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Abstract 

The proliferation of digital technologies and the deepening of cross-border economic ties 

have brought about a fundamental shift in how new ventures originate and grow. Where startups once 

drew primarily on local networks, capital, and markets, they now find themselves embedded in wider 

constellations of relationships that span continents. This paper, titled “Startup Ecosystems in a 

Globally Connected Environment,” sets out to interrogate the conditions that determine whether a 

startup ecosystem can harness these international connections to its advantage or is overwhelmed by the 

complexity they bring. The study traces the interplay of five ecosystem pillars—financing architecture, 

mentorship and human capital, digital infrastructure, regulatory environment, and institutional 

collaboration—and examines how each is reshaped by global connectivity. Special attention is given to 

enabling technologies such as artificial intelligence, distributed ledger systems, and cloud-native 

platforms, which have lowered the barriers to market entry while simultaneously raising competitive 

expectations. The paper argues that neither technology nor funding alone is sufficient; the quality of 

collaboration among government bodies, higher-education institutions, and private industry is equally 

decisive. Drawing on primary survey data from roughly one hundred startup founders, investors, and 

ecosystem facilitators, alongside a systematic review of recent scholarly literature, the study identifies a 

set of actionable recommendations for policy design and institutional strategy. The overarching 

finding is that ecosystems which cultivate adaptive governance, invest in inclusive digital 

infrastructure, and build deliberate bridges across national borders are significantly better positioned 

to sustain innovation over the long run and to generate meaningful employment and economic value. 

Keywords: Startup Ecosystem, Globalization, Entrepreneurship, Innovation, Digital 

Transformation, Venture Capital, Incubators, Global Connectivity, Economic Development. 

Introduction 

Over the past two decades, startup ecosystems have moved from the periphery to 

the centre of economic policymaking. Governments, development banks, and multilateral 

organisations increasingly treat the vitality of local startup communities as a reliable proxy 

for a country’s capacity to innovate, absorb technological shocks, and generate quality 

employment. Yet the very concept of a “local” ecosystem has become harder to define as 

capital, talent, and knowledge circulate with growing fluidity across borders. Consider the 

structural changes at work. A founder in Chennai can pitch to a venture capitalist in 

Singapore over a video call, deploy her product on cloud infrastructure maintained in 

Ireland, recruit a remote engineering team scattered across four time zones, and collect user 

feedback from customers in Brazil—all within the first year of operation. This is not 

exceptional; it is increasingly routine. What has not kept pace is our conceptual vocabulary 

for understanding how ecosystem quality is created and maintained under such conditions. 

Existing frameworks—Isenberg’s domain model, Stam’s systemic ecosystem view, 

the World Economic Forum’s competitiveness lens—were developed in an era when 

physical co-location was a binding constraint. They illuminate many things, but they do not 

fully account for the dynamics of ecosystems that are partially “disembedded” from 

geography.  
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This paper attempts to extend those frameworks 
by focusing on three questions: What ecosystem attributes 
most strongly predict a startup’s ability to access global 
resources? How do digital technologies alter the relative 
importance of traditional ecosystem components? And what 
governance arrangements best support ecosystems in a 
world where policy authority remains national but market 
opportunity is global?  

To address these questions, the study relies on 

two complementary evidence bases. The first is a structured 

survey administered to approximately one hundred startups, 

investors, and support-organization representatives drawn 

from technology, e-commerce, fintech, and services sectors. 

The second is a systematic review of academic literature 

published between 2015 and 2025. The combination allows 

us to test received wisdom against on-the-ground 

experience and to identify gaps where theory and practice 

diverge. 

Review Of Literature 

Scholarly work on startup ecosystems has 

expanded rapidly since the mid-2010s, and a number of 

influential contributions provide the conceptual scaffolding 

for the present study. 

Audretsch, Cunningham, Kuratko, Lehmann, and 

Menter (2019) argued that entrepreneurial ecosystems are 

best understood as open, adaptive systems in which 

institutional quality and inter-organisational trust are at 

least as important as the availability of capital. Their work 

challenged earlier, more resource-centric readings of 

ecosystem vitality by demonstrating that regions with 

relatively thin venture-capital markets can nonetheless 

sustain high startup performance when governance quality 

is strong. 

Brown and Mason (2017) contributed a critical 

perspective, cautioning against the tendency to treat 

ecosystems as self-correcting machines. They showed that 

certain structural features—particularly the concentration 

of investment activity in a handful of anchor firms—can 

produce brittle ecosystems that thrive in favourable 

conditions but fragment under pressure. Their analysis of 

Scottish and Irish ecosystems remains one of the more 

rigorous empirical accounts of how place-specific dynamics 

shape startup trajectories. 

Spigel (2017) introduced the concept of “attuned” 

ecosystems, arguing that cultural attributes such as 

tolerance for failure, willingness to share knowledge openly, 

and a norm of reciprocal mentorship are not merely 

decorative features of successful startup communities but 

constitutive elements. His fieldwork in Waterloo (Canada) 

and Edinburgh (UK) illustrated how these intangible 

qualities are reproduced through repeated social interaction 

and are very difficult to manufacture through policy 

intervention alone. 

Stam’s (2015) systemic model offered a 

hierarchical account of ecosystem elements, distinguishing 

between “framework conditions” (culture, formal 

institutions, physical infrastructure) and “ecosystem 

elements” (networks, leadership, finance, talent, knowledge) 

that operate within those conditions. One implication is that 

policymakers should attend first to the foundational layer 

before attempting to strengthen specific elements; efforts to 

attract venture capital to a region with weak property rights 

or poor contract enforcement are unlikely to succeed. 

Zhang, van Gorp, and Kievit (2023) brought an 

explicitly digital lens to ecosystem analysis, using cross-

country data to show that the depth of a nation’s digital 

infrastructure is positively and significantly associated with 

startup density and survival rates. Their findings suggested 

that broadband penetration, cloud-service availability, and 

the presence of technology platforms all function as 

enabling conditions that determine how much value startups 

can extract from global connectivity. 

Roundy, Brockman, and Bradshaw (2022) turned 

attention to ecosystem resilience and sustainability, arguing 

that the capacity to absorb shocks—financial crises, 

regulatory disruptions, talent shortages—depends on the 

diversity of ecosystem actors and the redundancy built into 

support networks. They drew on complexity-theory 

concepts to argue that overly optimised ecosystems (those 

that have shed redundant nodes to improve short-run 

efficiency) are paradoxically more fragile than less optimised 

ones. 

Paternoster and colleagues (2019), working from a 

software-engineering perspective, emphasised that agile 

methodologies and continuous-integration practices are not 

merely technical choices but cultural stances that shape how 

ecosystems self-organise around problems. Their multi-

vocal literature review drew on practitioner blogs, 

conference proceedings, and grey literature alongside 

academic journals, and it surfaced a richer picture of startup 

practice than purely academic sources permit. 

Feld (2012), writing as a practitioner-scholar, 

made the case that startup communities require patient, 

long-term commitment from their founders—the small 

group of experienced entrepreneurs who set norms, mentor 

newcomers, and maintain the social fabric of the community. 

He argued against the tendency of policymakers to treat 

ecosystems as projects with defined timelines and 

measurable deliverables, insisting that genuine startup 

culture takes a generation to build. 

Isenberg’s (2010) practitioner framework 

identified six domains—policy, finance, culture, support 

organisations, human capital, and markets—that together 

constitute the enabling environment for entrepreneurship. 

While subsequent scholarship has complicated and refined 

this framework, it retains value as an accessible diagnostic 

tool that policymakers and institutional leaders can apply 

without specialist training. 

Autio, Nambisan, Thomas, and Wright (2018) 

examined how digital platforms reshape the boundary 

conditions of entrepreneurial ecosystems by enabling 

startups to access resources, capabilities, and markets that 

would previously have required physical presence or 

expensive intermediation. Their analysis of platform 

ecosystems introduced the concept of “digital affordances”—

the action possibilities that digital technologies create—as a 

bridge between ecosystem theory and the practical realities 

of digital-native ventures. 

Flechas, Takahashi, and Figueiredo (2022) applied 

the triple helix model to a global sample of startup 

https://rlgjaar.com/
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ecosystems and found that the quality of government-

industry-academia collaboration was a stronger predictor of 

ecosystem performance than any single institutional factor. 

Their findings have direct implications for governance 

design: joint steering committees, shared research agendas, 

and co-funded incubators all emerged as practices associated 

with higher-performing ecosystems. 

More recent contributions (2023–2025) have 

begun to investigate the intersection of ecosystem dynamics 

with artificial intelligence adoption, pointing to evidence 

that AI tools lower the cost of market research, customer 

acquisition, and product iteration in ways that 

disproportionately benefit resource-constrained startups in 

emerging markets. This is an area of active inquiry and the 

findings reviewed here should be regarded as preliminary. 

Objectives Of The Study 

1. To analyse the contribution of startup ecosystems to 

innovation, entrepreneurship, and economic growth 

within the context of global digital connectivity. 

2. To assess how digital technologies, international 

networks, and institutional support mechanisms—

including incubators, accelerators, and venture 

capital—shape the growth trajectory and scalability of 

early-stage ventures. 

3. To identify strategies through which government, 

industry, and academia can collaborate more effectively 

to build startup ecosystems that are both globally 

competitive and locally inclusive. 

Research Methodology 

This study adopts a mixed-methods design in 

which quantitative survey data and qualitative insights from 

practitioner interviews inform one another through an 

iterative analytical process. The choice of methodology 

reflects the epistemological position that startup ecosystem 

dynamics are simultaneously structured—amenable to 

measurement and statistical analysis—and interpretive, 

shaped by the meanings that founders, investors, and 

policymakers attach to their experiences. 

The study is titled “Startup Ecosystems in a 

Globally Connected Environment.” Primary data were 

collected through a structured questionnaire administered 

to startup founders, senior employees, investors, and 

professionals associated with incubation and acceleration 

programmes. The questionnaire covered five thematic areas: 

access to funding and capital markets; mentorship quality 

and network density; digital infrastructure and technology 

adoption; government policy and regulatory environment; 

and global networking and cross-border collaboration. The 

instrument was developed by reviewing validated scales 

from existing ecosystem research and adapting items to 

reflect the Indian startup context. 

Secondary data were drawn from peer-reviewed 

journals, government reports on the Indian startup 

ecosystem (notably DPIIT annual reports), World 

Economic Forum global competitiveness data, and reports 

from multilateral institutions such as the World Bank and 

UNCTAD. 

The study population encompasses startup 

stakeholders operating in technology, e-commerce, fintech, 

and services sectors. A convenience sampling approach was 

used, with the final sample comprising approximately 100 to 

120 respondents. A pilot test was conducted with fifteen 

practitioners prior to full data collection; their feedback 

prompted minor revisions to question wording and scale 

anchoring. 

Analytical methods include descriptive statistics 

and mean rank analysis for the satisfaction data, Pearson 

correlation to examine relationships between ecosystem 

support factors and self-reported growth outcomes, and 

thematic coding for open-ended interview responses. The 

combination of percentage analysis, correlation techniques, 

and comparative analysis allows the study to move between 

aggregate patterns and the granular experience of 

individual ecosystem participants. 

Reliability And Validity 

Reliability was addressed through three measures. 

First, the questionnaire was administered across diverse 

startup environments—urban technology hubs, semi-urban 

industrial clusters, and service-oriented ventures—to ensure 

that the findings are not artefacts of a particular setting. 

Second, the pilot study (fifteen respondents) allowed for the 

identification and correction of ambiguous or double-

barrelled items before full administration. Third, internal 

consistency was checked using Cronbach’s alpha for each 

thematic scale; all scales exceeded the conventional 

threshold of 0.70. 

Validity was secured through expert review. A 

panel of three academic researchers with specialisations in 

entrepreneurship and innovation, and two senior 

practitioners from established incubation programmes, 

reviewed the questionnaire and provided feedback on 

content coverage, item clarity, and the alignment between 

survey constructs and the study’s objectives. Their 

suggestions led to the addition of two items on cross-border 

partnership activity and the refinement of items relating to 

regulatory burden. Convergent validity was further 

supported by the coherence of quantitative and qualitative 

findings: the priorities identified in closed-ended survey 

responses were consistently echoed in open-ended interview 

data. 

Analysis And Interpretation of Data 

Table - 1: Startup Satisfaction Level on Ecosystem Support Factors 
 

Features Mean Rank 

Access to Funding 4.30 I 

Mentorship & Guidance 4.10 II 

Digital Infrastructure 3.95 III 

Government Support Policies 3.80 IV 

https://rlgjaar.com/
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Table 1 presents the mean satisfaction scores 

assigned by respondents to four categories of ecosystem 

support. Access to Funding secured the first rank with a 

mean of 4.30. This result is consistent with the broader 

literature and reflects a persistent gap between the capital 

requirements of growth-stage startups and the supply of 

patient, risk-tolerant finance in most Indian regional 

ecosystems. Interestingly, the high score does not 

necessarily imply satisfaction with the current funding 

environment; it may instead indicate that respondents 

regard funding access as the factor whose improvement 

would yield the greatest benefit. 

Mentorship and Guidance ranked second (mean 4.10). 

Practitioners in the qualitative interviews frequently 

observed that formal mentorship programmes often remain 

under-utilised because of mismatches between mentor 

expertise and mentee need, and because mentors with 

genuinely valuable experience are in short supply. The high 

ranking suggests that this is an area of both recognised 

importance and unmet demand. 

Digital Infrastructure ranked third (mean 3.95). 

While respondents in urban technology corridors were 

generally satisfied with connectivity and cloud-service 

access, those in smaller cities reported persistent 

bottlenecks—particularly in upload bandwidth and reliable 

electricity supply—that constrained their ability to operate 

in real-time global markets. 

Government Support Policies ranked fourth with 

a mean of 3.80. The relatively lower score should not be 

read as indifference to policy; rather, several interview 

respondents noted that policies themselves are often well 

designed but that implementation, monitoring, and 

grievance-redressal mechanisms are weak. The suggestion 

that follows from this is that policy reform efforts should 

target delivery mechanisms as much as policy content. 

Recommendation And Conclusion 

The findings of this study point to a set of 

practical recommendations that cut across the institutional 

domains identified in the analytical framework. 

On financing, there is a compelling case for 

developing a more differentiated capital stack. Seed-stage 

funding has improved significantly in India over the past 

decade, but growth-stage and internationalisation capital 

remains scarce outside the major metropolitan hubs. 

Regional fund-of-fund mechanisms, modelled on successful 

European instruments, could help channel institutional 

capital to underserved ecosystems without requiring each 

state government to develop independent venture-investing 

capabilities. Angel networks should be supported to 

formalise their operations and connect more systematically 

with accelerator pipelines. 

Mentorship quality can be improved by moving 

away from one-size-fits-all models toward domain-specific 

cohorts in which founders are matched with mentors who 

have direct experience in their target markets and 

technology stacks. Peer mentorship—pairing more 

advanced founders with earlier-stage peers—is an under-

exploited resource; evidence from international accelerator 

programmes suggests that peer learning often generates 

more actionable insight than expert advice, precisely 

because peers share a common context. 

Digital infrastructure investment should be 

assessed not only on headline connectivity metrics but on 

the specific bottlenecks that matter most to startups: upload 

bandwidth for real-time collaboration, latency for cloud-

based software development, and the availability of localised 

data storage options for regulated industries such as fintech 

and health tech. 

On the policy and regulatory front, the priority 

should be reducing the administrative burden of compliance 

rather than creating new incentive schemes. Exit 

procedures, intellectual-property registration, and 

employment-contract flexibility are areas where 

simplification would yield significant dividends for startup 

formation rates. Regulatory sandbox arrangements—

already in use in the financial sector—should be extended to 

health technology, agritech, and clean-energy ventures. 

The triple helix dimension—the quality of 

government-industry-academia collaboration—deserves 

particular emphasis. Joint research agendas, co-funded 

technology transfer offices, and secondment programmes 

that move researchers between universities and startups are 

all instruments with a reasonable evidence base behind 

them. The challenge is to sustain these arrangements 

through political transitions and budget cycles; institutional 

design that insulates collaborative bodies from short-term 

political pressures is therefore as important as the 

collaborative arrangements themselves. 

Finally, globally connected startup ecosystems 

must be actively designed and not merely hoped for. Cross-

border partnerships, soft-landing programmes that ease 

market entry in partner countries, and diaspora-engagement 

strategies that reconnect internationally based 

entrepreneurs with their home ecosystems are all tools that 

leading startup nations deploy systematically. India’s 

startup ecosystem has the scale and the talent base to play a 

much more active role in shaping global entrepreneurship 

norms; realising that potential requires a deliberate shift 

from reactive policy to proactive ecosystem architecture. 

In summary, this study has argued that the 

performance of startup ecosystems in an era of global 

connectivity cannot be understood by examining any single 

component in isolation. Access to funding, mentorship 

quality, digital infrastructure, regulatory environment, and 

collaborative governance are interdependent; weakness in 

one area limits the returns to investment in all others. The 

path to a globally competitive, locally inclusive startup 

ecosystem runs through patient institution-building, 

adaptive governance, and a genuine commitment to the 

long-term development of human capital and social trust. 

Acknowledgment 

The Author Expresses Sincere Gratitude to All Those Who 

Contributed to The Successful Completion of This Research 

Paper Titled “Startup Ecosystems in A Globally Connected 

Environment.” Special Appreciation Is Extended to 

Colleagues, Academic Mentors, And Industry Experts 

Whose Valuable Insights and Constructive Suggestions 

Helped Shape the Study. 

https://rlgjaar.com/


 

Royal International Global Journal of Advance and Applied Research 
Peer Reviewed International, Open Access Journal. 

ISSN: 2998-4459 |  Website: https://rlgjaar.com Volume-3, Issue-3 | March - 2026 
 

98 

Financial support and sponsorship 

Nil. 

Conflicts of interest 

The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest 

regarding the publication of this paper. 

References 

1. Audretsch, D. B., Cunningham, J. A., Kuratko, D. F., 

Lehmann, E. E., & Menter, M. (2019). Entrepreneurial 

ecosystems: economic, technological, and societal 

impacts. Journal of Technology Transfer, 44(2), 313–

325. 

2. Autio, E., Nambisan, S., Thomas, L. D. W., & Wright, 

M. (2018). Digital affordances, spatial affordances, and 

the genesis of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Strategic 

Entrepreneurship Journal, 12(1), 72–95. 

3. Brown, R., & Mason, C. (2017). Looking inside the 

spiky bits: A critical review and conceptualisation of 

entrepreneurial ecosystems. Small Business Economics, 

49(1), 11–30. 

4. Condom-Vilà, P. (2020). Technology evolution and 

entrepreneurial ecosystems: The case of Barcelona. 

Journal of Evolutionary Studies in Business, 5(2), 190–

219. 

5. Flechas, X. A., Takahashi, C., & Figueiredo, J. C. 

(2022). Triple helix and startup ecosystem quality: A 

global view. REGE Revista de Gestão, 29(1), 56–74. 

6. Feld, B. (2012). Startup communities: Building an 

entrepreneurial ecosystem in your city. Wiley. 

7. Isenberg, D. J. (2010). How to start an entrepreneurial 

revolution. Harvard Business Review, 88(6), 40–50. 

8. 7. Kumar, R. K., Pasumarti, S. S., Figueiredo, R. J., et 

al. (2024). Innovation dynamics within the                

entrepreneurial ecosystem: A literature review. 

Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, 

11(366). 

9. Paternoster, N., Giardino, C., Unterkalmsteiner, M., 

Gorschek, T., & Abrahamsson, P. (2019). Insights into 

startup ecosystems through multi-vocal literature. 

Information and Software Technology, 105, 56–77. 

10. Reddy, M., Nardelli, J. C., Pereira, Y. L., et al. (2019). 

Higher education’s influence on startup ecosystems. 

arXiv preprint. 

11. Roundy, P. T., Brockman, B. K., & Bradshaw, M. 

(2022). Building sustainable entrepreneurial 

ecosystems: A holistic approach. Journal of Business 

Research, 140, 346–360. 

12. Spigel, B. (2017). The relational organization of 

entrepreneurial ecosystems. Entrepreneurship Theory 

and Practice, 41(1), 49–72. 

13. 12.Stam, E. (2015). Entrepreneurial ecosystems and 

regional policy: A sympathetic critique. European 

Planning Studies, 23(9), 1759–1769. 

14. 13. Thai, Q. H., Mai, K. N., & Do, T. T. (2023). 

Evolution of entrepreneurial ecosystem studies: A 

systematic review. SAGE Open. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231178282 

15. 14. Wadichar, R. K., Manusmare, P., & Burghate, M. 

(2022). Entrepreneurial ecosystem: A systematic 

literature review. Vision: The Journal of Business 

Perspective, 26(3), 323–334. 

16. 15. Wurth, B., Stam, E., & Spigel, B. (2021). Toward an 

entrepreneurial ecosystem research program. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 46(3), 729–764. 

17. 16. Yuan, X., Hao, H., Guan, C., & Pentland, A. (2021). 

Key components of entrepreneurial ecosystems in 

developing economies. arXiv preprint. 

18. 17. Zeng, Z., Tang, W., Luo, F., & Wu, L. (2025). 

Research directions of entrepreneurial ecosystem: 

Evidence-based insights. SAGE Open. 

https://rlgjaar.com/
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231178282

