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Co-evolution 

Ecosystems 
 

 

 

First generation business ecosystems 

                                  
 

 

How do we create the active connections we need? Well, 

this has been a major goal of businesses for centuries.  In 

the middle ages and the renaissance, guilds formed 

around particular knowledge and its delivery to 

customers.  The market systems of the time came about 
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largely because elites, like kings, were frustrated with the 

monopoly practices of the guilds and saw their power as a 

threat to themselves.  Thus the elites took coordination 

control of production, sale and use of technology, through 

means such as royal charters for prime producers, royally 

sanctioned markets for goods, and public projects ranging 

from musical orchestras and compositions to castles and 

cathedrals.    

 

The most successful of these systems, that is the one’s 

with lineages we recognize today, combined the 

stimulation and knowledge-production of intense 

competition with coordination that focused competition to 

maximize constructive actions and minimize destructive. 

 

This separation of control from production, albeit feudal, 

could with effective royal leadership integrate guild 

knowledge wholes greater than the parts.    

Complementary, co-evolving contributions required what 

we now call architecture, in the general sense.  The 

progenitor of our modern use of the term is epitomized in 
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the cathedral architects and city planners who worked for 

the elites.   

 

The history of the meta organization of production in 

society runs forward through the centuries to our 

businesses of today.  There are many different approaches 

and just as many or more theories of why they do or don’t 

work.  From my standpoint the most interesting insights 

are found in natural experiments.  Upon examination 

these natural experiments sometimes turn out to be 

richer, more complex, and far more effective than those 

designed based on theoretical formulations.   Field 

practice and study, indeed, is where organizational theory 

is developed.  

 

Focusing just on the technology sector, leaders have 

systematically experimented with how to orchestrate the 

co-evolution of science and society for at least four 

decades. 

 

Intel and other pioneers achieved a major developmental 

advance in systematic cross-discipline and cross-industry 



Development by Partnership  James F. Moore 
 

243 

coordination in the 1980s.  In the 1990s leaders in many 

other firms were inspired to make related experiments 

and advances. 

 

The Coevolution Ecosystems were themselves inspired by 

previous approaches.  These include McKenna’s and 

Moore’s ideas of complete products and product life cycles, 

and the organizational ideas of Davidson’s and others’ on 

extended organizations.  Electronic purchasing and 

enterprise resource management systems enabled supply-

chain creativity.  China evolved and invented the world’s 

first flexibly specialized national economy, and Silicon 

Valley set up a complementary idea, design, branding and 

distribution management economy.  Steve Jobs came to be 

rightly lionized for his exquisite good taste, good taste in 

cool; in sub-products with unusual properties (Gorilla 

Glass), unrecognized rare geniuses, Picasso’s in the wings 

(Jonathan Ivy’s design leadership was both original and 

on a professional level equal to other design greats such 

as the Bauhaus founders, Pixar’s narrative talent and 

ability to related stories in the digital medium was 

beyond that of any other group in the world), and industry 
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sub-ecosystems trapped by their owners on islands (the 

music industry’s back catalogue). 

 

The breakthrough that Intel made, however, was deeper, 

more enduring, more pursuable with dedicated intention: 

They conceived a company strategy dedicated to an 

innovation trajectory that was expected to continue 

forever.  They conceived an ecosystem strategy dedicated 

to creating complementary products and services at the 

same rate as the core innovation trajectory.   

 

The result would be continuing turnover in products and 

services, and continual transformation of the businesses 

of the ecosystem.  No business model would be conceived 

in isolation.  The business models of any given company 

would be evaluated by estimating how long they would 

stay relevant, given the integrated consequences of 

ongoing advances across the whole ecosystem.  The 

overall governance of the ecosystem would be conceived s 

a kind of managed democracy, seeking business model to 

business model relationships and sub-ecosystems 

favorable to the whole. 
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We now think of Moore’s Law in terms of what each new 

advance in miniaturization can enable.  However, at the 

time, I believe, Gordon Moore’s signal contribution was a 

set of related concepts that the technology community 

could use to understand itself and measure its progress, 

and to which it could align incentives and focus the 

contributions of an unlimited number of scientists and 

engineers, entrepreneurs and investors, customer 

enterprises, and individual consumers.   

 

Infinite trajectory:    

 

Gordon Moore invented a technology trajectory conceived 

as infinite.  It was without end, and thus not a 

conventional target.    

 

Contrast this with “Dominate a market,” or “disrupt this 

sector” are broad but finite goals.  At some point you the 

market will be sufficiently dominated, the sector 
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effectively disrupted.  An infinite trajectory compels 

leaders to think different. 

 

Rule of thumb: 

 

Gordon Moore invented a technology trajectory measured 

by a rule of thumb.   It was a technology trajectory 

defined at any given point based on a rule of thumb:  

number of elements on a chip.  His remarkable 

contribution was first that he used a rule of thumb at all.  

 

The brilliance of a rule of thumb is that it requires 

members of a community to do work toward a commonly 

acceptable approximation of an operational definition.  At 

the same time, by not specifying an operational definition 

it leaves room for the community to adapt to continuing 

change.  The operational definition is itself constantly 

being argued about, and this argument itself is good for 

the community because it instantiates a rich, dynamic 

unity. 
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The right trajectory: 

 

 The trajectory described was “a difference that makes a 

difference” as Gregory Bateson said. 

 

He was rightly predicting not just a rate of change, but 

that the particular highlighted aspect of change was one 

that mattered.  What made this rule of thumb special was 

that it reflected integrated capabilities of great value to 

many applications.   

 

An integrating trajectory: 

 

The Moore’s Law trajectory in turn depended on other 

trajectories that themselves could only be expressed in 

rules of thumb:  Yield, optical resolution and its 

realization in lenses, usefulness of particular chemistries, 

yield from manufacturing processes, performance of 

manufacturing machines.   

 

An investable trajectory: 
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It implicitly assumed that society would find ways to 

invest in this trajectory over the long term, including 

science and engineering education, funding for companies, 

freedom from restrictive regulation.   

 

Social commitment, in science, in engineering, in 

entrepreneurship and in government policy was now 

practically unstoppable.  A cycle had been established, 

consisting of investment, human dedication, 

comprehensive breakthrough, social benefit, and further 

investment.  

 

An inspiring trajectory:   

 

Perhaps most important of all, the Moore’s Law 

predication celebrated that the community making these 

advances, driving these trajectories, had reached a kind of 

tipping point in the capabilities and inclinations of its 

scientists and engineers.  They were making a 

collaborative, integrated and profoundly practical 

trajectory happen.    Note that Gordon Moore introduced 

his predication in an after dinner speech to a professional 
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organization of fellow scientists and engineers.  The term 

“Moore’s Law” was suggested later by Carver Meade, a 

fellow scientist and pioneer, as the prediction and 

summary of the talk went viral, and the community of 

professionals rallied around the theme. 

 

 

Thus Intel’s ecosystem was not designed to support the 

personal computer or any particular chip, but the deeper 

contributions of logic, nanotechnology and large-scale 

organization and leadership required to make ever-more-

powerful chips.  The Intel version celebrated as Moore’s 

Law is just one of many examples of such trajectories.  

Others for example exist in design software, in databases 

and big data, and in telecom transmission. 

 

The early pioneers quoted Say’s Law, that supply 

produces demand.  Their jobs was to figure out business 

models where they could produce society-transforming 

levels of supply, help demand develop, and then be paid.  

Companies like Intel priced the first chips from a line as if 

they were the millionth, and stimulated the market.  If 
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they were smart, bold and lucky—and Intel was all of 

these—they would make and sell many millions, and their 

audacious bet would pay off.  Venture funding pooled cash 

and bet on many companies, accepting that some bets 

would be lost, but the winners would more make up for 

them many times over.  

  

 

 

 

Highly disciplined and capital-investing large companies 

such as Intel led coevolution experiments in business 
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ecosystems; they were designed to complement the core 

products and technologies and were successful in enabling 

multi-company, multi-product and multi-technology 

networks to co-evolve rapidly and continuously.   

 

For example, in the personal computer business, 

ecosystems were formed to complement Intel 

microprocessors, Microsoft operating systems and 

business tools, and so-called “killer apps.” 

 

The major limitation of the Coevolution Ecosystems grew 

out of their strength:  they could dramatically increase 

the likelihood that a core innovation trajectory would 

maintain the aligned support of other companies, and 

thus a continuing market.  However, the ecosystems as a 

whole were built to innovate around at most a few 

trajectories—“the bets”—but not in all directions.  Thus 

their variety and diversity was ultimately limited. 

 

Silicon Valley, built initially on land leased from Stanford 

University and funded by government technology projects, 

was the first industrial region consciously organized to 
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support continuous science-based development of 

products.  The first great business ecosystems were signal 

accomplishments that changed the course of society—

from the space program to electronics to computers.  

 

Early on it was also recognized that most teams and 

companies needed to focus their capital and talent 

narrowly to keep up with their respective scientific and 

technological fields, while simultaneously partnering with 

others to form combinations that led to products.  

Collaboration among teams companies was central to 

success.   

 

The few large early companies, notably Hewlett-Packard, 

were more or less great sanctuaries for creativity, where 

loosely-coupled individuals and groups collaborated to 

make advances that from time-to-time aggregated and 

grew into high volume products, but that for the most 

part remained specialized and diverse, and were sold each 

to a few niches, usually as equipment to test and measure 

other electronic products. 
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However, it was also recognized that for large-scale, high-

volume products, a different form of organization was 

needed.  Hewlett-Packard itself went through an identity 

crisis when its server business took off in the 1990s, and 

it required a more centralized structure to manage it. 

 

It was Intel Corporation and Andy Grove who finally 

cracked the code, and concluded that industries could be 

“layered” as he saw it, into sub-industries.  Some of these 

sub-industries, such as microprocessors, would provide 

the thought leadership to the others.  The personal 

computer business began to reorganize around a few 

centers of maximum investment concentration in science 

and technology.  Other companies arrayed themselves 

into “complementers” and carefully aligned their 

investments and products to contribute to “whole 

products” envisioned by those at the center.  As leaders at 

the center, Apple, Tandy, IBM, Intel and Microsoft made 

important contributions.  This kind of partnering 

continued into mobile telephony and Internet 

development. 
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Though the benefit was dramatic, it cost those at the 

center of the ecosystems a great deal of time and money to 

maintain collaboration across a network of companies.  

For example, cash payments were made to distributors 

and computer stores to promote particular products (so-

called “SPIFs”—sales performance incentive funds1), 

corporate venture capital groups were formed and 

invested in new companies with complementary offerings. 

Occasionally a faltering company might require financial 

or technical shoring up.   

 

The expense and trouble of this form of leadership led to a 

practical limit on how many companies a lead firm could 

support, and this in turn led to a tendency to “pick 

winners” and favor some companies over others.  

Unfortunately this had the side effect of raising barriers 

to entry to those not picked, distorting the market’s 

ability to discipline companies that were picked, and 

excluded not just companies but talent, ideas and capital.  

In many cases the excluded companies would try to band 

together into an alternative ecosystems.  In the tech world 
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many of these fail, but for example one that succeeded 

grew into the Inclusive Ecosystem we feature in this book.   

 

The Coevolution leaders pioneered many helpful 

procedures and tools; such as how to make contracts and 

protect intellectual property while partnering with others, 

and how to join in shared financing when necessary to 

grow the ecosystems—for example, IBM invested $100m 

in Intel and helped Microsoft build its management 

systems.  Later Intel invested in a variety of players in 

the ecosystem including Micron Technology in memory.  

Intel also invested generously in the open source and 

Linux communities, helping establish the Maker open 

business ecosystems. 

 

The Coevolution Ecosystems depended on a central 

player, and by definition this central player had an 

effective monopoly on its contributions within the 

ecosystem.  As the Coevolution Ecosystems grew in 

economic and technological might, these core companies 

were able to exert pricing power and achieve unusually 

high margins, bringing them large amounts of cash.  This 
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seemed at first to be an unalloyed advantage, a 

consequence of “increasing returns” natural to successful 

ecosystems.   

 

What was not so apparent was that it created an almost 

irresistible temptation for leading companies to overplay 

their bargaining power advantages over others in order to 

expand their own margins and/or to bring the 

contributions of others in house.  This generated among 

their closest allies inequality and resentment. It often 

enforced behavioral alignment by the subordinate 

company, while undermining trust and communication.  

In a private email to his colleagues (eventually leaked), 

the CEO of Intel called the CEO of Dell Computer “the 

best friend money can buy.”   

 

All companies depend for their survival on reading the 

signals from their customers and allies.  Like the 

proverbial famous person surrounded by yes men, some 

dominant companies lost touch with the marketplace and 

customers.  They continued to push their own visions of 

products, but in the worst cases “the (customer) dogs 
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would not eat the food, ” sales fell off, and product and 

technology investments misfired. 

 

Unfortunately those who study large companies 

professionally, including me, were overly enthusiastic 

about the ecosystem command and control advantages of 

the strategy.  In a May/June 1993 Harvard Business 

Review (HBR) piece I used the unfortunate but accurate 

term “choke-hold” for this role.2  Marco Iansiti used the 

term “keystone” in his subsequent work on business 

ecosystems3 and identified in clear terms the problems 

with force and inequality in ecosystems—that indeed a 

keystone could exert so much economic leverage that it 

could weaken and force out of business the very partners 

on which it depended.   

 

In the historical Coevolution Ecosystems the less powerful 

ecosystem participants tolerated coercive leadership 

because there was usually no viable alternative ecosystem 

available, and even the alternatives tended to be coercive.  

It was usually much better for members to be in than out. 
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1 http://whatis.techtarget.com/definition/SPIF-sales-performance-incentive-fund 
 
2 “Predators and Prey: A new ecology of competition” James F. Moore, Harvard Business 
Review, May/June 1993 
 
3 The Keystone Advantage:  What the New Dynamics of Business Ecosystems Mean for 
Strategy, Innovation and Sustainability,  Marco Iansiti and Roy Levien, Harvard Business School 
Press, 2004 
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Free the Makers 
 

 

 

 

Form social networks and share 

practical empowering knowledge 

                                  
 

 

 

Maker business ecosystems are powered by volunteers 

who come together around visions of community:  open 

source, gift economy, DIY, and peer production 

communities.   From many different roots, from the Whole 

Earth Catalogue and the ideas of Buckminster Fuller to 
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the Open Source Software movement, many threads of 

social change have joined to establish an astonishing force 

on Earth, the Maker movement.   

 

The Maker movement is a continuous outgrowth of all 

manner of unpaid, non-monetized work in world society.  

Makers are a particularly vocal, visible, self-reflective and 

self-aware sub-group of worldwide informal society.  

Makers are better appreciated, in my view, in part 

because they contribute to the technology business 

culture.  After all, this Maker community, prior to taking 

its current name, was among other things the heart of 

personal computer community, and of the electronics 

hobbyist world, and counter-culture, that preceded it. 

 

Clay Shirky has written of a cognitive surplus in society: 

there are lots of smart people who are under-engaged in 

their jobs and lives and long to join with others and solve 

interesting challenges. With the ubiquity of the web, they 

are starting to do so in large numbers.1  The open source 

movement, for one, has developed cognitive surplus into a 
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powerful force for community building, learning, 

technology development, and solving real problems.  

 

Yochai Benkler calls this “peer production”—a new and 

powerful input to our world economy.2  The major product 

produced was software and computer networking, which 

in turn was a major enabler of further collaboration in a 

virtuous cycle of expanding participation. 

 

With the advent of blogging, social networking and 

Twitter, the social power of Maker Ecosystems expanded.  

An example of this emerges in the political campaigns of 

the early 2000s, where politicians such as Vermont 

Governor Howard Dean began to amass real political 

power through social media.  The Dean campaign gave 

way to the Obama campaign.  Globally, the web and 

Twitter became the communications platform for the Arab 

Spring. 

 

The context that enables the Maker Ecosystem to be a 

significant global force is that it is powered by a 

worldwide cognitive surplus.  As connections among 
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people become better and better, the cognitive surplus 

that can be linked into productive movements expands.  

In parallel, as educational attainment advances around 

the world, the collective surplus capabilities available 

advance as well.  And of course the web is increasingly a 

source of educational advancement itself.  All this is 

running in parallel with a conventional economy that for 

many years has not been able to provide productive 

opportunities for people. 

 

 

Do-it-yourself, user innovation, hacker communities are a 

vanguard of the technology world, developing product 

applications and, in some cases products, in advance of 

the companies. Just as “street style” informs some of the 

best fashion designers, product designers gain an edge by 

putting themselves into the movements.  

 

A great deal of the philosophical self-awareness of the 

Maker world is thanks to the early leaders and 

articulators of the Open Source software movement, such 

as Richard Stallman3 of GNU, and Eric Raymond4 and his 
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influential book The Cathedral and the Bazaar5.  The 

most influential of the early initiatives was in my view 

the GNU project, recursively named for “GNU is not 

Unix” that was galvanized around freedom to share 

knowledge of software.  Its most important legacy may be 

how it put industry assumptions about philosophy, 

economics, and licensing in play, and the continuing 

leadership of the Free Software Foundation.  The GNU 

community also developed the vast majority of 

contributions to Linux, other than the core. 

 

Today the values and insights of this movement permeate 

essentially all of technology culture, no matter what 

stance or what variation an organization or person takes. 

 

In a biological ecosystem the sun is the primary source of 

energy, and “primary producers” such as grasslands at 

the bottom of the web use this energy to create structures.  

They are the Makers of the natural world.  The chemical 

structures created by these myriad producers have in 

them embedded, stored energy that is then transferred, 
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eaten, and contributes its energy to higher-complexity 

structures higher on the food pyramid.   

 

The other organisms turn the energy that they are able to 

take from the plants either directly or indirectly and turn 

it into energy for their own lives and reproduction, for 

making their own structure and biomass.  Plants initially 

produce all biological wealth. 

  

 

These Maker/producers compete with each other to be the 

best at making structures in a particular area of territory, 
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with the minerals and sunlight available in the territory.    

Because the micro-territories have micro-climates, they 

provide diverse micro-fitness landscapes with which these 

organisms compete.  In addition other biota such as 

plants with leaves that shade a portion of the earth are 

constantly influencing conditions.  Over time it is the 

combination of biota that collectively converts sunlight 

and minerals to structure, and the combination, that is 

the local micro-ecosystem, is what co-evolves. 
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Consider the Amazon Rainforest, illustrated above.  

Ecosystems become rich and diverse when water, sunlight 

and moderate temperatures prevail.  As species and 

combinations of species adapt themselves every more 

finely to the micro-variation of landscape and prior 

organisms, fundamental variety expands. 

 

Similarly, the ultimate wealth of business ecosystems 

comes from the primary customers—who are the actually 

primary producers of value in their own lives.  In business 

the ecosystem can be shaped by the efforts of literally 

billions of customers in billions of different situations.  

Indeed, the bottom of the pyramid of business ecosystems 

is not the end-product or end customer, but the society 

created by the end-customers. 

 

As these local engagements of people, needs, businesses 

and technologies solve problems they become successfully 

established and act as the fitness landscape for the 

businesses above them on the food chain, the businesses 

that supply them.   Thus the businesses all the way up 

the food chain become aligned into chains of customer 
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relationships.  The more surplus created at the foundation 

level, the stronger the alignment.  Ecosystems develop in 

a catalytic manner, with clusters of contributions and 

contributors growing from small to larger fractal 

aggregations.  

 

 

 

 

 

Products that increase productivity expand—sometimes 

dramatically—what an individual, family, town or 
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company or society can do.  Collectively, the surplus 

generated for society is what, in turn society finds ways to 

pay the ecosystem members for facilitating.  

 

 

 

Just as in biological ecosystems such as the Amazon rain 

forest, energy—increased productivity and expanding 

surpluses—created at the bottom of the pyramid pays for 

the products and services in the layers above.   
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The differentiated primary producers at the bottom 

become the habitat for their counterparts up the food 

chain.  Thus the expanding creative diversity at the 

bottom is the fitness landscape that must be adapted to 

by those above. 

  

“Bottom” in an expanding ecosystem is also “frontier,” the 

territory of new businesses and new applications.  In an 

open business ecosystem the more established 

contributors within the larger ecosystem build their own 

businesses based on what they can do to assist those on 

the frontier to, in turn, develop successful self-sustaining, 

and thus edge-extending, businesses.  Pioneer-to-

established-member connections join to form longer 

assemblages of customer to customer to customer 

relationship chains.  

 

Highly differentiated, customer-pulled products are folded 

into social movements, and it is the resulting productivity 

that moves the world.  There are now millions of app 

makers, so much so that customers expect that “there’s an 

app for that” or will be soon.  Moreover, the “Maker” 
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movement is turning the billions of end customers in to 

do-it-yourselfers, and the ability to connect that comes 

with the smartphone enables sharing and co-learning 

among the Makers.  Thus we have billions of new 

(metaphorically-speaking) farmers and foresters, working 

in a diversity of settings, while interconnected and 

sharing knowledge.   
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Like the Amazon rain forests, this richness is profoundly 

valuable to society.  In particular, it transforms consumer 

society into consumer-and-producer society, extending the 

business ecosystem form in a fractal manner to solve 

problems and create value in the finest, most specialized 

of local conditions.  The bridge between science and 

society gains a profound footing on the society side of the 

gap.

                                       
1 Cognitive Surplus:  Creativity and Generosity in a Connected Age, Clay Shirky, Penguin Books, 
2010 
 
2 The Wealth of Networks:  How Social Production Transforms Markets and Freedom, Yochai 
Benkler, Free Press, 2006 
 
3 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Richard_Stallman 
4 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eric_S._Raymond 
5 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Cathedral_and_the_Bazaar 
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Inclusive 

Ecosystems 
 

 

 

Do I contradict myself? 

Very well then I contradict myself, 

(I am large, I contain multitudes.) 

 

Walt Whitman1 
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If the Coevolution Ecosystems are about coordinating 

investment in advancing technology trajectories and the 

Maker Ecosystems are about proliferating networks that 

enable us to collaborate and initiate social change, the 

Inclusive business ecosystem combines elements of both.  

Its purpose lies at a higher strategic order, linking 

companies and sub-ecosystems of all sorts.  The Inclusive 

Ecosystem is concerned with the harmonies the players 

make, when the goal is to include anyone who wants to 

join in shared purpose.   

 

The Inclusive Ecosystem hopes to utilize intense 

competition in the service of more and more refined 

harmonies, as well as new forms of complementarily 

contributions.  Its leaders work to understand and help 

shape the norms, values and patterns of patterns that 

integrate all of the elements in the ecosystem.   

 

Inclusive Ecosystems are formed of other (sub) ecosystems 

in great numbers and diversity.   They are themselves 

complexly related, and of divergent generations.  No 

ecosystem or type is mutually exclusive.  Certain norms of 
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behavior are expected among and within ecosystems, 

which we will discuss shortly, but as to type there is no 

limitation.   

 

Inclusive Ecosystem can embrace a number of forms of 

ecosystems, including ecosystems that consider 

themselves mutually exclusive.  Thus Intel, the premier 

Coevolution ecosystem has long had an ARM chip license, 

and as of this writing has contracts to make ARM-based 

chips for at least five different fabless semiconductor 

companies.  This is not contradictory, or, as Walt 

Whitman writes above, “I am large, I contain multitudes.”   
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Inclusive Ecosystems embrace and actively foster Maker 

open source and volunteer ecosystems.  Indeed, each 

primary customer ecosystem is a Maker volunteer 

ecosystem, supported by and often made up of the 

customer acting in a DIY manner. 

 

When businesses ecosystems are organized around 

customers, and around chains of customers’ customers’ 

customers, they become naturally diverse, differentiating 

to the degree that they can co-evolve with differing 
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primary customers.  As the lower level differentiates, the 

next and next adapt to a new and more varied fitness 

landscape below, and develop ecosystems capable of 

offering choice, variety and diversity. 

 

Inclusive Ecosystems seek to help each of their members 

establish successful, independent businesses funded from 

the social surplus that they generate from their 

customers.  The members of the ecosystem look outside of 

their businesses to find ways to generate economic value.  

In this way the shared ethos of the Inclusive Ecosystem is 

more focused on customer value than the Coevolution 

Ecosystem, which is oriented to advancing its innovation 

trajectories, and wants to be paid well in monetary terms, 

unlike much of the maker movement that operates on 

non-monetary rewards. 

 

This is a most important concept.  The famed economist of 

economic growth Robert Solow has pointed out that much 

of the productivity increase that results from technology 

is not seen in GNP growth because new productivity saves 

money and thus lowers measured GNP.  Of course, it also 
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adds to well being.  Improvement in well being is what 

“funds” or frees up the money to buy more technology, and 

fuels the explosive growth of a technology-based 

ecosystem.  And yet this is barely measured by 

conventional economics. 

 

These kinds of gains, these new individual, community 

and society-wide surpluses, are why customers pull for 

and can pay for the smartphone revolution.  An immense, 

almost impossible to grasp new social surplus is paying 

for the edge-led, consumer pulled expansion of the 

smartphone, cloud, things Connected Community 

ecosystem. 

 

Now we need to do the same in our other major sectors of 

society.

                                       
1 Walt Whitman: Song of Myself, Part 51 | Infoplease.com 
http://www.infoplease.com/t/lit/leaves-of-grass/ch03s51.html#ixzz3958gBHOW                                  


