
 

 

 University of Groningen

The roles of experience, commitment to new platforms, and inter-firm cooperation in shaping
new product performance
Koval, Oleksii

IMPORTANT NOTE: You are advised to consult the publisher's version (publisher's PDF) if you wish to cite from
it. Please check the document version below.

Document Version
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Publication date:
2019

Link to publication in University of Groningen/UMCG research database

Citation for published version (APA):
Koval, O. (2019). The roles of experience, commitment to new platforms, and inter-firm cooperation in
shaping new product performance. [Thesis fully internal (DIV), University of Groningen]. University of
Groningen, SOM research school.

Copyright
Other than for strictly personal use, it is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the
author(s) and/or copyright holder(s), unless the work is under an open content license (like Creative Commons).

The publication may also be distributed here under the terms of Article 25fa of the Dutch Copyright Act, indicated by the “Taverne” license.
More information can be found on the University of Groningen website: https://www.rug.nl/library/open-access/self-archiving-pure/taverne-
amendment.

Take-down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately
and investigate your claim.

Downloaded from the University of Groningen/UMCG research database (Pure): http://www.rug.nl/research/portal. For technical reasons the
number of authors shown on this cover page is limited to 10 maximum.

Download date: 25-05-2023

https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/caa18cbd-9370-4615-893a-da95bc521d0d


61 
 

CHAPTER 3. With Whom and To What Degree to Partner? 

Platform Integration and Supplier Performance 

 

Abstract: Using unique panel data from the video game industry spanning from 1995 to 2014, 

this study shows that the level of inter-firm cooperation – as measured by the level of 

integration between product suppliers and platform producers – increases new product 

performance of suppliers by enhancing new product quality and product visibility. The study 

demonstrates that the effects of new product quality and product visibility depend on the 

platform producers’ market strategy and shows that product suppliers of mainstream and niche 

platforms differ in size of new product quality and product visibility. This study contributes to 

the inter-firm cooperation literature and the resource-based view, in particular to their 

discussion regarding resource value estimation, by studying how the value of inter-firm 

cooperation resource varies depending on the platform producers’ market strategy. 

3.1. Introduction 

Inter-firm cooperation, such as strategic alliances, joint ventures, and supply chain agreements, 

are increasingly important for improving firms’ new product performance (Pollack et al., 2015; 

Sorenson et al., 2008), and for achieving competitive advantage (Parmigiani and Rivera-

Santos, 2011). Firms’ new product performance should not be considered in a vacuum 

(Galaskiewicz and Zaheer, 1999; Gulati et al., 2000) but in relation to its partnering capacity.  

Gulati et al. (2000) emphasize that inter-firm cooperation can be viewed as a unique 

resource for individual firms, which provides access to new tangible and intangible assets that 

strengthen firms’ competitive advantages (Walker and Poppo, 1991). Firms engage in inter-

firm cooperation to benefit from the partner’s implicit and explicit endorsement that an alliance 

with larger parties usually brings (Colombo et al., 2006; Prashantham and Birkinshaw, 2008; 
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Stuart et al., 1999), and from the partner’s complementary assets (Eisenhardt and 

Schoonhoven, 1996; Gans and Stern, 2003) that provide access to new markets (Hitt et al., 

2000), production facilities (Teece, 1986), technologies (Ahuja, 2000) and knowledge (Powell 

et al., 1996). In general, access to complementary assets helps to improve new product 

performance (Martovoy, 2014) and adapt to technological changes (Rothaermel, 2001). 

To conceptualize the impact of inter-firm cooperation on new product performance, we 

hypothesize and explore two mechanisms. The first mechanism is via a possible enhancement 

of product visibility (partner’s endorsement); the second is via an improvement of new product 

quality (partner’s complementary assets). Product visibility attracts consumers via promotional 

activities while new product quality attracts consumers via products’ characteristics that are 

relatively better compared to other products on the market (Karray and Sigué, 2016; Moon and 

Kamakura, 2016).  

The effects of new product quality and product visibility on new product performance 

have been explored in the literature (Gemser et al., 2008; Karray and Sigué, 2015; Olbrich et 

al., 2017). Both factors are important attributes for successful launch of new products. Studies 

that address these factors focus on (1) comparison of the effects of both factors while defining 

which one is more influential for new product performance (Olshavsky and Miller, 1972); or 

(2) consider the effect of one factor in relation to another one, for example, product visibility 

moderated by new product quality or vice versa (Kirmani and Rao, 2000; Olshavsky and 

Miller, 1972; Rao and Ruekert, 1999). Some researchers study new product quality and product 

visibility in the context of inter-firm cooperation (e.g., Broekhuizen et al., 2013). Nevertheless, 

there is no comprehensive study that assesses the effect of involvement of firms into inter-firm 

cooperation (the level of inter-firm cooperation) on new product quality and product visibility, 

and their consequent effect on new product performance. In addition, the relationships between 

firms that develop platforms (platform producers) and suppliers of products for these platforms 
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(product suppliers) are not studied well in this context. In the era of gradual platformization of 

industries, which is currently taking place, we consider studying this kind of relationships as 

necessary and timely from both academic and practitioner points of view. 

We posit that the effects of new product quality and product visibility on new product 

performance of firms (suppliers – in the context of this study) may vary depending on the 

market strategy of their partners (platform producers) (McEvily and Zaheer, 1999). According 

to the resource-based view, exploitation of any resource is dependent on firms’ market strategy. 

The choice for a certain platform may increase (or decrease) the effects of new product quality 

and product visibility resources. The platform-based industry is a winner-takes-all industry in 

which competition is fierce (Cennamo and Santalo, 2013). Platform producers either choose to 

follow a get-big-fast strategy to become the market leader by serving mainstream customers, 

or, alternatively, search for a market niche with a unique positioning strategy (Cennamo and 

Santalo, 2013; Megerian, 2007). Hence, we hypothesize that the effect of the level of inter-firm 

cooperation between suppliers and platform producers on new product performance is 

mediated by new product quality and product visibility and moderated by the platform 

producers’ market strategy. 

Apart from contributing to a better understanding of how suppliers should select and 

intensify inter-firm cooperation with platform producers, this study contributes to the 

Recourse-based view theory. While being one of the most commonly used theories in 

economics and strategic management, the resource-based view is still criticized for lack of 

consistency in some key issues. The most noticeable critic is about inadequacy in assessment 

of a value of resources that is usually simplified to a monetary dimension (Kraaijenbrink et al., 

2010). Our study aims to address this critic and shows that the value of a resource varies under 

the influence of other factors and should not be assessed as a detached value. Kor and Leblebici 

(2005) highlight that future sustainable competitive advantage of a firm is defined not only by 
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the value of unique resources but also by the synergetic value of a set of different resources. 

Using the example of an inter-firm cooperation resource, our study shows that the value of this 

resource relies on other factors such as the platform producers’ market strategy. This suggests 

that while estimating the value of any resource one should take into account other 

complementary resources and influential factors.  

To assess the effects of the level of inter-firm cooperation on new product performance 

of suppliers, we select the console video game industry as an empirical setting. This industry 

allows identifying all within-industry cooperation networks between platform producers and 

suppliers, classifying them according to the levels of inter-firm cooperation, as well as 

assessing their impacts on intermediate (new product quality and product visibility) and final 

(new product performance of suppliers) outcomes. 

This study provides valuable knowledge for managers of supplier firms making 

strategic decisions about the level of inter-firm cooperation and platform selection (platform 

producers). We show that inter-firm cooperation with a certain category of platform producers 

may serve as a good predictor of the level of new product quality, product visibility and new 

product performance of suppliers. More precisely, the study allows better understanding of 

how these two complementary but distinct factors (new product quality and product visibility) 

mediate the effect of the level of inter-firm cooperation on new product performance of 

suppliers, and whether the mediating effects hold under heterogeneous platform producers’ 

market strategies. 

The study is organized as follows: (1) a discussion of the conceptual background part; 

(2) a hypotheses elaboration part; 3) a discussion of the empirical setting, data analysis and 

results part; (4) a general discussion and conclusions part. 
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3.2. Conceptual Background 

The study investigates the performance implications for individual partners of inter-firm 

cooperation (Capaldo, 2007; Dyer and Singh, 1998; Sampson, 2007). Extant studies explain 

main factors that affect performance implications of inter-firm cooperation. Previous research 

shows that network linkages and positioning (Ahuja, 2000; Dolfsma and Eijk, 2016; Zaheer et 

al., 2010), knowledge/technology acquisition or exchange (Chesbrough, 2003), technological 

diversity (or distance) of partners (Sampson, 2007) impact new product performance of partner 

firms. At the same time, relatively little is known about the effect of the level of inter-firm 

cooperation on new product performance of suppliers in the context of cooperation with 

platform producers that pursue different market strategies. Deeper integration into inter-firm 

cooperation may bring better technological and knowledge exchange but it also may make 

firms (supplies) more dependent on their partners (platform producers) and, hence, less flexible 

in their business activities outside the inter-firm cooperation frameworks (Gulati et al., 2000). 

It remains unclear from the available studies whether suppliers deeply integrated into inter-

firm cooperation perform better than less integrated ones. 

Apart from the inter-firm cooperation literature, the study builds on the resource-based 

view theory and addresses the criticism regarding inadequacy of resource value assessment 

(Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010; Miller and Shamsie, 1996). We aim to extend this theory via 

conceptualizing inter-firm cooperation as one of the main firms’ unique resources that shapes 

its value via a synergetic effect of the partners’ (platform producers) market strategy. 

Addressing inter-firm cooperation as a resource that brings benefits to new product 

performance of suppliers, we also consider its impact via enhancements in new product quality 

and product visibility. 

In inter-firm cooperation literature, strategy-oriented studies focus on economies of 

scale (Dyer and Singh, 1998); technological leadership efforts (Thompson and Strickland III, 



66 
 

1980); effective governance (Hagedoorn and Hesen, 2007); geographical positioning of firms 

(Oerlemans and Meeus, 2005); and product diversification benefits (Hitt et al., 1997), but little 

attention is paid to the impact of market strategies of one party on new product performance of 

another party. Inter-firm cooperation between suppliers and platform producers implies that 

both sides are mutually dependent on the other party’s strategic choices. Asymmetric 

dependence exists, as platform producers rely less on individual suppliers since they can choose 

from numerous offerings and the market strategies of suppliers do not significantly affect 

platform producers (Gnyawali and Madhavan, 2001; Lavie, 2007). Since there are just a few 

platform producers active in the industry (e.g., there are four main platform producers in the 

video game industry), their strategic choice may significantly affect suppliers (there are 

thousands of product developers in the video game industry)9. Direct competition or 

mainstream market strategy and strategy of avoidance of direct competition or niche market 

strategy pose different requirements for products and thus, for suppliers.  

Similar to the studies of Matsuno and Mentzer (2000), Olson et al. (2005), and Vorhies 

and Morgan (2003), we hypothesize that the mechanisms through which the level of inter-firm 

cooperation impacts new product performance depends on the type of platform selected: 

mainstream versus niche-oriented platforms. We assume a moderating effect of platform 

producers’ market strategy on relationships between new product quality, product visibility, 

and new product performance of suppliers. The conceptual model is depicted in Figure 5. 

 

 

 

                                                           
9 A similar situation is in other industries. For example, in the online shopping (if not to 

consider small, less-known or regional platforms) there are only several main global 

platforms AMAZON, AliExpress, eBay, Walmart and numerous suppliers that cooperate 

with these platforms. 
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Figure 5. Conceptual model 

 

3.3. Hypotheses 

3.3.1. The level of inter-firm cooperation: mediating role of new product quality and 

product visibility on new product performance of suppliers 

Generally, inter-firm cooperation is seen by firms as an opportunity to outperform competitors 

external to the cooperative network (Hitt et al., 2000; Walker and Poppo, 1991). The level of 

integration in inter-firm cooperation depends on the strategic objectives of partnering firms and 

may vary across firms. Some firms engage in inter-firm cooperation to get access to new 

markets while others use inter-firm cooperation to compensate for lacking production facilities 

or to complement their existing products or services (Grove, 1996). This variance in goals alters 

the level of integration between suppliers and platform producers (from low integration to full 

integration). 
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The level of inter-firm cooperation affects new product performance of suppliers. In 

general, the deeper and more intense inter-firm cooperation, the more resources firms share 

thanks to complementarity and willingness to benefit from the relationship (Lavie, 2007). 

Firms involved into inter-firm cooperation share knowledge, technologies (Gulati et al., 2005), 

gain access to new markets (Hitt et al., 2000), establish links with other members of an inter-

firm cooperation network (Roijakkers and Hagedoorn, 2006), achieve economies of scale effect 

(Gulati et al., 2000), benefit from a product complementarity effect (Grove, 1996); increase 

speed of product development (Powell et al., 1996), and share routines with their partners 

(Gulati et al., 2000). All of these may positively affect new product development (NPD) 

process of suppliers that leads to enhancement of new product quality; while cooperation with 

other strong market players leads to improvement of product visibility. 

Deep integration in inter-firm cooperation may also negatively affect new product 

performance of suppliers. Among the most common factors of the negative impact are: (1) 

opportunism of partners (Coleman, 1988; Rowley et al., 2000), (2) the harmful effect of 

exogenous factors or certain events within an industry (Madhavan et al., 1998), and (3) the 

negative effect of indirect ties within collaborative networks (Gulati et al., 2000). Firms may 

act opportunistically when getting access to technologies, knowledge, collaborators, markets 

of their partners (Clemons and Row, 1992). Opportunistic suppliers may go into direct 

competition with their partners after acquiring missing resources and assets. Thus, deeply 

integrated partners need to consider the level of openness and resource exchange within inter-

firm cooperation in order to avoid such negative outcomes. Technological change may disrupt 

existing technologies and harm platforms’ performance (Afuah, 2000; Leonard-Barton, 1992). 

Their suppliers may be locked into collaborative networks and lose their flexibility, ability to 

make decisions independently and have less freedom in embarking on new inter-firm 

cooperation (Gulati et al., 2000). Therefore, negative consequences caused by technological 
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change will be transmitted from platform producers to their deeply integrated suppliers. 

Another negative side is that suppliers may be a source of information to other unscrupulous 

suppliers with whom they are indirectly connected (Boyd and Spekman, 2008). A platform 

producer may favor one supplier over others and provide it with a better access to resources or 

even transfer knowledge from other suppliers to a preferred one, which may negatively affect 

new product performance of other suppliers (Trkman and Desouza, 2012). 

We assume that the positive effects of inter-firm cooperation outweigh the negative 

effects. All positive effects caused by inter-firm cooperation lead to changes in suppliers’ 

product visibility and product quality (Rao and Ruekert, 1994; Rao and Ruekert, 1999; Zeng 

et al., 2010). Change in product visibility is significantly determined by the market power of a 

platform producer (Guido et al., 2005). Usually suppliers have less market resources than 

platform producers; therefore, suppliers may compensate the lack of proprietary market 

resources via inter-firm cooperation with a platform producer and improve product visibility 

(Lei et al., 2008). Thus, joint promotional activities positively affect product visibility of 

suppliers (Augustine and Cooper, 2009; Karray and Sigué, 2015; Varadarajan, 1986). The level 

of inter-firm cooperation reflects the level of commitment to engage in joint promotional 

activities. The deeper firms are integrated into inter-firm cooperation, the more resources they 

share and the more likely they invest in joint promotion of products.  

Product visibility on the market with an oversupply of products where it is difficult to 

stand out and get noticed by the consumers is very important. Product visibility increases the 

chances of getting selected by consumers (Gemser et al., 2008). In the video game industry for 

example, product visibility is currently associated with the salience of products to target 

customers, as indicated by the number of multiple online reviews and consumers’ reviews 

shared online (Moon and Kamakura, 2016). A higher number of online messages corresponds 

to higher product visibility. Higher product visibility provides more information about products 
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and affects consumers’ product choice (Ert et al., 2016). Broekhuizen et al. (2013) found that 

inter-firm cooperation (with a publisher10) led to a greater new product performance because 

of a greater salience of the product (via promotion through the platform). In addition, 

consumers in general are risk averse and tend to avoid buying products with scarce information 

(Ha, 2002; Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). Therefore, it is more difficult for less visible 

products to attract consumers attention as compared with more visible ones.  

New product quality also significantly affects consumers’ choice (Gemser et al., 2008; 

Olbrich et al., 2017). It appears logical to assume that consumers will buy products of higher 

rather than lower quality. Olbrich et al. (2017) shows that consumers prefer products of higher 

quality over products of lower quality even if prices for products of higher quality are relatively 

high. A positive change in product quality increases consumers’ willingness to buy such a 

product (Marquardt and McGann, 1975; Paladino, 2008; Smith and Wright, 2004). At the same 

time, a negative change in product quality decreases not only consumers’ desire to buy a 

product but also has a stronger effect than a positive change (Mizerski, 1982; Reinstein and 

Snyder, 2005; Shen and Wyer, 2008). Thus, new product quality significantly contributes to 

new product performance and should be considered as one of its key determinants. 

Based on these considerations, new product quality and product visibility play an 

important mediating role in interrelationships between the level of inter-firm cooperation and 

new product performance of suppliers. We hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 1. The positive effect of the level of inter-firm cooperation on new product        

performance of suppliers is mediated by new product quality. 

                                                           
10 This is an example of cooperation in the video game industry. A publisher is a company 

that organizes promotion and a digital or physical release of video games (designed by 

product developers). 
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Hypothesis 2. The positive effect of the level of inter-firm cooperation on new product 

performance of suppliers is mediated by product visibility. 

3.3.2. Moderation: Platform producers’ market strategy 

Apart from the level of inter-firm cooperation, the choice for a certain platform also impacts 

new product performance. We argue that new product performance of suppliers is influenced 

by the positioning of platforms in terms of their target market. Platforms producers’ market 

strategy does not only determine market position of platforms (in terms of market share) but 

may also affect the ultimate market positions of their suppliers. Platforms serve as a bridge 

between suppliers and consumers (Cennamo and Santalo, 2013) and any strategic move of a 

platform producer may reshape the existing consumer and supplier base. Hence, platform 

producers’ market strategy may also change the effects of new product quality and product 

visibility. 

We distinguish between two types of platform producers’ market strategy that may 

differently affect new product performance of suppliers. The first one is characterized by 

aggressive behavior that leads to direct competition with other platform producers (a 

mainstream market) [Cennamo and Santalo, 2013]. Pursuing this market strategy, platform 

producers try to develop a wide range of products and complementary assets and attract as 

many consumers as possible (Caillaud and Jullien, 2003; Katz and Shapiro, 1994). The 

anticipated outcome of this market strategy is suppression of all competitors and race for 

market dominance (Shapiro and Varian, 1999). In the context of this strategy, platform 

producers increase the consumer and the supplier base (Eocman et al., 2006). 

In order to increase the consumer base, platform producers may apply the price 

dumping strategy (Eisenmann et al., 2006). To do that, they need to have a sufficient amount 

of resources that would allow promoting and releasing platforms with the pricing below the 

point of the payback. When the price dumping strategy is applied, platform producers need to 
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cultivate a sufficient variety of products that will attract a wide range of consumers (Eisenmann 

et al., 2006). In addition, to increase product diversification, platform producers need to create 

appealing conditions for new suppliers and then enhance competition between all suppliers of 

the same platform (Boudreau and Lakhani, 2009). In order to attract suppliers, platform 

producers may use a licensing strategy to make formal agreements (Hagiu, 2009; Mantena et 

al., 2008); create alliances with strong suppliers (Hagedoorn and Schakenraad, 1992); attract 

suppliers via low cost or free access to technology (e.g., program code, technological 

standards); and promote suppliers’ products (Moen et al., 2004). All these arrangements create 

inter-firm cooperation of different intensity which leads to an increase in the variety of 

suppliers’ products (Turner et al., 2010). All in all, platform producers’ market strategy of 

direct competition (mainstream market) creates a competitive business environment for their 

suppliers. Suppliers are forced to compete not only with other suppliers for the same platform 

but with suppliers of other platforms. This means that in order to outperform their competitors, 

suppliers have to develop products of relatively higher quality. 

In contrast to direct competition, the essence of a niche market strategy is to avoid of 

direct competition with other platform producers (Greve, 2000; Miller, 1986). In order to fulfill 

this market strategy, platform producers may try to satisfy specific consumer needs which are 

not met by mainstream products (Cennamo and Santalo, 2013), develop distinctive or exclusive 

products that are not available on other platforms (Mantena et al., 2008), and establish close 

relationships with suppliers and prevent them from cooperation with other platforms (Stennek, 

2007). These actions of platform producers may lead to equalization of their suppliers (Lee, 

2013). Competition among suppliers of such platform producers may be lower compared to 

competition among suppliers of mainstream platform producers that push their products to 

technological and quality limits in order to outperform their competitors. In addition, having a 

smaller number of downloads / installations and expecting lower returns from investments, 
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suppliers of niche platform producers may invest less in product development that may also 

negatively affect new product quality. 

New product quality is a strong signal that affects consumers’ decision to buy a product. 

However, consumers’ awareness about new product quality may also rely on the type of a 

platform, i.e. a mainstream vs niche (Gemser et al., 2008). Products and their developers 

(suppliers) in mainstream markets are usually well known by consumers. Therefore, firms, in 

such markets, may put fewer efforts to make their products more visible compared to niche 

markets. Consumers make their product choice based on their own experience with a certain 

product/supplier or rely on the experience of other people, usually friends (peer-based 

information), in mainstream markets (Buttle, 1998). 

Generally, in niche markets, products and suppliers are less known by average 

consumers compared to mainstream markets. This makes consumers’ choice difficult. Due to 

insufficient information about products in niche markets, consumers, usually, make their 

product choice with regard to product salience (Gemser et al., 2008). Salience means product 

visibility and appeal to consumers (Alba and Chattopadhyay, 1986). In creative industries 

salience is enhanced by a number of critics or apprises (reviews) about certain product. Such 

state of affairs may force both suppliers and platform producers, in niche markets, to invest 

more in product visibility in order to make their products more appealing to consumers. 

All of these mean that new product quality and product visibility may vary in effects 

depending on the platform produces’ market strategy.  Based on this, we hypothesize the 

following: 

Hypothesis 3a. In the context of inter-firm cooperation, the positive effect of new product 

quality on new product performance of suppliers is stronger for mainstream 

platforms compared to niche platforms. 
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Hypothesis 3b. In the context of inter-firm cooperation, the positive effect of product visibility 

on new product performance of suppliers is stronger for niche platforms 

compared to mainstream platforms. 

3.4. Methods 

3.4.1. Setting and Data 

We use the console video game industry as an empirical setting for our analysis. This industry 

meets the requirements of the study design and provides a suitable set of inter-firm 

collaborations between platform producers and suppliers. More important, multiple data 

sources, available in the industry, facilitate operationalization of the main constructs and 

control variables. 

Data on suppliers and three main console producers (Nintendo, Microsoft, and Sony) 

were collected from related web-resources such as VGchartz; GameRankings; MobyGames; 

GiantBomb; Statista11. Additional web-resources were used to validate the data, and to fill in 

missing data (LinkedIn and IGN)11. The dataset covers the period between 1995 and 2014, and 

accounts for 7074 inter-firm collaborations that resulted in a released video game. 

3.4.2. Measures 

Dependent variable: 

New product performance of suppliers is assessed by the number of units (video 

games) sold. Since the observations of this variable is not normally distributed (skewed to the 

right); we apply a log transformation. 

 

 

                                                           
11 GameRankings (www.gamerankings.com); GiantBomb (www.giantbomb.com); IGN 

(www.ign.com); LinkedIn (www.linkedin.com); MobyGames (www.mobygames.com); 

Statista (www.statista.com); VGchartz (www.vgchartz.com). 

http://www.gamerankings.com/
http://www.giantbomb.com/
http://www.ign.com/
http://www.linkedin.com/
http://www.mobygames.com/
http://www.statista.com/
http://www.vgchartz.com/
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Independent variable: 

The level of inter-firm cooperation. The degree to which video game developers 

(suppliers) integrate and cooperate with the platform producers. We identify and propose 3 

levels of inter-firm cooperation: level 1 (low integration – fully independent suppliers); level 2 

(intermediate integration – subcontracted suppliers working on a work-for-hire basis); level 3 

(high integration – suppliers owned by a platform producer). 

Mediators: 

New product quality. Following prior research (Elliot and Simmons, 2008; Hennig-

Thurau et al., 2006), we operationalize new product quality as an aggregated critical review 

score ranging from 0 to 100 points, based on GameRankings scores.  

Product visibility. Product visibility reflects the salience of the video game within the 

market. We base this on a number of resources where critical reviews for products are made. 

Among other factors in this specific industry, product visibility is predetermined by a number 

of critical reviews made by different media resources. The more media resources discuss the 

product, the larger the salience and respectively the larger the number of consumers covered 

(Moon and Kamakura, 2016). 

Moderator: 

Platform producers’ market strategy. This is a dichotomous variable that reflects 

whether the platform producers use an aggressive direct competition type (mainstream 

platform=0) or an evasive niche market strategy (niche platform=1). Microsoft (XBOX) and 

Sony (PlayStation) platforms belong to the mainstream platforms that pursue the direct 

competition market strategy fighting for the mainstream gamers, while Nintendo (Wii) is 

considered to be a niche platform that avoids direct competition with the two mainstream 

platforms (Cennamo and Santalo, 2013; Megerian, 2007).  
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Control variables: 

A set of control variables has been added to the model. We control for (1) Age of suppliers; (2) 

speed of product release (Speed of release), operationalized as the time span (a number of 

months) between platform and product’s releases; (3) geographical location of suppliers, 

operationalized with a set of dummy variables (Europe, North America, Other countries); (4) 

level of competition within the industry (Level of competition), operationalized as a number of 

released products (video games) per annum; (5) type of a product or a genre of a video game, 

operationalized with dummy variables (video game genres were combine in six related 

categories); (6) seasonality of sales, operationalized as a dummy variable (off-season=0; high 

season during November and December=1); (7) promotional power of video game publishers12 

(Promotional power), operationalized as the cumulative number of products promoted/released 

by a video game publisher prior to the release of each video game (we control for this effect 

due to the fact that suppliers cooperate with publishers of different promotional power which 

may hide or misrepresent the effect of the level of inter-firm cooperation on product visibility); 

(8) sequel, operationalized as a dummy variable to reflect whether a video game is an original 

release=0, or a successor of a previous video game=1; (9) number of developed products (in 

the past), operationalized as a cumulative number of video games that had been developed by 

suppliers prior to the release of a new video game; (10) depth of experience, operationalized as 

a number of products released for a single platform by a certain supplier; (11) breadth of 

experience, operationalized as a number of different generations of the same platform for which 

suppliers released products (video games); (12) number of platforms per product, 

operationalized as a number of platforms for which one certain video game has been developed 

                                                           
12 Video game publishers are responsible only for the promotion and distribution of video 

games. Video game publishers are third party firms in interaction between platform producers 

and suppliers. These firms provide additional promotional benefits besides those which are 

provided by platform producers. 
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(platform exclusivity); (13) number of platforms per supplier, operationalized as a number of 

platforms for which suppliers develop video games. 

3.4.3. Estimation approach 

To estimate the mediation and moderation effects we applied the Baron and Kenny’s (1986), 

Hayes’ (2015) and Muller et al. (2005) techniques. First, we estimate the presence of the direct 

effect of the Level of inter-firm cooperation on New product performance (Equation 3): 

(3) Y = a3 + b3X + ɛ3 

Second, we estimate the direct effect of the Level of inter-firm cooperation on New Product 

quality and Product visibility (Equations 4.1 and 4.2): 

(4.1) Me1 = a41 + b41X + ɛ41 

(4.2) Me2 = a42 + b42X + ɛ42 

Third, we estimate the mediated effect of the Level of inter-firm cooperation via New product 

quality and Product visibility on New product performance (Equation 5): 

(5) Y = a5 + b5X + c5Me1 + d5Me2 + ɛ5 

Fourth, we estimate the moderated effect (Platform producers’ market strategy) of New product 

quality and Product visibility on New product performance (Equation 6): 

(6) Y = a6 + c6Me1 + d6Me2 + e6Mo + g6Me1Mo + h6Me2Mo + ɛ6 

Lastly, we estimate Moderated Mediation effect (Equation 7): 

(7) Y = a7 + b7X + e7Mo + f7XMo + c7Me1 + d7Me2 + g7Me1Mo + h7Me2Mo + ɛ7 

For the estimation of Moderated Mediation, we also applied the test of Hayes’ PROCESS 

2.13.1 macro (Macro-Model 14) in SPSS. 
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Before performing the moderation and mediation analyses, all variables but the DV 

were mean centred. An ordinary least squares (OLS) regression was applied. Descriptive 

statistics and the correlation matrix are provided in Table 6. 

3.5. Results 

3.5.1. Mediation 

All tests of Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 for the presence of the mediation effect show that 

New product quality and Product visibility partially mediate the effect of The level of inter-

firm cooperation on New product performance of suppliers (Y). The regression analysis shows 

that the total direct effect of The level of inter-firm cooperation (βThe level of inter-firm cooperation = .10; 

p<.001; [Model 1; Table 7]) decreases (βThe level of inter-firm cooperation = .04; p<.001; [Model 2; Table 

7]) when New product quality (βNew product quality = .31; p<.001; [Model 2; Table 7]) and Product 

visibility (βProduct visibility = .24; p<.001; [Model 2; Table 7]) are added. The total direct effect of 

The level of inter-firm cooperation decreases in size but remains significant, which unveils a 

partial mediation effect. Partial mediation is also confirmed by the Hayes’ test where both New 

product quality (BNew product quality = .08; p<.001) and Product visibility (BProduct visibility = .10; 

p<.001) positively affect New product performance of suppliers while the total direct effect of 

The level of inter-firm cooperation (BThe level of inter-firm cooperation = .32; p<.001) decreases (BThe 

level of inter-firm cooperation = .13; p<.001) but remains significant (Table 8)13. These results partially 

confirm Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. 

                                                           
13 Please note: Due to the fact that in the 1st regression analysis (Table 7) we aim to estimate 

the change in magnitude of the effects, standardized coefficients are reported. In Hayes’ test, 

we aim to estimate the nominal change of the size of effects, and hence unstandardized 

coefficients are reported. 
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics and the Correlation matrix 

  
Variables Min Max Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 The level of inter-

firm cooperation 
1 3 1.11 .43            

2 Age of suppliers 0 1065 183.43 130.57 -.01           

3 Speed of release 0 132 41.10 24.79 -.00 .04***          

4 Promotional power 1 1245 497.32 390.57 .22*** .08*** .00         

5 Level of 

competition 
11 2058 988.07 466.67 -.01 .08*** .06*** .01        

6 Number of 

developed products 

(in the past) 

0 325 18.17 34.63 .00 .58*** .09*** .19*** .11***       

7 Depth of 

experience 
1 150 5.57 9.01 .07*** .38*** .33*** .17*** .02 .60***      

8 Breadth of 

experience 
0 11 3.41 2.32 -.12*** .49*** .07*** .16*** .34*** .52*** .29**     

9 Number of 

platforms per 

product 

1 3 1.67 .77 -.19*** .05*** .09*** .05*** .18*** .08*** .01 .42***    

10 Number of 

platforms per 

supplier 

1 3 2.56 .70 -.44*** .23*** .01 .01 .09*** .19*** .12*** .51*** .39**   

11 New product 

quality 
30.25 100.00 68.78 13.57 .13*** .06*** -.04*** .24*** -.12*** .08*** .10*** .03*** .02 -.02  

12 Product visibility 1 108 23.75 18.87 .17*** .02 -.16*** .21*** .02 -.01 -.06*** .02 .00 -.05*** .46*** 

Notes: 

N = 7074; * P<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001 

Dichotomous variables are not reported in the matrix 

Level of Competition reflects a number of video games released within a year. The minimum value of the Level of competition is explained by the fact that Play Station was 

released in December 1994 and only 11 video games for it were released that year. Moreover, there were no matching platforms from other developers in 1994. 
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3.5.2. Moderation 

We test Hypothesis 3a and Hypothesis 3b in two steps. First, we test whether the effects of 

New product quality and Product visibility differ when Platform producers’ market strategy 

(Mo) varies. The analysis shows that the effect of New product quality is stronger for suppliers 

of mainstream platforms (βPlatform producers’ market strategy×New product quality = -.07; p<.001) while the 

effect of Product visibility is stronger for suppliers of niche platforms (βPlatform producers’ market 

strategy×Product visibility = .06; p<.001) [Table 7; Model 3]. The same patterns are in the Hayes’ test; 

New product quality has a higher effect for suppliers of mainstream platforms (B = .09; p<.001) 

compared to the suppliers of niche platforms (B = .05; p<.001); while the size of the Product 

visibility effect is higher for suppliers of niche platforms (B = .15; p<.001) compared to 

suppliers of mainstream platforms (B = .10; p<.001) [Table 8]. These results support 

Hypothesis 3a and Hypothesis 3b. 

Second, we test for the Moderated Mediation effect. To test this effect, we follow 

Muller’s et al. (2005) approach and estimate not only moderated effects of New product quality 

and Product visibility but also the moderated direct effect of The level of inter-firm 

cooperation. Inclusion of the moderated direct effect of The level of inter-firm cooperation is 

called to verify whether Mo affects the direct link between The level of inter-firm cooperation 

– New product performance of suppliers or it only affects links between New product quality 

– New product performance of suppliers and Product visibility – New product performance of 

suppliers. The analysis confirms partial Moderated Mediation; both effects of New product 

quality (βPlatform producers’ market strategy×New product quality = -.08; p<.001; [Table 7; Model 4]), Product 

visibility (βPlatform producers’ market strategy×Product visibility = .03; p=.019; [Table 7; Model 4]) and The 

level of inter-firm cooperation (βPlatform producers’ market strategy×The level of inter-firm cooperation = .11; 

p<.001; [Table 7; Model 4]) are significant. These results evidence that Mo affects not only 

New product quality and Product visibility but also some other unobserved factors. 
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To visualize the regression results, we plotted 2 graphs on Figures 6 and 7. The dashed 

line represents New product performance of suppliers of niche platforms (Nintendo platform 

producer), the solid line represents New product performance of suppliers of mainstream 

platforms (Sony and Microsoft platform producers). The visual representation of results 

supports the conclusion that the effect of New product quality on New product performance of 

suppliers is higher for products of mainstream platforms while Product visibility is higher for 

products of niche platforms. 

The control variables considered in the study show the following results. New product 

performance is higher for suppliers that wait relatively longer for the product release (βSpeed of 

release = .079; p<.001); that come from North America; that release sequels (βSequel = .054; 

p<.001); during Christmas (βSeasonality = .070; p<.001), and in more competitive markets (βLevel 

of competition = .063; p<.001); and that work with publishers that have higher promotional power 

(βPromotional power = .144; p<.001). 
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Table 7. Regression results for New product performance of suppliers  

Independent variables 

Mediation Moderation 

Direct effect Mediated effect Moderated effect Moderated Mediation 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

The level of inter-firm cooperation .10*** 

(.04) 

.04*** 

(.04) 

 .05*** 

(.04) 

New product quality  .31*** 

(.001) 

.35*** 

(.001) 

.35*** 

(.001) 

Product visibility  .24*** 

(.001) 

.24*** 

(.001) 

.24*** 

(.001) 

Platform producers’ market strategy   .05*** 

(.04) 

.04*** 

(.04) 

Platform producers’ market strategy×New 

product quality 

  -.07*** 

(.002) 

-.08*** 

(.002) 

Platform producers’ market 

strategy×Product visibility 

  .06*** 

(.002) 

.03* 

(.002) 

Platform producers’ market strategy×The 

level of inter-firm cooperation 

   .11*** 

(.08) 

 

R Square .142 .330 .333 .344 

R Square adjusted .140 .328 .331 .341 

F change 61.678***a 985.304*** 418.624***a 58.029*** 

Number of observations 7074 7074 7074 7074 

Notes: 
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 

Control variables are not reported (but are used in the tests) 

Standardized coefficients are reported with standard errors in parentheses 

The detailed results are in Annex 2 

a - the model is compared with a null model (when the test is run only with the control variables) 
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Table 8. Results of Moderated Mediation with use of Hayes’ PROCESS 2.13.1 macro SPSS (Model 14) 

Hypotheses The effects Platform Size of the effect Hypothesis supported? 

- 
Total effect The level of inter-firm cooperation on New 

product performance of suppliers 
All 

.32*** 

(.04) - 

- 
Direct effect The level of inter-firm cooperation on New 

product performance of suppliers (when mediators are added) 
All 

.13*** 

(.04) - 

H1 

Indirect effect The level of inter-firm cooperation on New 

product performance of suppliers (New product quality) [no 

moderation effect] 

All 

08*** 

(.01) Partially 

H3a 
Indirect effect The level of inter-firm cooperation on New product 

performance of suppliers (New product quality) 

Mainstream 
.09*** 

(.01) 
Yes 

Niche 
.05*** 

(.01) 

H2 

Indirect effect The level of inter-firm cooperation on New 

product performance of suppliers (Product visibility) 

[no moderation effect] 

All 

.10*** 

(.01) Partially 

H3b 
Indirect effect The level of inter-firm cooperation on New product 

performance of suppliers (Product visibility) 

Mainstream 
.10*** 

(.01) 
Yes 

Niche 
.15*** 

(.02) 

Index of moderated mediation 

- 
New product quality  

-.03*** 

(.01) 
- 

- 
Product visibility  

.05*** 

(.02) 
- 

Notes: 

* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 

Control variables are not reported (but are used in the tests)
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Figure 6. The effect of New product quality on New product performance of suppliers 

for distinct Platform producers’ market strategies 

 

Solid line – Mainstream market strategy (Sony and Microsoft platform producers) 

Dashed line – Niche market strategy (Nintendo platform producer) 
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Figure 7. The effect of New product visibility on New product performance of suppliers 

for distinct Platform producers’ market strategies 

 

Solid line – Mainstream market strategy (Sony and Microsoft platform producers) 

Dashed line – Niche market strategy (Nintendo platform producer) 

 

3.5.3. Robustness checks 

For the robustness check we applied a split sample test. We randomly selected 50% 

observations from the whole sample and ran the analyses with the identical to the main analyses 

models. The robustness check results are similar to the results of the whole sample analysis 

(see Table 9). 
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Table 9. Regression results for New product performance of suppliers (Robustness check) 

Independent variables 

Mediation Moderation 

Direct effect Mediated effect Moderated effect Moderated Mediation 

Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

The level of inter-firm cooperation .10*** 

(.06) 

.03* 

(.05) 

 .04* 

(.05) 

New product quality  .33*** 

(.00) 

.36*** 

(.00) 

.36*** 

(.00) 

Product visibility  .24*** 

(.00) 

.24*** 

(.00) 

.24*** 

(.00) 

Platform producers’ market strategy   .04** 

(.05) 

.04* 

(.05) 

Platform producers’ market strategy×New 

product quality 

  -.05** 

(.00) 

-.07*** 

(.00) 

Platform producers’ market 

strategy×Product visibility 

  .04* 

(.00) 

.02 

(.00) 

Platform producers’ market strategy×The 

level of inter-firm cooperation 

   .10*** 

(.11) 

 

R Square .147 .339 .341 .352 

R Square adjusted .142 .335 .336 .347 

Number of observations 3537 3537 3537 3537 
Notes: 

* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 

Control variables are not reported (but are used in the tests) 

Standardized coefficients are reported with standard errors in parentheses 

The detailed results are in Annex 2 

a - the model is compared with a null model (when the test is run only with the control variables)
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3.6. Discussion and Conclusion 

In this study, we analyze the effect of the level of inter-firm cooperation on new product 

performance of suppliers. We explore how the effect of inter-firm cooperation is mediated by 

new product quality and product visibility and how this mediation is moderated by platform 

producer’s market strategy. The study shows that the deep integration into inter-firm 

cooperation positively impacts new product quality and product visibility. These findings 

support the general academic opinion about a positive role of inter-firm cooperation 

(Parmigiani and Rivera-Santos, 2011; Pollack et al., 2015; Sorenson et al., 2008) and extend 

the understanding of how precisely the positive influence of inter-firm cooperation is channeled 

into firms’ new product performance. 

The positive change in new product quality suggests that firms that are closely linked 

to platform producers may gain better access to certain resources than those firms that are more 

distant from platform producers. In industries similar to the console video game one, a platform 

provides a technological basis or a de facto standard for the suppliers of products (Hill, 1997). 

Suppliers, being aware about all technological aspects of platforms, release products that meet 

these aspects or technological requirements. However, access to general information about 

technological specification of a platform does not guarantee that suppliers will be able to apply 

all technological novelties of this platform and deliver new products of premium quality (John, 

2013). Suppliers may require detailed instructions from platform producers’ about how to use 

certain platforms features and how to adjust or optimize their products in order to maximize 

product quality (John, 2013). The results of this study show that access to such information or 

knowledge may vary in accordance with the intensity of inter-firm cooperation arrangements 

with platform producers. 

Similar to new product quality, the role of product visibility is also higher for suppliers 

that closely collaborate with platform producers. The latter are interested in having as many 
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product suppliers as possible to maintain or increase their install(ed) base, in other words, to 

support the interest among existing consumers in their platform and to attract new consumers 

(Suarez, 2004). Platform producers may equally benefit from each supplier that provides a 

unique product for their platforms and, therefore, they should support them equally. 

Nevertheless, the study shows that product visibility of independent suppliers is significantly 

lower as compared to those who are in a cooperation with platform producers. Such a difference 

demonstrates that suppliers leverage their inter-firm cooperation to a different extent and that 

platform producers are selective in their support in terms of product visibility. One of the 

explanations could be that in platform-based industries, platform producers aim to have 

exclusive, unique, products that are not available on other platforms (Lee, 2013). Such products 

in many cases are developed by suppliers that are formally owned by platform producers or 

their contractors while independent suppliers are free to develop products for different 

platforms. Under such circumstances, platform producers will benefit more from visibility of 

products of closely integrated suppliers compared to independent suppliers. This fact leads to 

different levels of support from platform producers and hence different product visibility. 

With these findings, the study contributes to the inter-firm cooperation literature in two 

ways. First, it shows that the level of new product performance of suppliers does not only rely 

on suppliers’ cooperation with platform producers, but also depends on the level of intensity 

of such cooperation (level of inter-firm cooperation). This evidence extends our understanding 

of the impact of inter-firm cooperation on new product performance and suggests to consider 

it not as a simple binary construct ‘cooperation vs. non-cooperation’ but as a construct that 

encompasses different levels of inter-firm cooperation (cooperation as an engagement with 

different levels of intensity). Second, the study shows how precisely and over what channels 

inter-firm cooperation influences new product performance. It shows that inter-firm 

cooperation enhances new product quality, which, in turn, affects product visibility and, via it, 
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new product performance. However, the partially mediated effect of the level of inter-firm 

cooperation by new product quality and product visibility implies that there are other 

unobserved factors impacting new product performance. This does not mean that the effects of 

new product quality and product visibility are negligible but implies that the power of other 

(unobserved) factors is also significant (e.g., Sivadas and Dwyer, 2000; Souder and Song, 

1997; Subin and Workman Jr., 2004; Yap and Souder, 1994). All in all, we believe that 

proposed conceptualization of inter-firm cooperation as multi-level phenomenon and 

consideration of its indirect impact on new product performance extend the existing knowledge 

in the inter-firm cooperation literature. 

Further in the study, we aimed to assess how persistent the effect of the level of inter-

firm cooperation on new product performance of suppliers with regard to the market strategy 

of platform producers. The goal was to show that the value of the inter-firm cooperation 

resource is contingent on external factors. It was driven by the criticism of the insufficiency of 

the monetary-based estimation of the resource’s value in the resource-based view 

(Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010). Our findings show that, indeed, the same inter-firm cooperation 

resource has a different value when the factor of the platform producers’ market strategy is 

added. With this finding, we suggest that further improvement of the value estimation of the 

inter-firm cooperation resource shall rely not only on the monetary metrics but also on its 

synergetic effect with other different but related factors. 

While considering the conditional effect of inter-firm cooperation, the study shows how 

market orientation (a market strategy) of one party may affect the performance of other parties 

within the inter-firm cooperative network. Two distinct types of market strategies (mainstream 

and niche) are often discussed in academic literature (Caillaud and Jullien, 2003; Cennamo and 

Santalo, 2013; Katz and Shapiro, 1994). Scholars mainly consider pros and cons of each of 

these strategies (Cennamo and Santalo, 2013) and pay less attention to their spillover effect. 



90 
 

Our study shows that there is a significant difference in the performance of suppliers operating 

on the mainstream and niche platforms. Suppliers of mainstream platforms perform better in 

product quality while suppliers of niche platforms perform better in product visibility. This 

difference implies that intense competition between suppliers of mainstream platforms forces 

them to innovate and develop products of premium quality. Suppliers of niche platforms, in 

turn, lack such intense competition and focus more on product promotion via leveraging 

product visibility. In other words, the study shows that in mainstream markets firms may be 

more innovative in technological advancements while in niche markets firms may be more 

innovative in product promotion. Future research focusing on studying exogenous effects of 

competitive environments on firms’ innovation activities may benefit from this study. 

The study also brings valuable insights for practitioners. In the current technologically 

diverse and dynamic world, it is challenging for firms to decide with whom to cooperate and it 

is difficult to predict what outcomes such cooperation will bring. Based on the findings of this 

study, R&D/project managers of established firms (product suppliers) may decide and predict 

(1) to what extent to cooperate with their partners; (2) what segments of their value chain will 

be improved (product development or product promotion/distribution) with regard to the type 

of markets. R&D/project managers of new or small independent firms (product suppliers) are 

flexible to provide products for mainstream and niche platforms. Using the results of this study, 

mangers of such firms may benchmark their competencies related to new product quality and 

product visibility and then decide which market or platform to approach. The study also 

provides valuable knowledge for platforms producers that control their portfolio of suppliers 

and want to adjust it in accordance with their strategy and competencies. Thus, producers of 

mainstream platforms may enhance product visibility of those suppliers that managed to 

develop products of premium quality but failed to make them visible. Producers of niche 
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platforms may find ways to encourage their suppliers invest more in R&D rather than in 

promotional activities. 

There are also some limitations. The sample size and methods of the data analysis make 

the results robust. However, additional qualitative studies or survey research may explicitly 

explain the results. The difference in impacts of the level of inter-firm cooperation, new product 

quality and product visibility regarding the strategies of platform producers needs additional 

explanations. We based our conclusions on existing literature, empirical analysis and our 

intuition, while an in-depth qualitative study may provide better insights in explaining the 

differences. The study also does not discuss other potential factors that mediate the effect of 

the level inter-firm cooperation. Partial mediation clearly indicates that there are other 

mediators; hence, it is necessary from the theoretical and practical perspectives to know what 

those mediators are in this specific context. The study also addresses only two types of firms’ 

market strategies or two types of platforms. Additional consideration of oligopolistic, 

monopolistic or fair competition types of markets may bring new inter-firm cooperation cases 

and improve the understanding of the spillover effect of a market strategy of one party 

(platform producers) on new product performance of others (suppliers).  
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