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Abstract:  

Platform business models create value by enabling multi-sided interactions across 

ecosystems of firms, developers, and users. In regulated sectors (finance, healthcare, 

energy, telecommunications), platforms must reconcile network effects and openness with 

stringent regulatory obligations—privacy, safety, consumer protection, financial stability, 

and sector-specific licensing. This paper examines how platforms in regulated sectors 

design ecosystem strategies around partnerships, API governance, and compliance. Using 

comparative case studies and network analysis on three platform ecosystems (a European 

digital banking platform, a US health-tech data exchange, and a Southeast Asian energy 

trading platform), we analyze how governance choices affect diffusion, regulatory 

exposure, and ecosystem resilience. We synthesize literature on platform strategy, 

regulation, and interorganizational networks; present methods and empirical results; and 

propose a contingency framework linking regulatory stringency, platform openness, and 

governance instruments. Findings show that tighter regulatory environments push 

platforms toward stronger gatekeeping, contractual controls, and technical enforcement 

(API throttling, provenance, consent APIs), while permissive or fragmented regimes allow 

more decentralized partner models but increase compliance uncertainty. We conclude with 

managerial implications, a prescriptive API governance toolkit for regulated platforms, and 

suggestions for future research.  

Keywords: platform ecosystems, regulated sectors, API governance, partnerships, 

compliance, network analysis, digital platforms  
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1. Introduction  

Platform-based firms have transformed many industries by enabling modular 

innovation, lowering coordination costs, and leveraging network effects (Parker, 

Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). Yet platforms operating within regulated sectors 

face a dual imperative: grow and orchestrate ecosystem participation while 

ensuring compliance with sectoral rules that often constrain openness. Typical 

challenges include ensuring data privacy and consent (healthcare), managing 

financial risk and anti-money-laundering (finance), and meeting safety and 

reliability standards (energy, telecom). The central research question addressed 

here is:  

How do platform firms in regulated sectors design ecosystem strategies—particularly 

partnerships and API governance—to achieve scale while managing regulatory 

compliance?  

We answer this by integrating comparative case studies with quantitative network 

analysis to reveal governance patterns and their relationship with regulatory contexts.  

Contributions  

• Empirical: Comparative insights from three regulated-sector platforms across 

different regulatory regimes.  

• Theoretical: Contingency framework linking regulatory stringency to platform 

openness and governance instrument choice.  

• Practical: An API governance toolkit and managerial recommendations for 

platform leaders in regulated sectors.  

2. Literature review  

We synthesize three relevant streams: platform ecosystems and governance, 

interorganizational networks and partnerships, and regulation of digital 

platforms.  

2.1 Platform ecosystems and governance  

Platform ecosystems are interdependent networks comprising the platform owner, 

complementors, developers, users, and sometimes regulators (Tiwana, 2014; Cusumano, 

Gawer, & Yoffie, 2019). Governance encompasses policies, technical interfaces (APIs), 

and market mechanisms that define partner roles, access, and value capture (Boudreau 

& Hagiu, 2009; Eaton, Elaluf-Calderwood, Sørensen, & Yoo, 2015). Openness is a 

strategic choice: open platforms can stimulate innovation but risk quality control and 
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free-riding; closed platforms control quality and capture more rents but may limit 

network effects (Gawer & Cusumano, 2014).  

2.2 Partnerships and interorganizational networks  

Partnerships extend platforms’ capabilities through complementors, service providers, 

and data-sharing agreements. Network structure—density, centralization, brokerage— 

affects knowledge diffusion, robustness, and governance complexity (Granovetter, 1973; 

Burt, 2004). Platforms act as orchestrators: they decide partner admission criteria, 

revenue sharing, and performance monitoring. In regulated environments, partnership 

contracts also carry compliance obligations (e.g., data processing agreements, joint 

liability clauses) (Tiwana et al., 2010).  

2.3 Regulation and platform responses  

Regulatory frameworks shape platform strategy by imposing obligations 

(recordkeeping, reporting, safety standards) and risks (penalties, reputational damage). 

Regulators may treat platforms as intermediaries, service providers, or even operators 

responsible for third-party activity depending on jurisdiction and sector (Keller et al., 

2020). Scholarship suggests multiple regulatory responses: (1) compliance-by-design 

(built-in technical controls that enforce legal rules), (2) self-regulation and codes of 

conduct, and (3) cooperative models with regulators (Sandvig et al., 2014; Casey & 

Niblett, 2019).  

2.4 API governance and technical controls  

APIs are the key technical mechanism through which platforms expose capabilities and 

data. API governance includes versioning, access control, rate limiting, schema 

validation, logging, provenance, and consent mechanisms. Prior work highlights APIs as 

boundary resources that shape developer behavior and the platform’s degree of control 

(Feldmann, Huang, & Krcmar, 2016; Ghazawneh & Henfridsson, 2013). In regulated 

sectors, APIs can embed compliance (e.g., consent tokens, audit trails), transforming 

them into instruments of both innovation and enforcement.  

2.5 Gap and research questions  

Existing literature examines platform governance and regulation but seldom integrates 

network structure (partnership patterns) and API-level technical governance across 

multiple regulated sectors. We thus investigate:  

RQ1: How do partnership structures and network positions differ across platform 

ecosystems in regulated sectors?  

RQ2: How does API governance relate to regulatory stringency and partnership 

patterns?  
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RQ3: What governance configurations best balance ecosystem growth and regulatory 

compliance?  

3. Theoretical framework  

We propose a contingency framework: regulatory stringency (low — fragmented 

— high) interacts with platform strategic orientation (openness vs. control) to 

shape governance instruments (contractual, technical/API-level, and 

organizational controls). Key propositions:  

P1: Higher regulatory stringency leads to stronger gatekeeping (stricter partner 

admission), centralized governance, and technical enforcement embedded in 

APIs.  

P2: Openness amplifies network density but requires compensating compliance 

mechanisms (auditing, provenance, liability clauses).  

P3: Brokerage positions (platform as central hub) increase responsibility and 

regulatory exposure; platforms in broker roles invest more heavily in compliance 

infrastructure.  

4. Methods  

4.1 Research design  

We use a comparative multiple-case study design combined with network 

analysis (Yin, 2018). This mixed-methods approach captures rich qualitative 

governance practices and quantitatively characterizes partnership structures.  

4.2 Case selection  

Three purposively selected platforms spanning regulatory regimes and sectors:  

• Case A: EuroBank Connect — a European open banking platform facilitating 

bank-to-third-party services under PSD2 and EU data protection rules.  

• Case B: MedData Exchange — a US-based health-tech data exchange enabling 

patient data sharing among providers, insurers, and app developers, operating 

under HIPAA and state privacy laws.  

• Case C: GridTrade — a Southeast Asian energy trading and flexibility market 

platform connecting distributed energy resources (DERs), utilities, and traders 

under a mix of emerging sectoral regulation and market rules.  

Selection rationale: Variation in regulatory stringency and sector requirements, 

availability of partnership data, and willingness of platform managers to participate.  
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4.3 Data sources  

• Semi-structured interviews: 24 interviews across platforms (platform executives, 

partner managers, lead developers, regulators, and top complementors).  

• Partnership datasets: platform partner registries, API developer directories, and 

contractual summaries (where available).  

• System artifacts: API documentation, developer policies, onboarding flow, and 

compliance materials.  

• Regulatory documents: sectoral laws, guidance, and enforcement actions.  

4.4 Network analysis procedures  

We constructed directed partnership networks for each platform where nodes represent 

entities (platform, partners, developers, regulators) and edges represent active APIbased 

integrations or formal partnerships. We computed standard network metrics: degree 

centrality, betweenness centrality, density, modularity (community structure), and core-

periphery measures. Analyses were performed in Python using NetworkX and Gephi for 

visualization.  

4.5 Coding and cross-case synthesis  

Interview transcripts and artifacts were coded thematically for governance instruments 

(API controls, contracts, monitoring), partnership admission criteria, and regulatory 

interactions. We triangulated qualitative themes with network metrics to interpret 

governance implications.  

5. Empirical findings  

5.1 Descriptive overview  

• EuroBank Connect (Case A): Operates under PSD2 and GDPR; open APIs for 

account information services (AIS) and payment initiation services (PIS). Platform 

hosts ~120 registered third-party providers (TPPs), with 30 active API integrations 

across 5 major banks.  

• MedData Exchange (Case B): HIPAA-covered entity model; 60 registered partners 

(providers, analytics firms), 18 active integrations; uses a consented data flow 

model with patient tokens.  

• GridTrade (Case C): Emerging market with mixed rules; 45 partners (DER 

operators, aggregators, utilities), 22 active integrations; regulatory guidance 

evolving toward formal market rules.  
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5.2 Network analysis results  

Table 1 (summarized findings)  

• Centralization: EuroBank Connect exhibited highest centralization (platform node 

degree centrality = 0.87 normalized), MedData moderate (0.72), GridTrade lowest 

(0.58).  

• Density: MedData network had highest density among partners (0.12), indicating 

more cross-linkages (data-sharing among providers); EuroBank lower density 

(0.06); GridTrade intermediate (0.09).  

• Betweenness: EuroBank platform had highest betweenness centrality, reflecting 

brokerage role between banks and TPPs; MedData had distributed betweenness 

with several hospitals acting as hubs.  

• Modularity: Community detection revealed tighter clusters in GridTrade (regional 

clusters) and more cross-cluster integration in MedData.  

Interpretation: EuroBank Connect is highly centralized with platform-as-broker; MedData 

exhibits multi-hub structure; GridTrade shows regional modularity reflective of market 

fragmentation.  

5.3 Partnership governance patterns (qualitative)  

• EuroBank Connect: Strict onboarding, KYC/AML checks for TPPs, contractual 

obligations (data processing addenda aligned with GDPR), sandboxed API keys, 

rate limits, and liability clauses. Partners required SOC2-type audits and quarterly 

compliance reporting. The platform enforces a standardized API schema and 

mandatory logging for traceability.  

• MedData Exchange: Emphasis on consent management and role-based access.  

Partners include hospitals that maintain some data custody; platform requires 

Business Associate Agreements (BAAs), enforces HIPAA-compliant audit trails, 

and offers a consent API for patient tokens. Partner admission considered clinical 

safety qualifications; some data-sharing relationships are bilateral beyond the 

platform.  

• GridTrade: Flexible partner models with looser contractual templates initially; API 

governance evolved from permissive to more controlled after market incidents 

(e.g., pricing errors). The platform implemented versioned APIs, throttling, event 

provenance logs, and stricter onboarding for market-making partners following 

regulator guidance.  



International Multidisciplinary Journal of Science, Technology and Business  

Volume No. 04 Issue No. 02(2025) 202322  

7  

  

5.4 API governance mechanisms and regulatory embedding Common 

technical instruments used across cases:  

• Authentication and Authorization: OAuth2, mutual TLS, API keys, role-based 

scopes.  

• Rate limiting and throttling: To prevent abuse and ensure stability.  

• Schema validation and versioning: To manage backward compatibility  
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