures, and social norms [23]. As the power of the platforms has grown, so too has 
societal concern about their effects, bringing increasing scrutiny of their governance 
practices and demands for more ecosystem accountability [18]. These forces inform plat
form providers’ strategic choices about value creation and capture mechanisms.

Against this backdrop of platform theories and stakeholders, GenAI emerges as 
a transformative force that reshapes platform dynamics. In subsequent sections, we present 
our framework of four key mechanisms through which GenAI transforms digital platforms 
(Figure 1), examining how these mechanisms affect different stakeholder relationships and 
relate to existing theoretical perspectives on platforms.

Transformative Mechanisms of Generative AI for Digital Platforms

GenAI exhibits transformative mechanisms that impact platform stakeholders and their 
relationships by enabling novel forms of interaction and value creation. These transformative 
mechanisms—intelligent automation, democratization, hyper-personalization, and collabora
tive innovation—serve as analytical lenses in our framework to examine how GenAI reshapes 
platform dynamics. These mechanisms not only augment value creation in existing platforms 
but can also catalyze the emergence of entirely new platform businesses. Each of the mechan
isms isolates a distinct dimension of GenAI’s impact, allowing us to systematically explore 
how its technical capabilities translate into specific changes on digital platforms, explained in 
the light of existing platform theories and perspectives. Examining these mechanisms reveals 
how they reshape platform architecture by transforming boundary resources from passive 
interfaces into active, intelligent mediators of value creation [4, 38], introduce new forms of 
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network effects that go beyond traditional platform economics [27, 78], and revolutionize 
platform governance by enabling new forms of participation and innovation [18]. Each 
mechanism introduces both opportunities and challenges, requiring careful consideration of 
implementation and governance within platform ecosystems.

Intelligent Automation

Intelligent automation describes how GenAI is making it possible to automate increasingly 
sophisticated cognitive and creative tasks that previously required human intelligence [17]. 
Unlike traditional platform automation focused on routine processes and predefined work
flows, GenAI transforms how platforms mediate interactions between users and comple
mentors by enabling dynamic, context-aware responses rather than static, pre-programmed 
rules. This transforms boundary resources from passive interfaces that simply permit access 
into active, intelligent mediators of platform interactions, which can understand, interpret, 
and generate responses [26, 38, 81]. GenAI-enabled boundary resources can handle 
unstructured or open-ended requests and generate novel outputs, creating new forms of 
value mediation between platform participants.

This transformation is facilitated by several key technical capabilities of GenAI: complex 
natural language processing and generation, learning from examples rather than explicit 
programming, adaptation to diverse tasks, and continuous improvement through interaction 
[16, 64, 75]. Complex natural language processing enables platforms to interpret and process 
ambiguous inputs, transforming traditional boundary resources into intelligent interfaces, 
exemplified by GitHub Copilot, which can infer programming requirements given in natural 
language.3 The ability to learn from examples and adapt to new situations allows platforms to 
generate contextually appropriate responses based on past interactions, as demonstrated by 
Upwork’s AI-powered matching system, which learns from successful project completions to 
better pair freelancers with clients’ requirements.4 Additionally, continuous learning capabil
ities enable platforms to maintain consistent quality at scale through automated systems that 
can adapt their responses based on evolving platform standards and user feedback, as seen in 
TikTok’s content moderation system, which continuously refines its understanding of com
munity guidelines violations based on moderator actions and user reports.5

The implications of intelligent automation for platform theory and practice are pro
found. It transforms how boundary resources mediate interactions, enabling platforms to 
scale operations at unprecedented levels while maintaining quality through automated 
processes [19, 75]. Through these automated capabilities, platforms can reduce transaction 
costs and create new forms of network effects, as automated interactions between partici
pants become more efficient and valuable [67]. However, this transformation also raises 
questions about platform governance, particularly regarding accountability and the appro
priate balance of human oversight in increasingly automated processes [19, 101]. Platform 
owners must consider how to design and implement these capabilities to ensure they 
enhance rather than compromise platform value creation and governance.

Democratization

Building on the foundation of intelligent automation, democratization describes how 
GenAI transforms who can participate in platform value creation by radically reducing 
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traditional entry barriers and potentially reshaping how network effects operate [78]. 
Historically, platform value creation typically required specialized expertise (e.g., software 
development skills for mobile apps) or significant resources (e.g., professional design tools 
and training for marketing content). GenAI transforms this landscape by making sophis
ticated capabilities accessible through intuitive interfaces. This shift redefines how plat
forms facilitate and orchestrate value creation, not only reshaping complementor roles 
[102] but also extending beyond mere transaction cost reduction via boundary resources 
[100] to systematically lowering cognitive and technical barriers that once constrained 
participation [18, 51, 65, 79].

This transformation is facilitated by several key technical capabilities of GenAI: natural 
language interaction, zero/few-shot learning that requires minimal training, multi-modal 
generation, and scalable content creation without manual effort [11, 30, 77, 85]. Natural 
language processing allows platforms to translate complex technical requirements into 
intuitive interactions, exemplified by Shopify Magic, which allows merchants to create 
product descriptions, marketing emails, and social media content through simple text 
prompts.6 Zero/few-shot learning capabilities enable platforms to help users accomplish 
sophisticated tasks with minimal training, as demonstrated by Microsoft Power Platform’s 
AI Builder that helps non-technical users create business applications through guided 
natural language interactions.7 Additionally, multi-modal generation capabilities enable 
platforms to lower creative barriers across different media types, as seen in Canva’s text- 
to-design feature that allows non-designers to create professional visual content by describ
ing their needs in plain language.8

This democratization of platform participation represents a shift in platform eco
nomics. By permitting broader participation in value creation and reshaping platform 
participation structures, it amplifies network effects through increased diversity of 
contributions [27, 78] and enables new forms of value creation previously impossible 
without specialized expertise [39]. However, this transformation also introduces novel 
challenges for platform governance with respect to quality control, authenticity verifica
tion, and the economic impact on professional platform participants [25, 65, 80]. 
Platforms must develop new governance mechanisms that balance increased participa
tion with maintaining quality standards and protecting the interests of existing platform 
participants.

Hyper-Personalization

Hyper-personalization transforms how platforms create and deliver individualized value. 
This mechanism enables personalized network effects, where platform value increases not 
just with the number of participants but with the degree of personalized adaptation [22, 40]. 
The combination of intelligent automation and democratized participation both enables 
and necessitates this transformation: intelligent automation’s ability to process complex, 
unstructured data and generate contextual responses transforms platform boundary 
resources into dynamic interfaces [38], while the broader participation made possible by 
democratization creates a more diverse user base that requires more nuanced personaliza
tion. While traditional platform theory emphasized standardized interactions through 
stable interfaces [100], GenAI transforms this paradigm by making experiences truly 
unique, synthesizing and adapting content on demand through the combination of large- 
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scale pattern recognition with generative capabilities [40, 69]. This enables dynamic, 
individual-level adaptation where GenAI can process rich interaction data from a broader 
user base to create truly personal experiences [17, 55].

This transformation is enabled by key technical capabilities of GenAI: context-aware data 
synthesis, real-time content generation, and scalable individual-level adaptation [40, 69]. 
Context synthesis allows platforms to dynamically interpret and combine multiple streams 
of user data, exemplified by Spotify’s AI DJ, which integrates user listening history, 
preferences, and feedback to build a deep understanding of personal music taste.9 Real- 
time generation capabilities let platforms create new content based on the understood 
context, as demonstrated by Netflix’s AI system, which generates tailored thumbnail art
work by analyzing and contextualizing viewing patterns and other user behavior.10 

Additionally, scalable adaptation capabilities enable platforms to maintain personalization 
quality across millions of users simultaneously, illustrated by Amazon’s product recom
mendation system, which can generate unique descriptions and suggestions for each user.11

Hyper-personalization represents a shift in platform economics and governance, introdu
cing new opportunities but also challenges for value creation. By enabling deeply personalized 
experiences, it strengthens user engagement and platform lock-in through increasingly 
tailored interactions [102, 109]. However, this transformation also introduces challenges 
regarding privacy, data collection, filter bubbles, and potential manipulation [29, 63]. 
Effective platform governance requires the development of nuanced regulatory mechanisms 
that balance the benefits of hyper-personalization with the imperatives of user protection and 
ethical responsibility.

Collaborative Innovation

Collaborative innovation extends platform generativity theory, which has traditionally 
focused on human actors creating unanticipated innovations [34, 110], by introducing 
a new dimension of human-AI innovation [17, 24]. This mechanism transforms our 
understanding of platform innovation from a human-centric process to one where GenAI 
becomes an active participant in value creation through continuous feedback loops between 
human inputs and AI-generated outputs [33, 73]. Collaborative innovation represents the 
synthesis of the previous three mechanisms, as the technology’s ability to engage in 
persistent conversations, build on human ideas, learn from interaction patterns, and 
combine multiple knowledge domains empowers completely new forms of collaborative 
creativity that transcend traditional platform boundaries [17].

This transformation is enabled by several key technical capabilities of GenAI: continuous 
evolution, collaborative creativity, and augmented serendipity [24, 73]. Continuous evolu
tion allows platforms to build upon and improve interactions over time through sustained 
dialogue, demonstrated by GitHub Copilot’s ability to refine code suggestions based on 
developer feedback.12 Collaborative creativity enables active participation in creative pro
cesses rather than just executing commands, exemplified by Adobe Firefly’s GenAI, which 
can iterate on design concepts with users.13 Additionally, augmented serendipity supports 
the discovery of unexpected solutions through human-AI interaction, illustrated by how 
users of AI music platforms discover novel compositional techniques through iterative 
experimentation.14
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This new form of innovation marks a fundamental shift in platform economics and 
governance, redefining how value is created and distributed. Unlike conventional automa
tion, these systems cultivate novel forms of creative synergy, yielding emergent solutions 
beyond the capacity of either humans or AI alone [17, 33, 94]. This mechanism suggests that 
the most transformative impact of GenAI may be not in replacing human platform 
participants but in creating new ways for humans and AI to collaborate. However, this 
transformation also introduces challenges for platform governance, particularly regarding 
how to ensure these interactions enhance rather than constrain human creativity [52]. To 
navigate this shift, platform owners must devise governance mechanisms that sustain AI- 
human co-creation while preserving human agency and creative latitude.

Overview of the Special Issue and Positioning of the Papers in the Framework

In response to the call for papers, 34 papers were submitted to the Special Issue, and we 
would like to thank all authors for entrusting us with their work. Papers that did not fit the 
themes of the Special Issue were desk rejected. All remaining manuscripts underwent peer 
review, managed by an outstanding group of Associate Editors with strong expertise in 
digital platforms and AI from an information systems perspective (their names are included 
at the end). The selection of papers was guided by three key criteria: (1) novel theoretical or 
empirical contributions that advance our understanding of the transformative value of 
GenAI for digital platforms, (2) methodological rigor in research design and execution, and 
(3) feasibility of completion within the Special Issue timeline. After the first round of review, 
most submissions were not advanced because they did not fully meet these criteria. The 
remaining manuscripts underwent up to three rounds of revision, two rounds with 
Associate Editors and reviewers, followed by a final round with only the Special Issue 
Editors. Following this rigorous review process, five papers were selected that advance our 
understanding of how GenAI is transforming platform operations, governance, and stake
holder relationships, collectively addressing multiple levels and mechanisms of the frame
work. In the following sections, we provide an overview of the papers and situate them 
within the framework by discussing the transformative mechanisms at play and the plat
form stakeholders primarily affected (Figure 1).

The first paper, “Heterogeneous Effects of Generative AI on Knowledge Seeking in Online 
Communities,” by Martin Quinn and Dominik Gutt investigates how different types of end 
users in online knowledge communities respond to the availability of intelligent automation 
through GenAI [82]. The authors integrate commitment-based theory and information 
foraging theory to examine user behavior changes. Through difference-in-differences 
analysis of StackExchange data (4.9M questions across 49 subforums), they find that casual 
users reduced question-posting by 18.2% after ChatGPT’s launch, while remaining ques
tions became more complex and novel, particularly from casual users. The research con
tributes by showing that while GenAI reduces overall knowledge-seeking activity, the effect 
varies based on users’ commitment levels, with casual users showing the strongest decrease. 
Additionally, it reveals that rather than simply diminishing participation, intelligent auto
mation may enhance content quality as remaining questions become more sophisticated 
and novel, particularly among casual users who now reserve community interactions for 
complex queries that GenAI cannot adequately address.
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The second paper, “Shifting Dynamics: How Generative AI as a Boundary Resource 
Reshapes Digital Platform Governance,” by Anne-Sophie Mayer, Angelos Kostis, Franz 
Strich, and Jonny Holmström examines how platform owners adapt governance strategies 
when integrating GenAI as a boundary resource for the intelligent automation of content 
creation [70]. Through a case study of the educational platform Dugga, the authors analyze 
how a dialectic process of resistance and accommodation between the platform owner and 
complementors led to a shift from a GenAI hegemony logic (focusing on AI as the supreme 
content creator) to a GenAI assemblage logic (emphasizing human-AI collaboration). After 
initial resistance from teachers concerned about AI replacing them, Dugga implemented 
both interlocking mechanisms (promoting legitimacy, advocating personalization) along
side decoupling mechanisms (promoting guardrails, discouraging social encapsulation) to 
balance human expert engagement with the democratization of content creation through 
GenAI. This research makes a unique contribution by showing how platform governance 
becomes more relational and decentralized when GenAI is integrated, challenging tradi
tional platform power asymmetries as complementors gain influence through their central 
role in content curation. The study also reveals an unexpected “reverse trajectory” in AI 
integration—moving from attempted automation back to human-AI collaboration, con
trary to the typically assumed progression from augmentation to automation.

The third paper, “Are You Willing to Pay for Generative AI Products? Disentangling the 
Disclosure Effects and the Mediating Role of Psychological Value,” by Bachazile Sikhondze, 
Hua Jonathan Ye, Weiyu Wang, Xinhui Zhan, and Radhika Santhanam investigates how 
end users value and respond to GenAI products (GAIPs) versus human-generated products 
(HGPs) as democratization of content creation unfolds on digital platforms [90]. The 
authors introduce psychological value theory to examine how product type and creator 
identity disclosure affect users’ willingness to pay. Through three randomized experiments 
with 862 participants testing functional (notepad), hybrid (T-shirt), and creative (wall art) 
products, they found that GenAI disclosure negatively impacts psychological value and 
willingness to pay for creative products, while human disclosure positively affects hybrid 
products. This research extends algorithmic aversion literature by demonstrating how 
psychological value mediates user reactions to GAIPs across different product types, 
providing practical implications for digital platform vendors’ disclosure strategies.

The fourth paper, “Generative AI-Based Recommender Addressing Contribution Pollution 
and Information Cacophony on Digital Platforms,” by Onkar S. Malgonde addresses the dual 
challenges of contribution pollution (excessive user contributions that surpass users’ ability to 
process them) and information cacophony (incoherent or low-quality contributions) on 
discussion platforms [66]. The paper highlights the limitations of existing moderation and 
recommender mechanisms and proposes a GenAI-based recommender system as a solution. 
This system generates intelligent content summaries to help users evaluate whether and how 
to contribute, rather than relying solely on traditional filtering or moderation. By leveraging 
hyper-personalization, the GenAI-based system tailors recommendations dynamically to 
users’ engagement patterns, ensuring that they receive relevant, high-quality content while 
minimizing cognitive overload. Using agent-based simulations with real data from Reddit, 
Stack Overflow, and Hacker News, the study demonstrates that the GenAI-based recom
mender system effectively reduces both excessive and low-quality contributions while enhan
cing user engagement and preserving autonomy. Compared to traditional recommendation 
systems, this approach leads to fewer redundant contributions and a more balanced 
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information ecosystem. The research contributes to platform literature by showing how 
GenAI can dynamically orchestrate user participation without imposing strict contribution 
restrictions, thereby maintaining both platform efficiency and user satisfaction.

The final paper, “Complementor Value Co-Creation in Generative AI Platform 
Ecosystems,” by Vincent Heimburg, Maximilian Schreieck, and Manuel Wiesche examines 
how complementors, through a process of collaborative innovation, develop new ways to 
create value in GenAI platforms despite challenges posed by open-endedness (GenAI 
models accepting varied inputs and producing diverse, unpredictable outputs) and inscrut
ability (the non-deterministic nature of GenAI making input-output relationships uncer
tain) [44]. Through an embedded case study of OpenAI’s platform ecosystem, including 
embedded complements (e.g., ChatGPT plugins, where OpenAI controls the interface) and 
standalone complements (e.g., apps using OpenAI’s API, where complementors control the 
user interface)the study identifies two novel value co-creation logics. The “reap logic” 
focuses on making the platform core functionally usable by structuring interactions with 
the AI to ensure reliability and consistency. The “differentiation logic” involves leveraging 
exclusive data or specialized processing to create unique value that cannot be replicated by 
other complementors or end users interacting directly with GenAI. This research extends 
platform literature by showing how complementors navigate GenAI’s unpredictability to 
find innovative approaches to value creation.

Directions for Future Research: Examining the Transformative Impact of 
Generative AI on Platform Stakeholder Relationships

Platform stakeholder relationships have traditionally been defined by established patterns of 
interaction between platform owners, complementors, and users, with each playing a distinct 
role in platform-mediated value creation and capture [6, 53, 84]. As platforms have grown in 
influence and reach, their impact now extends beyond these core stakeholders, increasingly 
also affecting society at large [23, 111]. GenAI is now transforming these relationships through 
the four key mechanisms: intelligent automation, democratization, hyper-personalization, 
and collaborative innovation. These transformations extend beyond technical efficiency, 
influencing accessibility, inclusion, and participation in digital ecosystems, while also raising 
critical questions about the nature of human contribution and agency.

Although all of the transformative mechanisms affect all platform stakeholder relation
ships to some extent, we expect their effects to be most pronounced in specific stakeholder 
dynamics. Specifically, we analyze how intelligent automation reshapes the platform owner- 
society relationship, how democratization influences platform owner-complementor inter
actions, how hyper-personalization affects platform owner-user dynamics, and how colla
borative innovation transforms complementor-user interactions. Through this analysis, we 
identify critical areas for future research as platforms navigate the implications of integrat
ing this transformative technology into their ecosystems (Table 1).

Intelligent Automation and the Platform Owner-Society Relationship

The relationship between platform owners and society is increasingly shaped by the 
pervasive integration of intelligent automation through GenAI. While intelligent automa
tion drives operational efficiency and innovation, it also introduces systemic societal 
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challenges that change how platforms interact with society at large [86]. This transforma
tion goes beyond technical efficiency to reshape accessibility and inclusion in digital plat
forms. For instance, while GenAI-driven tools such as natural language interfaces enable 
non-technical users to participate [39], disparities in access to high-quality GenAI tools can 
exclude marginalized groups that lack digital literacy or infrastructure [32]. Moreover, 
platforms that use GenAI must ensure that digital welfare solutions—such as GenAI- 
enhanced public services—remain accessible to all demographics, preventing the exclusion 
of disadvantaged communities due to digital divides [32]. These challenges provide oppor
tunities for future research that goes beyond traditional platform architecture concerns to 
include questions of technological inclusivity and algorithmic accountability [88].

While automation can increase efficiency and create new opportunities, it also risks 
exacerbating existing inequalities through job displacement and differential access to GenAI 
capabilities. AI-generated assets may be portable across platforms, but their optimization 
often hinges on platform-specific data and tools, reinforcing centralized control [21, 40]. 
This paradox challenges traditional platform theories about value creation and capture, 
necessitating new models that reconcile efficiency gains with equitable value sharing [1, 40]. 
Similarly, automated content creation disrupts labor markets, displacing gig workers and 
creatives while centralizing value capture within platform ecosystems [65]. Platforms must 
thus navigate complex trade-offs between automation benefits and societal costs, particu
larly regarding income inequality and economic displacement [13]. Addressing these 
disruptions requires novel approaches to platform governance as well as national and 
supranational GenAI strategies that invest in workforce retraining and digital literacy 
programs to offset job displacement [32, 86].

From a governance perspective, intelligent automation introduces novel challenges 
regarding algorithmic accountability and societal welfare. The proliferation of AI- 
generated content—such as deepfakes or synthetic media—intensifies governance chal
lenges, requiring robust detection systems to mitigate misinformation while preserving 
society’s trust [41]. Ethical concerns around algorithmic bias and data privacy further 
complicate this balance, as biased training data or opaque AI decision-making can perpe
tuate systemic inequities [29]. Regulatory frameworks such as the European Union’s (EU) 
AI Act 15 provide a foundation for mitigating these risks, but effective implementation and 
enforcement depends on multi-stakeholder cooperation, public oversight, and continuous 
adaptation to emerging GenAI threats [86].

The human dimension of GenAI deployment extends beyond passive consumption to 
active engagement in system improvement. Platforms must consider how humans can mean
ingfully participate in training and updating GenAI systems while maintaining appropriate 
oversight. This includes developing socio-technical design principles that support human-AI 
collaboration in content moderation and quality improvement. Beyond technical considera
tions, platforms must prioritize the emotional and mental well-being of users interacting with 
GenAI systems [89]. This includes understanding how GenAI-mediated interactions affect 
user self-esteem, social connection, and psychological safety. The effectiveness of these 
systems depends not only on technical performance metrics but also on their ability to support 
positive psychological outcomes and meaningful human connections. This raises questions 
about how platforms can foster healthy human-AI relationships while ensuring that automa
tion enhances rather than diminishes human flourishing [54, 89].
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Democratization and the Platform Owner-Complementor Relationship

The relationship between platform owners and complementors is structured by multiple 
dimensions that together define the terms and possibilities of their interaction [21, 50]. 
From an engineering perspective, this relation is enabled by boundary resources such as 
APIs and SDKs, which specify how complementors can integrate with the platform [26, 38]. 
Platform architecture and modularity determine the flexibility complementors have in devel
oping innovations, whereas data sharing mechanisms and algorithmic controls influence their 
access to platform resources and visibility to users [2, 48, 100]. This traditional architecture, 
while efficient, has historically created barriers for marginalized groups through technical 
complexity, language requirements, and economic constraints [7]. From an organizational 
perspective, this relationship is governed by structures that establish trust, shared values, and 
power dynamics. These include governance frameworks that balance platform control with 
complementor autonomy, communication channels that enable knowledge sharing, and 
incentive structures that encourage certain behaviors [45, 49, 62, 103].

GenAI transforms these dynamics by democratizing the access to platforms, allowing 
more diverse groups of complementors to participate. This democratization goes beyond 
mere technical accessibility—it enables participation from groups previously excluded due 
to language barriers, economic constraints, or lack of specialized training. The rise of low- 
code and no-code platforms further amplifies this trend, providing intuitive visual devel
opment environments that abstract complex programming tasks into drag-and-drop inter
faces and pre-built components [39]. Natural language interfaces and GenAI-powered 
assistance allow complementors with limited technical skills to develop applications and 
automate workflows, expanding participation in platform ecosystems. However, AI- 
generated contributions may not align with established quality standards, raising concerns 
about content consistency and governance [38]. Research is needed to explore how plat
forms can maintain architectural stability while accommodating ambiguous AI-generated 
contributions that may transcend traditional content taxonomies and quality assessment 
frameworks.

AI-driven automation disrupts established platform business models and value capture 
mechanisms by commoditizing creative and technical skills. While GenAI tools reduce 
production costs and accelerate network effects—potentially solving the “chicken-and-egg” 
problem through automated content generation—they also threaten traditional comple
mentors by shifting value toward platform owners [70]. The proliferation of AI-generated 
content creates new market tensions, as professional complementors must differentiate 
themselves from increasingly sophisticated GenAI-driven alternatives [65]. Platforms must 
determine whether to monetize AI-generated complements, subsidize GenAI-driven con
tributions, or create hybrid business models that integrate human and AI labor. These 
decisions will play a decisive role regarding how economic power is distributed across 
digital ecosystems.

The increasing presence of AI-generated content will create governance challenges 
regarding authenticity, trust, and quality control. With GenAI being able to produce 
product descriptions, reviews, and other media nearly indistinguishable from human- 
created work, concerns about misinformation, spam, and content manipulation are mount
ing [41]. Platforms must develop automated quality assurance mechanisms to moderate AI- 
generated contributions effectively while preventing ecosystem degradation. At the same 
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time, this shift alters community norms and expectations. With increasing AI-generated 
content, human complementors may feel threatened, questioning the authenticity and value 
of their work within the platform ecosystems [65]. Platforms must navigate tensions 
between inclusivity and quality control, ensuring that governance frameworks balance 
democratization with standards that preserve trust and ecosystem stability [100].

Hyper-Personalization and the Platform Owner-End User Relationship

The relationship between platform owners and users exhibits distinct characteristics 
through multiple theoretical lenses. From an engineering perspective, the relationship is 
mediated through user interfaces and experience design that define patterns of accessibility 
and engagement [108]. These technical foundations include data collection and privacy 
controls that govern user information, together with personalization systems that adapt 
platform behavior to individual users. The integration of GenAI expands these capabilities 
beyond traditional personalization, enabling emotionally adaptive interactions and deeply 
contextualized experiences that respond to users’ psychological and emotional states [69]. 
These GenAI-driven enhancements extend into hyper-personalization, where AI-generated 
content dynamically adapts to users’ implicit behaviors and evolving needs [22]. While this 
expansion creates deeply immersive experiences, it also raises new architectural challenges, 
requiring platforms to balance personalization against privacy and security [15].

From an economic perspective, hyper-personalization intensifies user dependency on 
platform services by strengthening switching costs through deeply ingrained personalized 
experiences [69]. While AI-generated content may enhance user engagement, it also 
introduces monetization complexities, as traditional revenue models built on user data 
accumulation and ad-driven engagement evolve toward more behaviorally targeted AI 
interactions. The development of real-time, adaptive personalization increases platform 
lock-in effects, making switching costs not only technical or economic but also psycholo
gical [22, 69]. Users become dependent on tailored content that competitors struggle to 
replicate, further entrenching dominant platforms [36]. As personalization systems evolve 
into proprietary GenAI models trained on vast user data, behavioral data asymmetries 
create competitive advantages that challenge traditional theories of network effects [78]. 
Regulatory interventions, such as the EU Digital Markets Act, attempt to counteract these 
effects by mandating data portability, introducing new tensions between personalization 
benefits and market competition [61].

Beyond economic dependencies, GenAI-driven personalization reshapes the informa
tion ecosystem, raising concerns about cognitive narrowing and societal cohesion [10]. The 
phenomenon of “filter bubbles” predates GenAI, having been observed in social media and 
recommendation systems [60, 76]. However, GenAI intensifies this issue by autonomously 
creating hyper-personalized content, reinforcing user preferences in ways that further 
entrench ideological echo chambers. GenAI systems that optimize for engagement risk 
promoting content that maximizes user retention at the expense of exposure to diverse 
viewpoints [29]. This dynamic extends beyond traditional recommender systems, as AI- 
generated content can now be tailored to individual psychological triggers, raising ethical 
questions about digital autonomy and social polarization [72]. Platforms must develop 
more nuanced strategies to counteract cognitive narrowing, moving beyond reactive 
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content moderation toward algorithmic interventions that intentionally expose users to 
a diversity of perspectives [88].

From a governance and ethical standpoint, hyper-personalization introduces critical 
challenges surrounding algorithmic bias, user autonomy, and emotional manipulation 
[12]. The potential for GenAI to tailor digital environments to individual psychological 
profiles gives rise to questions about transparency, agency, and the likelihood of manip
ulative personalization strategies [29, 57, 69]. As GenAI-driven systems curate content 
without explicit user control, individuals may experience a gradual erosion of autonomy 
in decision-making, as digital environments nudge behaviors in ways that are not always 
transparent [54, 60]. These challenges are further compounded by risks to privacy, since 
GenAI-driven personalization depends on large-scale behavioral profiling for optimizing 
engagement strategies [40]. Addressing these concerns requires governance frameworks 
that detect and mitigate bias, provide greater user control over personalization settings, and 
balance engagement metrics with well-being. Algorithmic audits, explainability mechan
isms, and customizable personalization controls offer potential pathways for platforms to 
navigate the trade-offs between user experience optimization and ethical responsibility 
[22, 29].

Collaborative Innovation and the Complementor-End User Relationship

The relationship between complementors and end users assumes different dimensions 
through engineering, economic, and governance perspectives. From an engineering per
spective, this relationship relies on technical infrastructure facilitating discovery, interac
tion, and value exchange. These include communication channels, quality feedback 
systems, and transaction infrastructure that ensure seamless interactions. Discovery algo
rithms help connect users with relevant complementors while maintaining ecosystem 
efficiency [67]. However, GenAI transforms these socio-technical systems by blurring the 
traditional distinctions between complementors and users, as AI-generated outputs are 
continuously refined through iterative user feedback loops. The introduction of GenAI 
requires new technical affordances that allow for human-AI collaboration while preserving 
meaningful human oversight [89].

From an economic perspective, GenAI-assisted co-creation disrupts traditional value 
attribution and pricing models. Historically, complementors monetized their expertise 
through unique contributions, but GenAI-assisted content creation erodes the exclusivity 
of human-driven work, potentially devaluing complementors’ roles [65]. The emergence of 
sophisticated GenAI collaborators alters traditional income distribution patterns, raising 
concerns about fair compensation and economic equality in hybrid human-AI creative 
processes. Traditional frameworks struggle to account for GenAI’s role in co-created out
puts, necessitating new approaches to revenue sharing and value capture. GenAI’s involve
ment also challenges existing theories of two-sided markets and pricing strategies [83], as 
platforms must redefine how value is created and captured in ecosystems where GenAI acts 
as a complementor.

Beyond economic concerns, the increasing sophistication of AI-generated content poses 
questions about trust, credibility, and expertise. As GenAI systems autonomously contri
bute to digital platforms, users may find it increasingly difficult to differentiate between 
human and AI-generated content, leading to skepticism about authenticity and originality 
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[29]. This shift challenges established reputation systems and quality signaling mechanisms, 
as platforms must ensure that AI-generated outputs meet expected standards of reliability 
and trustworthiness [42, 44, 79]. Digital platforms must balance the efficiency gains of 
automated assistance with concerns about human creativity, professional displacement, and 
expertise erosion.

The governance dimension of GenAI-assisted co-creation introduces new regulatory and 
ethical complexities, particularly concerning accountability, transparency, and compliance 
with AI governance frameworks. The EU AI Act mandates clear disclosures of AI-generated 
content, placing new pressures on platforms to ensure transparency in GenAI’s role while 
maintaining complementor trust and authority. Platforms must balance automation ben
efits with ethical concerns surrounding GenAI’s impact on labor markets and creative 
industries. These challenges require new frameworks for complementor governance, repu
tation systems, and accountability mechanisms that clearly delineate liability for errors in 
GenAI-mediated collaborative outputs [44]. Such frameworks must ensure that GenAI 
contributions enhance platform value while maintaining user trust through transparent 
attribution and responsibility allocation.

Conclusion

The emergence of GenAI is an inflection point in the evolution of digital platforms. Using 
the four transformative mechanisms, intelligent automation, democratization, hyper- 
personalization, and collaborative innovation, as analytical lenses, we shed light on how 
GenAI is redefining interactions between platform owners, complementors, users, and 
society at large. The articles in this Special Issue reveal how GenAI influences knowledge- 
seeking behavior in online communities and explore the evolution of platform governance 
with GenAI-based boundary resources. They investigate users’ psychological reactions to 
AI-generated products, develop GenAI-based solutions for content moderation, and 
uncover new value creation logics in GenAI platforms. Taken together, these contributions 
reveal the many ways in which GenAI is reshaping digital ecosystems, demonstrating that 
its transformative potential lies not only in automating tasks, but also in reshaping user 
participation patterns, redefining complementor roles, and reconfiguring platform govern
ance mechanisms.

This Special Issue serves as a call for further research on the challenges and opportunities 
posed by GenAI. As digital platforms evolve into increasingly intelligent and adaptive 
systems, the IS field is uniquely positioned to bridge technical, economic, and organiza
tional perspectives. The socio-technical tradition equips IS scholars to address issues at the 
intersection of GenAI capabilities, human agency, and societal impact-including algorith
mic accountability, ethical personalization, and the equitable distribution of value in AI- 
augmented ecosystems. As GenAI continues to permeate digital interactions, the IS com
munity must remain at the forefront, championing rigorous inquiry, fostering ethical 
innovation, and illuminating pathways for responsible transformation.

Notes

1. We use the terms “GenAI” and “AI” interchangeably throughout the remainder of the text.
2. https://originality.ai/ai-content-in-google-search-results
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3. https://github.com/features/copilot
4. https://investors.upwork.com/news-releases/news-release-details/upwork-expands-ai- 

innovation-and-unveils-new-solutions-better
5. https://www.tiktok.com/transparency/en-us/content-moderation/
6. https://www.shopify.com/magic
7. https://powerapps.microsoft.com/en-us/ai-builder/
8. https://www.canva.com/magic-design/
9. https://newsroom.spotify.com/2023-02-22/spotify-debuts-a-new-ai-dj-right-in-your-pocket/

10. https://netflixtechblog.com/artwork-personalization-c589f074ad76
11. https://aws.amazon.com/personalize/
12. https://github.blog/news-insights/product-news/github-copilot-chat-beta-now-available-for- 

all-individuals/
13. https://www.adobe.com/products/firefly.html
14. https://openai.com/research/musenet
15. https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/regulatory-framework-ai
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