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Abstract 

The aim of this dissertation is to perform a profound literature review on platform 
competition through a systematic analysis of the main tendencies, characteristics and topics 
that have been addressed historically. In order to do so, the literature review will examine 
aspects such as the types of platforms, the research interest around them, the main concerns 
and the key themes addressed throughout the past years. The present study also has the 
objective of examining the role of the newly proposed concept of “human-complemented 
platforms” through the example of Twitch, integrating this way the current digital context 
with the platform competition research themes. Afterwards, the predicted future of platform 
research is briefly studied, preceding the conclusion of this paper. The theoretical findings 
point towards the relevance of complementors (and content creators) in the platform 
ecosystem and, most importantly, towards the need for an efficient platform management 
that benefits all market participants. 

Keywords: Platforms | Twitch | Digital | Complementors | Content creators 

 

Resumen 

El objetivo de este trabajo es realizar un profundo recorrido investigador de la literatura sobre 
las plataformas a través de un análisis sistemático de las principales tendencias, 
características y temas que han sido abordados históricamente. Para ello, la revisión de la 
literatura examinará aspectos como los tipos de plataformas, el interés de la investigación en 
torno a ellas, las principales preocupaciones y los temas clave abordados a lo largo de los 
años. El presente estudio también tiene el objetivo de examinar el papel del nuevo concepto 
propuesto de "plataformas complementadas por humanos" a través del ejemplo de Twitch, 
integrando de esta manera el contexto digital actual con los temas de investigación sobre 
plataformas. Posteriormente, se estudia brevemente el futuro previsto en el área de 
investigación de plataformas, previamente a la conclusión de este estudio. Los hallazgos 
teóricos apuntan hacia la relevancia de los complementadores (y creadores de contenido) en 
el ecosistema de la plataforma y, lo que es más importante, hacia la necesidad de una gestión 
eficiente de la plataforma que beneficie a todos los participantes del mercado. 

Palabras clave: Plataformas | Twitch | Digital | Complementadores | Creadores de contenido 
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“When digital transformation is done right, it’s like a caterpillar turning into a butterfly, 

but when done wrong, all you have is a really fast caterpillar.” 

 

- George Westerman, MIT Sloan Initiative on the Digital Economy 
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1. Introduction 

Platform research has been an interesting area of study for decades now (Katz & Shapiro, 

1985; Farrell & Saloner, 1985; McIntyre & Srinivasan, 2017; Cennamo, 2021; Rietveld & 

Schilling, 2021; Cusumano, 2022). Nevertheless, new and current ways of approaching this 

topic are needed, in line with the new platform research opportunities that are being created. 

Understanding platforms as those firms who govern transactions or interactions 

between two or more distinct user groups which are linked through an indirect network 

(Rietveld & Schilling, 2021), the origins of this concept can be traced back to 1985 (Katz & 

Shapiro, 1985; David, 1985; Farrell & Saloner, 1985). Since then, although called in many 

ways (platforms, two-sided markets, networks…) due to the scarce concept unification 

throughout research and the different disciplines that have examined the topic, platforms have 

been studied along very different industries such as telecommunications (Katz & Shapiro, 

1985; Majumdar & Venkataraman, 1998), electronic payments (Kauffman et al., 2000; 

Ackerberg & Gowrisankaran, 2006), video-cassette recorders (Cusumano et al., 1992), 

computer software and hardware (Brynjolfsson & Kemerer, 1996), air transport (Encaoua et 

al., 1996) and more recently, social networking (Li & Agarwal, 2017) and videogame 

consoles (Boudreau & Jeppesen, 2015). However, what is a platform exactly?  

The greatest down-to-earth example when trying to explain the concept of platforms 

can be found in the notion of shopping malls. A shopping mall is a physical area that allows 

the entrance of other businesses (for example shops, cinemas, restaurants…), thus creating a 

network in which the positive externalities between customers and the several businesses 

present in the shopping mall improve (Evans & Schmalensee, 2016). When the area that 

allows the entrance of other businesses is not physical, but digital, platform businesses such 
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as Amazon arise. The fact that this subject matter comes from almost four decades ago can 

be seen as quite surprising considering what it is generally understood by platforms 

nowadays, as these “innovative, digital and disruptive” ecosystems (Kumaraswamy et al., 

2018; De Reuver et al., 2018; Trabucchi & Buganza, 2020) where huge companies such as 

Google, Uber, Amazon, Airbnb, Sony PlayStation or Alibaba are just some of the most 

salient examples (Cusumano et al., 2020). Nevertheless, most of the research questions 

brought up at the time maintain their relevance nowadays.  

Currently, most platforms lose money (billions of dollars in some cases1), but the ones 

that dominate their markets can become incredibly successful2. When performing an 

analysis, Cusumano, Yoffie and Gawer (2020) correctly identified 43 success stories but also 

noticed 209 platform companies that failed as a competitor or even disappeared. The main 

causes identified in this study are: under or over pricing, over subsidizing participants or 

entering markets too late. This is a reminder that platform companies, although they have a 

tremendous potential, are no guarantee of long-term success and can result in severe failures 

(Myspace, Nokia and BlackBerry saw how their wealth easily declined). The need for 

constant innovation will always be present, as new market factors cannibalizing older ones 

will always be a threat (some clear examples could be smartphones surpassing regular 

cellphones or smartphones surpassing PCs).  

When comparing the largest 43 publicly listed digital platform companies from 1995 

to 2015 with a control sample of 100 non platform companies, both data sets show the same 

                                                           
1 The ride-sharing platform Uber lost 5.6 billion $ from investments during the recovery of the 
pandemic (Browning, 2022). 
2 Some of the companies that have gained a solid position in the Fortune 500 list are platform 
businesses: Amazon (2nd), Alphabet (8th), Microsoft (14th), Intel (46th), IBM (49th) or Netflix (115th) 
(Databahn, 2022). 
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annual revenues, with platform companies achieving that number with half the employees. 

Besides this, platform businesses were twice as profitable, growing twice as fast and twice 

as valuable as the non-platform sample –mainly because they save in employees and assets 

that are outside the business– (Cusumano et al., 2020).  

Regarding complementors (third party platform providers) in platform competition, 

previous research around them has been quite extensive. Phenomena such as their multi-

homing roles in several platforms (Cennamo et al., 2018), the threat platforms may represent 

for them (Zhu, 2019), the selective promotion of certain complements for creating ecosystem 

value (Rietveld et al., 2019) or their heterogeneity (Rietveld., 2018) are just some of the 

topics that have been studied (further development in the next section). Throughout history, 

the industries studied in the platform competition research have had complementors in the 

shape of legal entities that produced goods or provided services. For example, the main 

characteristic from a platform such as Amazon is that it is able to connect businesses from 

around the globe with its clients (generally humans but also other businesses).  

However, with platforms such as Twitch (or YouTube, TikTok…) we face a very 

different scenario, as their main complementors are humans (and not companies, although 

many businesses use this type of channels nowadays). These humans, through their 

livestreams (or videos, posts, depending on the technology) offer the platform and its users a 

complement as a product/service (whether it provides users with entertainment, interactions, 

information or even emotions). The most famous ones are nowadays called “influencers” or 

“content creators”. The research opportunities that arise from the digitalization of platforms, 

specifically from complementors, are huge. Thus, to study the role of digital human-

complemented platforms can be extremely beneficial for the platform research community, 
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where several types of platforms have been analyzed in research (further development in the 

next section). Even platforms complemented by “content creators” (Arriagada & Ibáñez, 

2020; Mazziotti, 2020; Bhargava, 2021; Rietveld & Schilling, 2021) or “influencers” 

(O’Meara, 2019; Glatt, 2021; Lin et al., 2022) have been recognized. These concepts play a 

key role in the newly introduced notion of human-complemented platforms.  

Nevertheless, no difference has yet been made in research between non-human and 

human-complemented ones. This is why focusing on more recent hits such as Twitch (or Tik 

tok), where influencers or content creators are present, could be very beneficial to the 

unexplored category of human-complemented platforms. Due to the specific characteristics 

of the subject of study, it seems logical to integrate Twitch (which will be the main example 

of the study for simplification and clarity purposes) into the platform research community. 

By doing this, aspects such as the nature, dynamics and components of human-complemented 

platforms will finally be aligned with a concept that has been crucial for platform businesses 

since decades ago. A unification of the theme into the platform competition research is 

necessary, thus allowing specific topic questions from the past and for the future to be 

addressed through the eyes of a current digital context where human-complemented 

platforms stand out.  

The aim of this study is to perform a literature review around platform research, 

analyzing the tendencies, characteristics and the main topics around platforms that have been 

addressed historically. At the same time, another objective of this paper is to examine the 

potential role of human-complemented platforms (new platform research concept introduced 

in this study) mainly through the example of Twitch, thus integrating it with the platform 

competition research. The following section proceeds with the corresponding literature 
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review, which will examine aspects such as the types of platforms, the research interest 

around them, the main concerns and the key themes addressed throughout history. 

Afterwards, the foreseeable future of platform research is briefly glanced, preceding the 

conclusion of this paper. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Types of platforms 

Nowadays, the most valuable brands around the world are platforms by nature. Currently, 

Apple (brand value of 947$ billion), Google (819$ billion), Amazon (705$ billion), 

Microsoft (611$ billion) and Tencent (214$ billion) are the top five strongest brands in the 

world, and all of them can be considered as platforms. Other platform businesses such as 

Facebook (186$ billion) or Alibaba (169$) also enter the current top ten ranking (8th and 9th 

position, respectively) (Guerrieria, 2022). 

Regarding the definition of platforms, several takes exist. Initially, Katz & Shapiro 

(1985) and Farrel & Saloner (1985) acknowledged the existence of “two-sided markets 

driven by network externalities”. Liebowitz & Margolis (1994) explained that there were 

“products or services whose value derived from an outside factor that created network 

effects”. A few years later, Meyer & Lehnerd (1997), based on automobile and electronic 

industries, used the platform term in order to refer to “an industry where a firm could build 

families of related products around common complements”. Gawer (2014), when thinking 

about Android app developers, later added that platforms were in fact “an ecosystem where 

complementors could join without the formal supplier contracts”. Similar to how the 

definition of a platform might vary depending on the context, the type of platform can as 
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well. The distinction that can be made between platforms is usually divided in three types: 

Innovation platforms, transaction platforms and hybrid platforms (Cusumano et al., 2020).  

Innovation platforms help with the development of new or complementary products or 

services (for example, video console or smartphone apps) that are commonly made by third 

party companies. This is how they function: The higher number of complements and quality 

of them inside the platform, the higher the attractiveness of the platform for all market 

players. This first type of companies create and capture value by selling or renting a product 

or, if the platform is free, by selling advertisement services. Some examples of innovation 

platforms include Microsoft Windows, Google Android, Amazon Web Services or Apple 

iOS (Cusumano et al., 2020). 

With regards to transaction platforms, they function as intermediaries between 

participants as if they were marketplaces. Once again, when the number of participants 

increases, the usefulness of the platform does too. How do they create value? By permitting 

exchanges that would be unlikely to occur if the platform was not available. And how do 

they capture that value? Mainly by collecting fees per transaction or charging for 

advertisement. In brief, they act as a market intermediary. Some great examples of 

transaction platforms are Uber, Airbnb, Google Search, Facebook or Amazon Marketplace 

(Cusumano et al., 2020). 

Finally, hybrid companies are those that could be classified either as an innovation 

platform or as a transaction one. They are especially relevant due to the change they caused 

in the industry, as not so long ago mixing the first two types seemed impossible. Unifying 

buyers, customers, sellers or advertisers seemed very different from encouraging third party 

companies into creating complementary innovations. Nowadays, some innovation platforms 
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have integrated transaction models into their strategy (like for example Apple creating the 

App Store). The reverse strategic situation can also be perceived, as some transaction 

companies have launched their own interfaces, encouraging third parties into creating 

compatible apps or services and realizing that not all innovation should be internal (for 

example, Google buying Android, Uber allowing other companies to provide additional 

services to their ride-sharing activity or Airbnb doing the same thing with their room sharing 

platform). Nowadays, the most valuable companies follow a hybrid strategy (Cusumano et 

al., 2020). More examples are present in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Basic Platform Types 

 

Source: Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie (2020) 
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2.2. Research interest around platforms 

As previously mentioned, industry platforms have become an increasingly popular topic 

throughout the years, with scholars from numerous fields such as economics (Katz & 

Shapiro, 1985; Gawer & Henderson, 2007; Hagiu, 2009), information systems (Parker & Van 

Alstyne, 2005; Bakos & Katsamakas, 2008; Huang et al., 2013), management and 

organization (Shankar & Bayus, 2003; Boudreau, 2012; Cennamo & Santalo, 2013), 

marketing (Gupta et al., 1999; Nair et al., 2004; Srinivasan et al., 2004) or innovation (Wu 

& Hisa, 2004; Yang & Han, 2021; Wang et al., 2022) that have long contributed to this 

growing area of research.  

In fact, the growth it has accomplished is astonishing. In this study, an analysis has 

been performed inspired by the search of platform paper publication growth from 1989 to 

2018 performed by Jia, Cusumano and Chen (2019), where they used Web of Science Core 

Collection as the search engine, using the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI). The search 

used “platform” as a keyword in three fields (economics, business and management). Taking 

the authors search as a reference, their data has been updated, obtaining the same figures as 

them and new ones for the most recent three years.  

As it can be seen in Figure 2, the number of papers per year with the word “platform” 

in the topic was around 1760 in 2021 (vs 184 in 2011), which shows the recent and massive 

growth the topic has had in the last decade. When looking at papers per year with the word 

“platform” in its title, there were around 471 in 2021 (vs 28 in 2011), thus picturing the same 

situation. Regarding the times the word “platform” appears in the topic, four different slopes 

can be perceived in Figure 2. The first one goes from 1989 to 2007, showing a low-paced 

growth. Then, from 2008 to 2015, the slope inclination goes significantly upwards, but still 
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shows a moderate growth. From 2015 to 2018, the inclination of the slope grows even more, 

showing a clear diagonal position, meaning that the growth during those years started to be 

substantial.  From 2018 on, the slope is closer to a vertical position than to a horizontal one, 

which proves that the importance of the topic during the last years has significantly boosted. 

This is a perfect reflection of the growing interest in the platform research, an area with a 

solid past but also a promising future.  

Figure 2: Growth of Published Paper Count per Publication Year (1989-2021) 

 

Source: Own elaboration. Database: Web of Science 

In another analysis performed by Rietveld and Schilling (2021) based on a sample of 

333 articles, it is stated that platform competition has grown exponentially since the first 

platform papers back in 1985 (Katz & Shapiro, 1985; David, 1985; Farrell & Saloner, 1985). 

Since that time, he most prominent fields have been Economics, Management and 

Organization, and then, in a much further position, Information Systems and Marketing, in 

that order. This can be perceived in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3: Number of Sample Articles on Platform Research, by Year and Field

 

Source: Rietveld and Schilling (2021) 

Until the end of the 2000s, articles outside the area of economics mostly cited studies 

from economics. From articles in Management and Organization from 2000 to 2006, around 

80% of the total backward citations belonged to the field of economics. In the same time 

frame, information systems articles reached the same percentage while Marketing ones got a 

53%. As time went by, all fields started to become more inward-looking. From 2014 to 2019, 

economics gathered around 42% of all backward citations. Nevertheless, backward citations 

from articles in the same field done by studies in information systems, management and 

organizations, and marketing reached, respectively, 37%, 50% and 34%. These numbers 

show that, regarding platform research, scholars are constantly increasing the likelihood of 

citing studies from their own areas. For a total citation network representation, see Figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Citation Networks per Time Period, Color Coded by Field of Backward Citation 

 

Source: Rietveld and Schilling (2021) 

The type of study performed has also been analyzed by the two abovementioned 

authors, where it can be seen in Table 1 that theoretical modelling is the most used method 

in general and for Economics and Information Systems, whereas conceptual modelling is the 

preferred one for Management and Organization, with model and estimation being the 

favorite for the Marketing community. Nevertheless, the information systems discipline and 

the Management and Organization one also use empirical estimations. Regarding the 

marketing discipline, the second most used type of study is the model an estimation one. 
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Table 1: Distribution of Methods Within Field (in percentages) 

 

Source: Rietveld and Schilling (2021) 

Regarding the explored themes, the same authors performed another key analysis of 

the most common ones, where it can be seen in Figure 5 that the empirical setting of 

videogame consoles has been the most studied one, followed far away by mobile apps and 

newspapers. Their followers are personal digital assistants, browsers, mobile 

telecommunications, CD players and companies such as Intel or Amazon. 

Figure 5: Top 10 Most Studied Empirical Settings in Platform Competition Research 

 

Source: Rietveld and Schilling (2021) 
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2.3. Main concerns 

The origins of the platform concept go back to the 80s, when many economists began writing 

about the phenomenon of two-sided markets and its implications. They also acknowledged 

the fact that these markets were driven by “network externalities” (Katz & Shapiro, 

1985,1986; Farrel & Saloner, 1986). The idea can even be traced back even further, 

specifically in the context of communication services, where Rohfls explained that utility 

increased when more people joined the system (Rohlfs, 1974; Schmalensee, 2011). These 

externalities led to scholars using the term “network effects” when referring to positive 

feedback inter-relations or loops. These increased returns would be experienced by users 

when the externality is found. Some authors even differentiated between network effects or 

externalities, with the latter not being necessarily beneficial. (Liebowitz & Margolis, 1994, 

1998). 

After economists, management researchers adopted the topic of multi-sided markets 

and network externalities at the start of the 1990s and slowly began to refer to the main 

technologies or products as “platforms” (Cusumano, 2010). This term was set based on the 

notion of “product platforms”, which referred to a concept used in the automobile and 

consumer electronic industries. There, a firm could create families of similar products around 

related components (Meyer & Lehnerd, 1997). Nevertheless, a key feature of industry 

platforms is the creation of “cross-side” or “indirect” effects, such as the ones between users 

and companies that act as a third party complementor. The opposite would be “same-side” 

or “direct” network effects, such as the ones between two users via social media or a 

messaging platform. The second crucial feature of platforms would be linked to the fact that 

complementors, when providing complements to an industry platform, are joining a certain 
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“ecosystem” (For example, by building applications for a PC or a smartphone without the 

usual supplier contracts) (Gawer, 2014; Gawer & Cusumano, 2014). 

An ongoing problem in the platform research field has always been the concept 

unification. For example, since it was first used, researchers use the word “platform” 

differently. Gawer & Cusumano (2002), defined platform as a “system-like product or 

technology that increases in value with external complementary innovations”. This definition 

applies when complementary software applications are introduced into operating systems or 

internet browsers. During the last two decades, researchers and the media have both amplified 

the use of the term to refer to online marketplaces (Alibaba, Amazon, eBay), internet 

applications (Google search), social media (Facebook) or sharing economy services (Uber 

and Airbnb) (Cusumano, 2020). Knowing the wide range it has, why do they refer to all these 

different type of businesses as platforms? The definition proposed by Eisenmann, Parker & 

Van Alstyne (2006) could be a good answer to the previous question, as they stated that 

“products and services that put together groups of users in two-sided or indirect networks” 

are platforms. Although this definition might be missing the concept of network effects, it 

serves a simple reflection of these distinctive businesses called platforms, in which the bigger 

one side of the system, the more beneficial for the other sides. 

A second problem regarding platforms has been linked to their classification, as 

scholars found it difficult to agree on how many different types of platforms exist. There are 

“invisible” software platforms such as operating systems (Evans et al., 2006) or even online 

marketplaces (Evans & Schmalensee, 2016), which are very different. There are also 

“intermediaries” that align together data, labor, machines or market actors (Parker et al., 

2016). Some scholars have stated that platforms simply are “interfaces” that put together two 



 19 

or more market players (McIntyre & Srinivasan, 2017). Platforms have also been categorized 

depending on their type of value creation (such as co-creation with partners from that 

ecosystem) (Fehrer et al., 2018) or according to their level of “openness” to third parties (the 

opposite situation would be the control by the platform owner) (Eisenmann et al., 2009; 

Boudreau, 2010). There are even authors that argue that six kinds of marketplaces can be 

found. These are: efficient product transaction platforms (for example, Beepi), digital product 

community platforms (Sellfy), product “aficionados” platforms (HobbyDB), on demand 

offline services platforms (StyleSeat), online services platforms (iTalki) and peer to peer 

offline services platforms (Airbnb) (Täuscher & Laudien, 2018). Nevertheless, one of the 

most common categorizations, proposed by Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie (2019), has been 

made between innovation, transaction or hybrid platforms, already mentioned earlier in this 

paper. Another problem that has emerged during the years, the third one, relates to the 

scarcity of large sample analysis between platform businesses and non-platform businesses. 

This situation was also approached by the latter authors, as it can be perceived in the brief 

comparative analysis explained during the introduction of this paper. 

Regarding the conversation on how to effectively manage performance, for a platform 

to have financial or market share success, several aspects come to play. For example, the 

network effects must be sufficiently strong in order to maintain all platform players 

interacting properly (Eisenmann et al., 2006). Second, it is not advisable that the market is 

too fragmented with specific niche competitors. Third, both users and third party 

complementors are recommended to stay within one platform (the contrary situation would 
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be using several platforms for similar purposes, which is called “multihoming”3). Finally, 

and similarly to any industry, the entry barriers associated with a specific platform business 

should be high (this way, the intensity of competition will be limited) (Parker et al., 2016; 

Cusumano et al., 2019). 

Decisions made by entrepreneurs regarding platform strategy are also key regarding 

their influence on whether or not they succeed, and several examples reflect this situation. 

Steve Jobs did not give as much importance to third party complementors as Bill Gates did, 

with the former charging outside creators and the latter creating a free software development 

kit for third party companies to be compatible and join the platform network. Besides that, 

the scarcity of applications (plus no licensees and a high price) in the Apple Macintosh (born 

in 1984) is one of the reasons why Apple lost to Windows computers (1990) in market share 

(Cusumano, 2010; Yoffie & Cusumano, 2015). For Facebook, creator Mark Zuckerberg saw 

in advance that, in order to generate a social network around a large number of users, he first 

needed to establish a free access for users (first market player). Once the user installed base 

(quantity of users in the platform) was sufficient, he started charging advertisers (second 

market player) in order to appear on the platform. Finally, he allowed application developers 

(third market player) and content partners (fourth market player) to enter the platform freely. 

As a final example, Google released for free the Android smartphone operating system to 

smartphone makers (first market player) and the software development kit system for 

application developers (second market player), but charged a price to advertisers. 

                                                           
3 One example of “multihoming” could be when a user owns both Netflix and HBO to see 
movies/shows. For a Twitch user, it could be said that he “multihomes” if he, for example, also 
watches livestreamings in Youtube. In shopping platforms, it could occur when businesses (third 
party complementors) offer their products both in Amazon and Aliexpress. 
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2.4. Platform research themes and connection with human-complemented 

platforms 

Rietveld & Schilling (2021), in their article “Platform Competition: A Systematic and 

Interdisciplinary Review of the Literature” perform a very complete overview around the 

history of this concept. No matter the discipline (management, organizations, information 

systems, economics or marketing), scholars have analyzed several aspects of platform 

competition. Some of them have examined the causes of network effects (Katz & Shapiro, 

1985, 1986; Brynjolfsson & Kemerer, 1996), while others have focused on pricing strategies 

for these multi sided platforms (Rochet & Tirole, 2003; Hagiu, 2006; Roger & Vasconcelos, 

2014; Cachon et al., 2017). Other themes include the effective governance of these platforms 

(Wareham et al., 2014; Gorwa, 2019), platform openness (Benlian et al., 2015; Parker & Van 

Alstyne, 2018), competing with complementors through vertical integration (Gawer & 

Henderson, 2007; Zhu, 2019) or the process of creating and maintaining value in the 

ecosystem (Ceccagnoli et al., 2012; Hein et al., 2020).  

These are just a few of the many aspects about platform research that could be 

integrated into the world of human-complemented platforms such as Twitch. One of the main 

advantages of the abovementioned article is that it identifies four main themes of research 

throughout the existence of the platform competition topic, which are (1) how network 

externalities create “winner takes all” markets and its consequences on the structure of the 

specific market, coordination, and classic platform strategies such as price, quality, bundling 

or licensing; (2) corporate level strategy or how platform competition may lead to vertical 

integration or related diversification (when and how should a platform create its own 

complements and start to compete with its complementors?); (3) effects of heterogeneity on 
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key players such as the platform, complementors, and end users (meaning that, for example, 

the nature, characteristics or quality  of a product can sometimes be more important than the 

installed base) and (4) platform governance, understood as the capacity to create and maintain 

value in a certain ecosystem, especially without damaging the rest of key players. With the 

objective of illustrating clearly the integration of human-complemented platforms with these 

four themes, Twitch will be used as the main example in their theory development. 

Using the same sample of 333 platform articles, Rietveld & Schilling divided the four 

main themes around platform competition according to the four fields of study mentioned 

earlier in this paper. As it can be seen in Figure 6, regarding all articles, the most explored 

theme has been the one of network externalities (61.54%), followed by orchestration 

(14.25%), heterogeneity (14.25%) and corporate scope (9.97%). In the field of economics, 

when comparing it with all articles, the percentage of the first theme expands to 75.89%, 

having the figure from rest of themes reduced. For information systems, we see a comparative 

decrease in the study of network externalities (to 44.44%) but a significant increase in the 

theme of orchestration (to 26.98%). Regarding the management and organization discipline, 

the decrease in network externalities is also visible (to 49%), but an increase can be found in 

the rest of themes, with the heterogeneity one reaching its highest figure for all disciplines 

(21%). Finally, the marketing area of research has mainly focused once again on the most 

common theme (68%), with heterogeneity being the second most explored one (19%). 
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Figure 6: Distribution of Themes in Platform Competition Research, by Field 

 

Source: Rietveld and Schilling (2021) 

The article finally offers another profound analysis based on the future research 

questions around platform competition. Thus, it would be extremely beneficial to analyze the 

role of platforms such as Twitch in the platform competition community by examining the 

most important factors and questions from each of the four main themes in the history of the 

concept’s research (specially from the view of the platform´s human complementors). 

Furthermore, a similar exploration that aligns together Twitch and the proposed questions for 

the future research of the general topic and the main themes is also needed. By doing this, 

the sought deeper understanding of the key players and the dynamics human-complemented 

platforms such as Twitch have to offer to the platform community will be achieved. 
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Why Twitch? 

In the digital era that is currently taking place, the emergence of new key factors or key 

players acts as a constant. Whether it is a new company, a product, a service, a person, a 

meme, a phrase or a movie, the rise of new phenomena or unexpected trends is a recurrent 

situation in everyone’s life. In a similar way to what YouTube did more than a decade ago, 

one of the most recent hits (although it has been around since 2011) is the emergence of 

Twitch, the digital livestreaming platform owned by Amazon since 2014. This platform 

offers users the ability to broadcast, chat, and watch videos in real time. Even though the uses 

it offers are wider, it has developed a special popularity amongst gamers, for whom the 

platform was in January 2021 a market leader, hosting 91% of all videogame livestreaming 

(Agnihotri & Bhattacharya, 2022).  

Regarding extant research around a human-complemented platform such as Twitch, 

information is still scarce, but some researchers from different disciplines have managed to 

analyze several interesting factors. For instance, some scholars have analyzed the nature of 

the platform itself, exploring aspects around the general ecosystem such as the role that users 

may have either as broadcaster or as viewer, the main games that are being played and 

broadcasted, the common features about those games (release dates, genres…), tournaments 

played or the relationship between channels and viewers (Deng et al., 2015). Other articles 

(although few) have actually analyzed deeper dynamics that the Twitch platform offers. One 

example is the study of the function of Twitch Bits, a first-party donation management 

service introduced in 2016. This is initially done by examining the platform as a 

sociotechnical architecture and a political economy and secondly, by debating how the first-

party donation tool Twitch Bits has eventually, little by little, challenged the dominance of 
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the third-party tools that preceded it, thus theorizing the notion of platform capture (Partin, 

2020). This lies close to the concept of “freemium”, referring to a business model, mostly 

common on the internet, where basic services are provided free of charge while more 

advanced features must be paid for (Niemand et al., 2019). Twitch is undoubtedly a freemium 

model, as it also offers, for example, the possibility of channel subscriptions or donations to 

streamers, which may allow the user to achieve certain benefits that unsubscribed users could 

never have.  

Other scholars have more specifically focused on the relationship between the platform 

and the user by analyzing it through five dimensions: Sociality (community or individual 

use), audience (specific or general), moderation (strictly moderated or laissez-faire), content 

(user-generated or commercial) and scope (specialized or multi-feature) (Ask et al., 2019). 

A similar relation has been studied between the channels (or broadcasters) and the viewers, 

where marketing scholars have identified streamers attributes (friendship, interaction, and 

streamer skills) in order to understand the effects or influence they have on aspects such as 

consumer flow experience, psychological well-being, commitment, and loyalty toward their 

favorite streamer (Zhao et al., 2019; Kim & Kim, 2022). Even the pandemic had an effect on 

already digitalized environments as Twitch, which has already been analyzed in the 

computers discipline (Chae & Lee, 2022). Further aspects such as toxic behaviors on the 

platform or cross cultural comparisons have also been approached (Oh et al., 2020; Kim et 

al., 2022). Some studies even seem to question the existence of the platform or, at least, try 

to understand certain motivations, such as the ones users have in order to watch other people 

play videogames (Sjöblom & Hamari, 2017; Taylor, 2018; Hilvert-Bruce et al., 2018).  
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Thus, to integrate the role of a digital area such as the Twitch platform with the main 

four platform themes can be extremely beneficial to the newly proposed concept of human-

complemented platforms. In this way, a recent cultural hit such as the Amazon livestreaming 

service can be examined as one of the most updated and disruptive examples of these type of 

platforms, which mainly connect humans with other humans in the current digital world. 

2.4.1.  Implications of network externalities 

For network externalities, aspects such as the appearance of “tip-ping” or “lock-in” 

phenomena are basic to understand the nature of platforms (Katz & Shapiro, 1985, 1986; 

Farrell & Saloner, 1985; Arthur, 1989). One of the basic antecedents of these increasing 

return to adoption effects are the influences of learning curves (the quality or efficiency of 

production increases as the number of produced units increases) and network externalities 

themselves, which amongst other examples refer to the fact that users derive a higher value 

in a platform when more users are present in that platform.  

In the case of human-complemented platforms such as Twitch, whether we are talking 

about viewers or live streamers, the antecedent holds. For example, a streamer will probably 

benefit from a higher number of viewers, as this could mean an increase in aspects such as 

subscriptions, donations, followers, popularity or interactions. This could even transcend 

into, for example, their social media accounts, where they could also gain that kind of 

recognition. Eventually, a higher number of viewers could benefit the live streamer in many 

aspects, both professionally and personally. In the case of viewers, they could surely benefit 

from a higher number of streamers available, as it would allow them to have a wider offer 

from where to pick. For example, the entertainment platform Netflix mainly attracts users 

due to its great variety of movies/shows (Lope, 2021). This would eventually bring more 
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users to the platform and hence, more live streamers willing to obtain the benefits the first 

ones provide. At the same time, advertisers may also benefit from a higher number of live 

streamers and will most certainly do so from a bigger number of viewers. With more live 

streamers available, businesses could have a wider range of options when deciding on which 

complementors (livestreamers/content creators in this case) to place their advertisements, 

which means a higher number of channels through which they can connect with the users. 

Regarding the latter, a higher number of them would mean for advertisers a larger 

advertisement reach, which could potentially turn into financial benefits (purchases) and non-

financial ones (image or recognition). Without advertisers, a platform would find it difficult 

to survive financially, which would negatively affect both users and complementors. Thus, 

as it can be perceived, all actors of the market, including the platform business itself, benefit 

when any of the other sides grow. 

In markets where network compatibility is crucial (phone networks, trains, computer 

operating systems) or in which the existence of complementary goods (or complementors) 

influences a product’s value (series/movies on a streaming service distributed by studios, 

smartphone apps made by game developers), the network externalities of a product are 

extremely valuable (Katz & Shapiro, 1985; Choi, 1994). In the case of Twitch, network 

compatibility is needed in order to assure the correct attachment of complementary goods. In 

this situation, the main complementors are humans, as they are live streamers. Thus, despite 

that condition, it will be necessary to analyze their role as complementors in a platform based 

environment such as Twitch.  

One of the first conclusions of this first theme is that the best technology does not 

always win. For example, an inferior technology adopted earlier can lead the market rather 
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than a superior technology introduced later (and even become eventually the superior one) 

(Katz & Shapiro, 1985, 1986; Arthur, 1989). One famous example that acts as a reflection of 

this situation is the QWERTY keyboard, which is the most used design in the world for 

keyboards despite the fact that some other keyboard designs are, in theory, more efficient 

(the Dvorak simplified keyboard, for example). This is especially relevant in reflecting that, 

in some cases, growing a strong installed base (number of active users in the platform) can 

be the key to the success of a certain business over its competitors, even if the technology of 

the latter is better. In the duel between YouTube and Twitch for livestreaming, who was the 

superior technology at the beginning? How has the situation evolved? What is the current 

picture? These questions are key to understand the emergence of Twitch and to foresee its 

future (and the one from its competitors).  

In addition, when a big part of the worth of a technology arises from network 

externalities such as the installed base or the number of complementors, a recent technology 

will find it difficult to displace the old one even when the new technology’s advantages over 

the old technology are loud and clear (Schilling, 1998; Suarez, 2004). Twitch has managed 

to outrun YouTube since some years ago in the area of livestreaming and most streamers do 

not use the Google service anymore. Not surprisingly, Twitch is now both the superior 

technology and the one that takes the most advantages from network externalities regarding 

livestreaming. What did Twitch offer at the beginning that YouTube did not? Is installed base 

more important than technological quality? Is Twitch in a “winner-take-all” situation? Is 

YouTube doing anything to mitigate these aspects? Will the Google company be able to offer 

something that Twitch does not? 



 29 

 For a platform, if the value created by the complementary products offered is 

significant, the platform’s incentive to adopt a compatible interface for all third party 

complementors is extremely high (Matutes & Regibeau, 1988; Schilling, 1998). So, by 

incentivizing complementors into creating complements, consumers find a wider range of 

complementors to benefit from, while both the platform and the providers obtain 

specialization benefits (as they will be able to focus only in that part in which they are 

experts) (Schilling, 1998, 2000). The opposite situation would occur when a platform 

integrates vertically, which will be mentioned in the following section. 

The concept of signaling is also very important, as it can allow a company to attract 

more complementors (or streamers), claiming that they have the biggest installed base, which 

may sometimes lead to illicit tactics such as, for example, false claims about the number of 

users or the market share (Dranove & Gandal, 2003; Schilling, 2003). In addition, how does 

Twitch manage its relationship with its complementors? How does the platform engage 

streamers into creating content? All the debate around network externalities led scholars to 

the investigation of certain strategies related to aspects such as pricing (Bensaid & Lesne, 

1996; Hagiu, 2006) or technology improvement (Choi, 1994; Economides, 1996). How does 

Twitch manage the pricing on channel subscriptions? And in donations to streamers? Do the 

dynamics related to these features vary with the type of streamer, content, hour of the day, 

day of the week, country…? What are or will be the main technology improvements of the 

platform? Twitch externalities offers a wide range of research possibilities that should not be 

ignored. 

As mentioned during this section, a platform might use certain tactics in order to grow 

its installed base. For example, they might set extremely low prices even below cost with the 
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purpose of growing rapidly an installed base and recovering the losses soon after through 

other revenue sources (Cabral et al., 1999). The strategy regarding intellectual property can 

be also shaped by installed base, as a platform might, for example, freely license their 

technological knowledge in order to improve the availability of third party complementors 

and then, the installed base (Karhu et al., 2018). Tesla, for example, stated that they would 

not initiate any lawsuits against third party businesses that did not respect a Tesla patent 

related to electric car technology. 

To sum up how network externalities work, there are two perfect examples, In the case 

of newspapers, there are readers and advertisers, both who cannot derive any value if the 

other one is missing. Advertisers need users in order to obtain value and users without 

advertisers would pay a much higher “platform” price (Seamans & Zhu, 2017). In the second 

example, video console producers usually charge low prices for the console in order to 

achieve a high installed base of users. This is how they attract videogame producers, which 

are then properly charged (Liu, 2010). In the case of human-complemented platforms such 

as Twitch (or TikTok, YouTube), understanding the relationship between the platform, 

content creators and advertisers and the network externalities that derive between them is key 

when integrating it with the platform research. 

2.4.2. Corporate scope and platform ecosystem  

The next era of research around platform competition, instead of studying the strategies used 

to attract users and complementors, mainly focused on investigating the changes in the nature 

of the own firm. The existence of the “platform ecosystem” concept was originated in the 

computers market, where many companies contribute with their specialization, due to the 

very high number of pieces needed for one single final product (Jacobides & Tae, 2015).  
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One of the most important factors regarding the corporate scope of a platform is the 

decision to produce certain components in-house and to obtain the rest from others (Jacobides 

et al., 2006; Young Kang & Suarez, 2022). In the case of Twitch, it seems quite difficult to 

integrate this perspective with the platform due to the impossibility of own-producing a 

human person. Nevertheless, the platform can make exclusivity agreements with certain 

streamers that secure their presence only in that platform, which is the closest it can get to 

in-house production in this case. Maybe in the future Twitch can develop environments such 

as an academy or club where streamers can join, further developing the exclusivity contracts 

and the in-house “production” of complements.  

Sometimes, the decision to integrate vertically is made in order to prevent the growth 

of other competitors. For example, Microsoft (software company), sensed a possible threat 

when they realized that their compatible third party application, Netscape (browser), could 

perform many of the functions that Microsoft had (for example, accessing files). This is what 

caused Microsoft to launch Internet Explorer, given for free to all Microsoft buyers. The 

strategy meant the end of Netscape, as they could not counterattack (giving the product for 

free was not an option as they did not have extra revenue sources, contrary to Microsoft) 

(Windrum, 2004). When one platform “absorbs” another platform by mixing the other 

platform’s technology with their own, it is called “envelopment” (Eisenmann et al., 2011). 

Some companies (depending on the business context, environment and motives), such as 

Intel, have put a special emphasis in assuring third party complementors that they would not 

be “eaten” in case they entered the market (Gawer & Henderson, 2007). 

The chicken or egg problem (Caillaud & Jullien, 2003; Rochet & Tirole, 2003) is 

another concept extremely linked to platform competition research. Here, managers need to 
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decide which market actor is more crucial to attract the other sides. This first side, commonly 

known as the “trigger” one, has to be free or quite easy to access. When usage of that same 

side starts to grow due to the easy access options, the other sides will start to expand if the 

utility is positive (positive network effect). For example, video game consoles must be 

launched with a varied set of great quality games available. Otherwise, they will probably 

not be bought (Rietveld & Lampel, 2014) Nevertheless, the real problem in these cases is to 

correctly identify the most important market side and produce positive network effects 

practically out of nowhere, which is not easy at all. This is when the “chicken or egg” problem 

arises (Caillaud & Jullien, 2003; Evans et al., 2006).  

One of the proposed solutions for this problem is to concentrate a high value in one 

market side and then get other businesses to support the product/service/technology that can 

serve as a solution to a wider industry problem. For example, Google did it with the internet 

search toolbar. Gawer & Cusumano (2008) defined this strategy as “coring”, which is very 

usual once a platform emerges. However, a negative situation can occur when the platform 

sees itself in the situation to subsidize several market sides (for example, Uber had to do it 

when paying extra to drivers separate from their normal riding fees and keeping ride rates for 

users lower than the ones set by taxis), as in this case the platform would probably lose money 

(if a platform such as this grows, it can even mean higher losses). This occurs especially in 

the sharing economy platforms. For example, sharing rides, delivering food, walking pets or 

cleaning houses are not, outside of platforms, profitable businesses in the normal economy. 

Besides this, they are not digital businesses, as they have physical features that can be 

expensive to deliver and, in most cases, local. This is why an emerging platform (or anyone 
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for that matter) needs to use the digital technology in order to create scope and new scale 

economies to their activities and to all parties involved in the platform (Cusumano, 2019). 

As in the case of video consoles, a platform such as Twitch must have a wide range of 

complements available in order to be attractive enough for users to use it. Each streamer 

arriving to the platform has meant an increase in the installed base of it, so it will be 

interesting to analyze the advantages that Twitch offered and currently offers in order for 

streamers to arrive and stay at the platform. What characteristics does Twitch value beyond 

the number of users when securing an agreement with a streamer? Due to the 

abovementioned impossibility (or improbability) of vertical integration, the Twitch platform 

should carefully manage its relationship with streamers, studying deeply with which ones 

they may benefit from a stronger link and with which ones they might not. Although 

horizontal mergers are another possibility in platform competition, especially for non-market 

leaders, (Chandra & Collard‐Wexler, 2009; Jeziorski, 2014), Twitch, as a sector leader, does 

not seem to be close to one.  

The corporate scope of a platform is a very interesting research area due to the several 

decisions that can be made within it. When should Twitch seek for agreements with third 

party complementors (streamers in this case)? When should they push away agreements? 

What incentives do streamers have? How is their performance measured? How should they 

be rewarded? These are just a few of the questions arising from the integration of Twitch into 

the corporate area of platform competition. 

2.4.3. Platform, user and complement heterogeneity 

Due to the appointed benefits given to network externalities and installed base during early 

research, a new wave started to analyze more heterogeneous concepts. Although platform 
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quality had been long considered as an important feature (Bental & Spiegel, 1995; Zhu & 

Iansiti, 2007; Hagiu, 2009), new studies were needed in order to expand the knowledge on 

the heterogeneity of platforms, complements and users (Cottrell & Nault, 2004; Hagiu, 

2009). What are the unique features about Twitch that have led them where they are now? 

How do its complementors differ? What are the main topics approached by them? And its 

users? How can the quality of a content creator be measured? How is their interaction with 

users measured? Questions like these arise from the integration of Twitch (or similar human-

complemented platforms such as TikTok) into the quality and heterogeneity debate.  

Although installed base is quite significant for a platform, the heterogeneity of its 

features may act as their strongest advantage in some cases, as it might offer some options 

for certain users that competitors do not provide, thus offering a better product for a specific 

segment of the market. For example, Google Docs has managed to achieve a considerable 

installed base due to their offer of online editing, contrary to the most used one, Microsoft 

Word. Moreover, MacOs computers succeeded in publishing and educative markets while 

Windows products did it for the mass market. As it can be perceived from these examples, 

differentiation is another key to understand platform competition. Competitive dynamics 

between platforms have also been analyzed under this topic, especially the ones between 

platforms who follow different business strategies (Chen et al., 2016). How does Twitch 

differ from YouTube in terms of strategy? Does it follow one similar to other platform 

businesses? What are the main strategic characteristics that define the Twitch livestreaming 

platform? Platforms themselves are extremely interesting when analyzing business strategies.  

Nevertheless, research has also gathered a lot of attention on the attributes and 

strategies of complementors. For example, many scholars have analyzed how “mainstream” 
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or “superstar” complements play a tremendous role in technology adoption (Binken & 

Stremersch, 2009; Hogendorn & Ka Yat Yuen, 2009). Due to the aforementioned human 

component of the streamers from Twitch, what defines the “superstar” complementors and 

how to measure their success? How do they influence viewers into using the platform? Other 

research has focused on the quality of complementors and its importance in technology 

adoption (Kim et al., 2014), so it would be interesting to analyze what defines the quality of 

human complementors (Twitch, Youtube, TikTok) and how to measure it. 

The concept of “multihoming” is also very common for platform competition research, 

as some researchers have studied whether a complementor will decide to specialize in a 

platform or to multihome by doing it in several (Streamers can do it, for example, both in 

Twitch and YouTube) and how this can affect the complementors performance (Kapoor & 

Agarwal, 2017; Cennamo et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2022). For example, can the performance 

of a Twitch streamer be worsened if he does livestreamings both in Twitch and Youtube? 

Here, exclusivity agreements might play a crucial role.  

Finally, heterogeneity among users has focused, for example, in “core users”, which 

refer to those great enthusiasts who are different to “usual users” in terms of preferences and 

thus, should be treated differently from a strategic point of view (Steiner et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, early users of a platform will tend to use a larger number of complements, and 

more novel complements, than new adopters of the platform. Several strategic key decisions 

for complementors that enter a platform at distinct stages of its life cycle arise from this 

situation. Moreover, it has been observed that long time adopters of a platform use a higher 

number and more novel complements than new adopters (Rietveld & Eggers, 2018). Maybe 

this is explained by the fact that new users, when entering a platform, are not yet completely 
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familiarized with it, so they start with “small and low-risk doses” by using the most common 

complementors. How does this translate to viewers and streamers? New users might start by 

watching the livestreams or videos from the most famous channels from “superstar” 

complementors (in Spain, whether it is through YouTube or Twitch, one example could be 

the famous content creator Ibai Llanos4), thus gaining knowledge of the platform technology. 

Finally, the level of strength of the ties between users of a certain network (thus creating 

“social groups”) is also crucial in platform competition (Suarez, 2005), as networks with a 

strong connection might exert an influence that can be extremely beneficial for the platform 

business (In Twitch for example it could be the community around viewers and players of 

certain videogames). These subgroups can influence technology adoption through their 

intensity if their installed base is high, even if the overall platform installed base is lower 

than the one from competitors (Lee et al., 2006) Studying the relative importance of social 

groups in a human-complemented network and how they vary depending on the platform 

proves to be an interesting research topic. 

Many considerations arise regarding heterogeneity and human-complemented 

platforms. When does Twitch benefit from compatibility of streamers and when from 

differentiation? What encourages the heterogeneity of streamers and how does it affect the 

platform? How to measure streamers incentives? Do some of them compete in international 

markets? (For example, the Spanish streamer Ibai Llanos is also followed by many south 

Americans) Several questions around human-complemented platforms such as Twitch and 

its integration into platform competition research remain unanswered. 

                                                           
4 On June 25th, 2022, Ibai Llanos set the world record for the most concurrent views in a Twitch 
channel (over 3.3 million devices watching), thus surpassing the previous one, achieved by another 
Spanish streamer, TheGrefg (around 2.5 million devices) (Fernández, 2022).  



 37 

2.4.4. Platform orchestration and governance  

Last but not least, the governance dynamics of a certain platform and its ecosystem have 

recently had a notorious importance in the topic research (Song et al., 2018; Gorwa, 2019; 

Fenwick et al., 2019; Kretschmer et al., 2022; Kim et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2022). In the case 

that a platform ecosystem is organized around a powerful firm that owns the platform 

(Amazon owns Twitch), that firm has both motives and capacity to use its influence in order 

to increase the total value generated by the ecosystem and its own capture of value (Lan et 

al., 2019; Cennamo & Santaló, 2019; Hurni et al., 2022; Uzunca et al., 2022). However, if a 

platform business fails to achieve the creation of value for its ecosystem, it can most certainly 

damage it (Adner, 2006).  

As abovementioned in previous themes, a platform might need to integrate vertically, 

so that aspect should be analyzed carefully in order not to damage the role of third-party 

complementors or cause their run-away from the platform (Gawer & Henderson, 2007; 

Lehtonen et al., 2022). It has been proved before that some orchestration strategies can bring 

complements to the ecosystem (Schilling, 1998; Gawer & Cusumano, 2008; Ghazawneh & 

Henfridsson, 2013; O'Mahony & Karp, 2022) or cause their platform exit (Pierce, 2009; 

Tiwana, 2015). Some key questions for the future of this theme are, for example, regarding 

the ability a platform might have when balancing negative moments between itself and its 

complementors, such as, for example, the level of openness vs control, the collaboration vs 

the competition and, consequently, the value creation for the ecosystem vs the value capture 

just for the platform. 

It has also been studied that platforms may excessively exert their power over 

complementors, not allowing them to become potentially dangerous to the point that they 
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gain power and are able to subtract value from the platform (Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 

2011; Rietveld et al.,2019) (reflected earlier in the Google and Netscape example). This can 

be done by, for example, not reflecting correctly the value generated in a platform network 

by certain complementors in order to prevent them from being and feeling more powerful 

(Brandenburger, 1995). Amazon, for example, has sometimes been accused of giving 

preference to their own products in its search engine or even using information about the 

most popular products on the site so that they could start producing them on their own 

(Mattioli, 2020; Kennedy, 2020). Platform governance strategies can influence many other 

aspects of their relationship with complementors. Some of them are prices (Dinerstein et al., 

2018), quality investments (Cennamo et al., 2018), product market strategies (Rietveld et al., 

2018), incentives or penalties for bad behavior (Geva, 2017) and complementor cooperation 

or knowledge/resource sharing (Huang et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2022).  

This can be somewhat frightening…What is the actual “bad side” of ecosystems 

governed by platforms? When do they shift from creating value to capturing value? What 

exactly leads to “bad governance”? What negative (or positive) consequences might it have 

for the ecosystem? These are just some of the questions that arise from analyzing platforms 

as a central point that can easily and heavily influence its surroundings.  

When integrating the governance topic into Twitch, the platform should start by 

exhaustively study aspects such as, for example, what type of streamers they want to join 

(and stay in) the platform. Twitch needs to take care of its complementors (specially the 

“superstars”), so it would be extremely interesting to analyze which advantages the platform 

is capable of providing them beyond the monetary benefits (For example, YouTube gave 

tangible recognitions to content creators such as the “gold button” for surpassing one million 
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subscribers). Besides the behavior and the little details towards complementors, a platform 

should in the first place provide an architecture that benefits them, assuring that they can 

grow and prosper, thus taking care of the ones already in the platform and facilitating the 

attraction of others. Moreover, this should be done in a way where both the platform and the 

complementor obtain a significant utility with the relationship, avoiding situations in which 

one of them could be a threat to the other. More recent research has analyzed not only how a 

platform needs to evolve over time in order to prosper, but also how the governance strategies 

can evolve (Hannah & Eisenhardt, 2018; Rietveld et al., 2020). 

Regarding the most popular complementors, a detailed measurement of their specific 

value capture should also be performed. In order to better compete with Twitch, should 

YouTube maybe focus its ecosystem strategy on providing benefits to streamers with less 

viewers, giving them growth opportunities so that eventually some of them will end up being 

extremely popular? Is the future directed towards the “ownership” of streamers as if they 

were, for example, football players? Will there be formation academies? Nowadays, in the 

video gaming industry, some streamers are part of a certain team, but being part of a 

livestreaming platform would be a very big step, although it would be closely related to 

exclusivity agreements. Strategic decisions regarding governance and orchestration give rise 

to many interesting debates, and livestreaming services (specially the market leader, Twitch) 

or human-complemented platforms in general prove to have a wide range of analysis. A 

summary of the full subsection is provided in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Key theme points through platform competition research 

 

Source: Own elaboration 

Theme of 
research Key points for platforms Key points for human-

complemented platforms 

Theme 1: 
Implications 
of Network 

Externalities 
 

- Importance of network effects 
- Best technology ≠ always win 
- Installed base management 
- Complementor compatibility 
- Platform specialization 
- Complementor specialization 
- Open or closed intellectual strategy? 
- Signaling tactics 
- Incentivize users and complementors 
 

- Network effects: Platform x users x 
content creators x advertisers 
- Content creator = complementor 
- Any superior technology? 
- Biggest installed base? 
- How to attract content creators? 
- How to attract users? 
- Pricing management (if any) 
-Technology improvements? 

Theme 2: 
Corporate 
Scope and 
Platform 

Ecosystem 
 

- Platform nature changes 
- Own production vs complementors 
- Vertical integration 
- Any vertical threats? 
- Absorption of complementors? 
- Chicken or egg problem: Which side 
to subsidize first? 
- Coring solution strategy 
 

- Exclusivity agreements with content 
creators 
- Content creator support 
- From which content creators does 
the platform benefit? 
- How should they establish 
agreements with them? 
- How to measure their performance? 
And rewards? 

Theme 3: 
Platform, 
User and 

Complement 
Heterogeneity 

 

- Platform, user and complement 
differentiation 
- Niche installed bases 
- Effective social subgroups 
management 
- Mainstream complementors and 
technology adoption influence 
- Multihoming. Does it affect 
performance? 
- Core users 

 
- How to measure complementor 
quality? Differentiation? And user 
interaction? Heterogeneity? 
- Measurement of “superstar” content 
creators. How do they influence 
users? 
- Management of user subgroups 
- Content creator multihoming. Effect 
on performance? 
- Do content creators compete 
internationally? 
 

Theme 4: 
Platform 

Orchestration 
and 

Governance 
 

- Platform value creation vs value 
capture 
- Good governance vs bad governance 
- Damage of complementors 
- Opacity with complementors 
-  Collaboration or competition? 
- Careful analysis of vertical 
integrations 
- Platform power abuse 

- Content creator rewards beyond 
monetary ones 
- Are growth opportunities provided? 
- Cooperation with content creators 
- Strategies regarding content creator 
treatment 
- “Ownership” of content creators? 
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Platform competition has always had many research opportunities. As mentioned 

earlier, it is known that research around human-complemented platforms would benefit from 

future analysis regardless of the discipline of study, although a deeper link with Management 

would be crucial. In accordance with this, Twitch actually acts as an opportunity to further 

develop the research around platform competition, more specifically around the 

abovementioned human-complemented platforms. After an overview of the main topics of 

platform research throughout its history and suggestions of some questions that might arise 

when trying to integrate it with human-complemented platforms (using the Amazon 

livestreaming platform as reference), it can be perceived that some areas remain unexplored.  

3. The future of platform research 

In the paper “The future of platforms”, Cusumano, Yoffie, & Gawer (2020) offer their 

perspective on what the future hot topics of platform research might be. While the previous 

years of platform knowledge have faced a huge growth, the future is expected to bring even 

more disruption. Recent trends and technologies such as big data, artificial intelligence, 

machine learning could all be applied in platform businesses and still have tremendous 

potential ahead of them. 

Trend 1: The development of hybrid business models 

The growing competition experienced by platform businesses and the potential of data and 

technological advances will turn these firms into both transaction and innovation platforms 

at the same time. In the regular economy, companies need to make great physical efforts in 

order to build their company models. For platforms, this effort has to be mostly digital, as 
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the growth can be more than adequate, with a smart combination of factors such as strategy, 

data and software.  

In the case of Twitch, which is more of a transaction platform (its main purpose is to 

act as an intermediary between streamers and viewers, permitting exchanges such as 

interactions, donations, subscriptions… that would be unlikely to occur if the platform was 

not available), the development of a hybrid model seems far-fetched.  However, innovation 

platforms help with the development of new or complementary products or services that are 

commonly made by third party complementors. Thus, maybe, in the future, it could be 

possible to introduce in the livestreaming platform certain elements that could be made by 

third party businesses (such as mini-games, music, quick survey services, food ordering 

spaces, tweeting spaces, etc). For example, the donations service was once managed by third 

party businesses, although it is currently owned by Twitch (Partin, 2020). 

Trend 2: The expanse of innovation 

As suggested before, innovation and technological advances will be a constant during the 

coming years (Bughin et al., 2017; Asadullah et al., 2018; Mucha & Seppala, 2020). These 

advances are allowing organizations to reach further with less investments, and new 

businesses that did not exist in the past will soon be created. Regarding artificial intelligence 

(AI), although this technology is still in the early stages of its life cycle, some platforms have 

started not only using, but also sharing it. Google, Apple, Microsoft, Amazon or IBM are not 

using the technology for themselves anymore, as they currently allow third party 

organizations to access these capabilities and grow from there. These advances should allow 

platform businesses to provide a wider range of applications. 
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For the Amazon livestreaming platform, the use of emerging technologies such as 

artificial intelligence or big data could mean an improvement of the user experience and 

hence, an improvement of the platform. This way, users could receive, for example, better 

channel suggestions ordered according to their preferences. From the point of view of 

complementors (streamers), if the company allowed them to use these technologies to a 

certain extent, they could, for example, see clearly which type of content is preferred by their 

users or which one provides them the highest utility (both to users and themselves). 

Trend 3: The rise of industry concentration 

In recent years, the number of platforms has increased significantly, which has made 

achieving a good market share a very difficult task for this type of businesses. Besides this, 

the idea of “multihoming” has not helped, as users could access several platforms for one 

same purpose (for example, this occurs with food delivering companies). However, it is 

expected in the coming years to have a smaller number of platforms which will have more 

power. Evidence from previous years supports the proposition made by the authors, as 

businesses such as Amazon, Apple, Alibaba, Tencent, Facebook, Microsoft, Google and 

Uber achieve market shares of around 50% in their respective businesses. Similar to how 

IBM became the “platform master” for computers, the abovementioned article predicts that 

the same will happen with future platforms. 

Twitch is currently a market leader, much ahead of platforms such as YouTube Gaming 

or Facebook Gaming. Thus, there exists a possibility that, eventually, Twitch not only leads 

the market but owns it (the other livestreaming options would have to cease to exist). The 

situation of Twitch in the market in the first quarter of 2021 reflected a total of hours viewed 

market share of 72.3%, while Youtube Gaming had a 15.6% and Facebook Gaming a 12.1% 
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(González, 2021). This is a reflection of how, as in other platform sectors, the tendency goes 

towards the rise of industry concentration. 

Trend 4: The growth of industry regulation 

Under the premise that nice things happen when connecting people of the world, Mark 

Zuckerberg stated that businesses need to “move fast and break things”. Although this sounds 

a bit extreme, most platform owners agreed, feeling that their businesses were a channel 

through which they could connect humanity. Nevertheless, some platforms have been used 

for unethical purposes, with politics, terrorists, money launderers, spies, counterfeiters or 

drug dealers (between others) sneaking their ways into unethically benefiting from platforms.  

This is why in the forthcoming years, the oversight of government institutions and the 

creation of new regulations are crucial for safe and healthy platform environments. Among 

others, the ethical considerations regarding complementors or workers in certain platform 

businesses must also be considered. Furthermore, the growing concern in the population 

regarding the environment should also be tackled, so platforms should also start considering 

their environmental impact, which could be approached with robust sustainability strategies. 

For Twitch, the donations and subscriptions system has to be properly controlled in 

order to assure the correct use of monetary exchanges. Furthermore, a proper treatment of 

complementors/streamers should be guaranteed, avoiding any ethical or moral conflicts that 

might arise. Regarding the environment, Twitch focuses mainly on a young target audience, 

which have been observed as a sector of the population with a high environmental 

responsibility (Wu et al., 2020). Thus, and considering the reach Twitch has, it could be 

extremely beneficial for the company, the users and society if they decided to support certain 
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green initiatives. There are even environmental propositions made by professional brand 

designers that could be studied and later implemented by the Amazon platform in order to 

raise awareness of sustainable causes (Nati, 2022). 

The article ends with an interesting notion of the disruptive nature of platforms. It is 

expected that, in the future, humans will own and buy fewer products, while more services 

will be contracted between each other, ensuring transparency and safety in all transactions. 

Older technologies will constantly be replaced by newer and better ones, but the disruption 

levels can go other ways. This means that disruption does not only come from above, but 

also from below (Apple disrupted the phone industry by a high quality offering since the 

beginning).  

Furthermore, another way of disruption can be achieved through monetary 

investments, which sometimes can be just as powerful or more than new technologies or 

good ideas. The clearest example to reflect this situation is the platform Uber, which spent 

billions in order to strongly subsidize a business with a very low margin. Whether the ride 

sharing company finally survives or not, the huge disruption they have caused in the taxi 

business is undeniable. Nevertheless, the future of platforms is most certainly exciting, and 

it might evolve in many beneficial ways (for the platform, users, complementors and society) 

if the right opportunities are chased. 

4. Conclusion 

Platform research, although it focuses on a theme that is nowadays associated with 

digitalization and disruption, has been around since 1985, a time when mass digitalization 

was still long ahead. This is what makes it a topic with a rich past, an interesting present and 
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a promising future. Throughout the years, several industries have been studied and many 

platform dynamics have been observed, thus achieving great research contributions. 

Nevertheless, this is a theme that requires constant updates, due to the digital rapid-changing 

nature of platform businesses. As it was pointed out in the introduction of this paper, platform 

businesses, if managed right, are an extremely profitable business. However, if the business 

fails to keep up with the technological advances around it, the platform company might face 

a fatal end. 

Regarding the types of platforms, there are several classifications, as it has been seen. 

Nevertheless, no proper recognition has been made to the nature of platforms that are mainly 

complemented by human beings. Since the beginning of platform research, most networks 

offered the primary possibility of connecting users (human beings) with companies (legal 

entities) or even aligning companies (legal entities) with other companies (legal entities).  

However, the relative recent growth of digitalization has allowed the emergence of platforms 

that connect users (human beings) with other users (human beings). Although it is true that 

this type of platforms have been here since some years ago (Facebook, Twitter, YouTube), 

the digital growth nowadays is rapid and unpredictable, so a closer look towards more recent 

platform hits should also be considered (for example, Twitch or TikTok). 

The main four topics studied through platform research history maintain their relevance 

nowadays, and their most relevant questions can be almost entirely integrated with the most 

recent platform businesses. For network externalities, in the case of Twitch (or TikTok), 

several dynamics can be perceived between the platform, content creators, users and 

advertisers, where all of them benefit from the presence of the others. Regarding the 

ecosystem, aspects such as the relationship between a platform and its complementors have 
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been studied. For heterogeneity, research scholars focused on the key characteristics that 

differentiate a platform, which has also been possible to integrate in the world of Twitch. 

Finally, the studies around the governance of platforms started to look into possible conflicts 

that might arise between a platform and its complementors, which, whether managed 

wrongly or accordingly, is another theme that could be examined in the old and recent digital 

human-complemented platforms. 

The future of platform research points towards very interesting areas, where the use of 

new technologies (the ones already known and others that are still to be developed) will 

surely be a constant. With the expansion of big data and artificial intelligence, new challenges 

will always arise. Not only business challenges, but also social, environmental, ethical and 

privacy ones. This is why the management of a platform needs to be not only effective for 

itself, but also for society in general. The solution lies in thinking about where we are now 

and where it seems we are headed to. Once this situation is known, the development of 

existing platforms and the creation of new ones during the next years should be targeted 

towards the improvement of the general welfare. Besides that, new regulations that are in line 

with the current digital context dominated by this type of businesses should also be set. As 

long as avoiding platform malpractices (such as extreme power abuse over complementors, 

but also users, workers, governments, advertisers, the environment…) is always in 

consideration, we will be headed towards a promising future in the platform world.  

As depicted at the beginning of this paper, we should not seek for a fast moving 

caterpillar. We must aim for the butterfly. 

 



 48 

References 

Ackerberg, D. A., & Gowrisankaran, G. (2006). Quantifying equilibrium network 

externalities in the ACH banking industry. The RAND journal of economics, 37(3), 

738-761. 

Adner, R. (2006). Match your innovation strategy to your innovation ecosystem. Harvard 

business review, 84(4), 98. 

Agnihotri, A., & Bhattacharya, S. (2022). Twitch: Maintaining Market Leadership While 

Managing Gamers’ Concerns. SAGE Publications: SAGE Business Cases Originals. 

Arriagada, A., & Ibáñez, F. (2020). “You need at least one picture daily, if not, you’re dead”: 

content creators and platform evolution in the social media ecology. Social Media+ 

Society, 6(3), 2056305120944624. 

Arthur, W. B. (1989). Competing technologies, increasing returns, and lock-in by historical 

events. The economic journal, 99(394), 116-131. 

Asadullah, A., Faik, I., & Kankanhalli, A. (2018). Digital Platforms: A Review and Future 

Directions. PACIS, 248. 

Ask, K., Spilker, H. S., & Hansen, M. (2019). The politics of user-platform relationships: 

Co-scripting live-streaming on Twitch. tv. 

Bakos, Y., & Katsamakas, E. (2008). Design and ownership of two-sided networks: 

Implications for Internet platforms. Journal of Management Information 

Systems, 25(2), 171-202. 



 49 

Benlian, A., Hilkert, D., & Hess, T. (2015). How open is this Platform? The meaning and 

measurement of platform openness from the complementers’ perspective. Journal of 

information Technology, 30(3), 209-228. 

Bensaid, B., & Lesne, J. P. (1996). Dynamic monopoly pricing with network 

externalities. International Journal of Industrial Organization, 14(6), 837-855. 

Bental, B., & Spiegel, M. (1995). Network competition, product quality, and market coverage 

in the presence of network externalities. The Journal of Industrial Economics, 197-

208. 

Bhargava, H. K. (2021). The creator economy: Managing ecosystem supply, revenue sharing, 

and platform design. Management Science. 

Binken, J. L., & Stremersch, S. (2009). The effect of superstar software on hardware sales in 

system markets. Journal of Marketing, 73(2), 88-104. 

Boudreau, K. (2010). Open platform strategies and innovation: Granting access vs. devolving 

control. Management science, 56(10), 1849-1872. 

Boudreau, K. J. (2012). Let a thousand flowers bloom? An early look at large numbers of 

software app developers and patterns of innovation. Organization Science, 23(5), 

1409-1427. 

Boudreau, K. J., & Jeppesen, L. B. (2015). Unpaid crowd complementors: The platform 

network effect mirage. Strategic Management Journal, 36(12), 1761-1777. 

Brandenburger, A. M. (1995). Power play (A): Nintendo in 8-bit video games. Harvard 

Business School. 



 50 

Brandenburger, A. M., & Nalebuff, B. J. (2011). Co-opetition. Currency. 

Browning, K (2022). Uber continues its recovery from the pandemic lull but loses $5.6 billion 

from investments. The New York Times. 

Brynjolfsson, E., & Kemerer, C. F. (1996). Network externalities in microcomputer software: 

An econometric analysis of the spreadsheet market. Management science, 42(12), 

1627-1647. 

Bughin, J., Hazan, E., Ramaswamy, S., Chui, M., Allas, T., Dahlstrom, P., ... & Trench, M. 

(2017). Artificial intelligence: the next digital frontier? 

Cabral, L. M., Salant, D. J., & Woroch, G. A. (1999). Monopoly pricing with network 

externalities. International Journal of Industrial Organization, 17(2), 199-214. 

Cachon, G. P., Daniels, K. M., & Lobel, R. (2017). The role of surge pricing on a service 

platform with self-scheduling capacity. Manufacturing & Service Operations 

Management, 19(3), 368-384. 

Caillaud, B., & Jullien, B. (2003). Chicken & egg: Competition among intermediation service 

providers. RAND journal of Economics, 309-328. 

Ceccagnoli, M., Forman, C., Huang, P., & Wu, D. J. (2012). Cocreation of value in a platform 

ecosystem! The case of enterprise software. MIS quarterly, 263-290. 

Cennamo, C. (2021). Competing in digital markets: A platform-based perspective. Academy 

of Management Perspectives, 35(2), 265-291. 

Cennamo, C., & Santalo, J. (2013). Platform competition: Strategic trade‐offs in platform 

markets. Strategic management journal, 34(11), 1331-1350. 



 51 

Cennamo, C., & Santaló, J. (2019). Generativity tension and value creation in platform 

ecosystems. Organization Science, 30(3), 617-641. 

Cennamo, C., Ozalp, H., & Kretschmer, T. (2018). Platform architecture and quality trade-

offs of multihoming complements. Information Systems Research, 29(2), 461-478. 

Chae, S. W., & Lee, S. H. (2022). Sharing emotion while spectating video game play: 

Exploring twitch users' emotional change after the outbreak of the COVID-19 

pandemic. Computers in human behavior, 107211. 

Chandra, A., & Collard‐Wexler, A. (2009). Mergers in two‐sided markets: An application to 

the Canadian newspaper industry. Journal of Economics & Management 

Strategy, 18(4), 1045-1070. 

Chen, J., Fan, M., & Li, M. (2016). Advertising versus brokerage model for online trading 

platforms. Mis Quarterly, 40(3), 575-596. 

Chen, L., Tong, T. W., Tang, S., & Han, N. (2022). Governance and design of digital 

platforms: A review and future research directions on a meta-organization. Journal of 

Management, 48(1), 147-184. 

Chen, L., Yi, J., Li, S., & Tong, T. W. (2022). Platform governance design in platform 

ecosystems: Implications for complementors’ multihoming decision. Journal of 

Management, 48(3), 630-656. 

Choi, J. P. (1994). Network externality, compatibility choice, and planned obsolescence. The 

Journal of Industrial Economics, 42: 167-182. 



 52 

Cottrell, T., & Nault, B. R. (2004). Product variety and firm survival in the microcomputer 

software industry. Strategic Management Journal, 25(10), 1005-1025. 

Cusumano, M. (2010). Technology strategy and management The evolution of platform 

thinking. Communications of the ACM, 53(1), 32-34. 

Cusumano, M. (2020). The evolution of research on industry platforms. Academy of 

Management Discoveries, (ja). 

Cusumano, M. A. (2010). Staying power: Six enduring principles for managing strategy and 

innovation in an uncertain world (lessons from Microsoft, Apple, Intel, Google, Toyota 

and more). Oxford University Press. 

Cusumano, M. A. (2019). 'Platformizing'a bad business does not make it a good 

business. Communications of the ACM, 63(1), 23-25. 

Cusumano, M. A. (2022). The evolution of research on industry platforms. Academy of 

Management Discoveries, 8(1), 7-14. 

Cusumano, M. A., Gawer, A., & Yoffie, D. B. (2019). The business of platforms: Strategy in 

the age of digital competition, innovation, and power (pp. 1-309). New York: Harper 

Business. 

Cusumano, M. A., Mylonadis, Y., & Rosenbloom, R. S. (1992). Strategic maneuvering and 

mass-market dynamics: The triumph of VHS over Beta. Business history review, 66(1), 

51-94. 

Cusumano, M., Yoffie, D., & Gawer, A. (2020). The future of platforms. MIT Sloan 

Management Review. 



 53 

Databahn (2022). Fortune 500 List 2022. Databahn. Retrieved July 15, 2022, from 

https://www.databahn.com/products/2022-fortune-500-list-free-excel-spreadsheet-

list-download 

David, P. A. (1985). Clio and the Economics of QWERTY. The American economic 

review, 75(2), 332-337. 

De Reuver, M., Sørensen, C., & Basole, R. C. (2018). The digital platform: a research 

agenda. Journal of Information Technology, 33(2), 124-135. 

Deng, J., Cuadrado, F., Tyson, G., & Uhlig, S. (2015, December). Behind the game: 

Exploring the twitch streaming platform. In 2015 International Workshop on Network 

and Systems Support for Games (NetGames) (pp. 1-6). IEEE. 

Dinerstein, M., Einav, L., Levin, J., & Sundaresan, N. (2018). Consumer price search and 

platform design in internet commerce. American Economic Review, 108(7), 1820-59. 

Dranove, D., & Gandal, N. (2003). The DVD‐vs.‐DIVX standard war: Empirical evidence 

of network effects and preannouncement effects. Journal of Economics & Management 

Strategy, 12(3), 363-386. 

Economides, N. (1996). The economics of networks. International journal of industrial 

organization, 14(6), 673-699. 

Eisenmann, T. R., Parker, G., & Van Alstyne, M. (2009). Opening platforms: How, when 

and why. Platforms, markets and innovation, 6, 131-162. 

Eisenmann, T., Parker, G., & Van Alstyne, M. (2011). Platform envelopment. Strategic 

management journal, 32(12), 1270-1285. 

https://www.databahn.com/products/2022-fortune-500-list-free-excel-spreadsheet-list-download
https://www.databahn.com/products/2022-fortune-500-list-free-excel-spreadsheet-list-download


 54 

Eisenmann, T., Parker, G., & Van Alstyne, M. W. (2006). Strategies for two-sided 

markets. Harvard business review, 84(10), 92. 

Encaoua, D., Moreaux, M., & Perrot, A. (1996). Compatibility and competition in airlines 

Demand side network effects. International Journal of Industrial Organization, 14(6), 

701-726. 

Evans, D. S., & Schmalensee, R. (2016). Matchmakers: The new economics of multisided 

platforms. Harvard Business Review Press. 

Evans, D. S., Hagiu, A., & Schmalensee, R. (2006). Invisible engines: how software 

platforms drive innovation and transform industries. 2006. 

Farrell, J., & Saloner, G. (1985). Standardization, compatibility, and innovation. the RAND 

Journal of Economics, 70-83. 

Fehrer, J. A., Woratschek, H., & Brodie, R. J. (2018). A systemic logic for platform business 

models. Journal of Service Management. 

Fenwick, M., McCahery, J. A., & Vermeulen, E. P. (2019). The end of 

‘corporate’governance: Hello ‘platform’governance. European Business Organization 

Law Review, 20(1), 171-199. 

Fernández, M (2022). Ibai bate récord en Twitch con su velada de boxeo: supera los 2,5 

millones de espectadores de TheGrefg. El Español. Retrieved July 26, 2022 from 

https://www.elespanol.com/omicrono/software/20220625/ibai-record-twitch-velada-

millones-espectadores-thegrefg/682931821_0.html 

https://www.elespanol.com/omicrono/software/20220625/ibai-record-twitch-velada-millones-espectadores-thegrefg/682931821_0.html
https://www.elespanol.com/omicrono/software/20220625/ibai-record-twitch-velada-millones-espectadores-thegrefg/682931821_0.html


 55 

Gawer, A. (2014). Bridging differing perspectives on technological platforms: Toward an 

integrative framework. Research policy, 43(7), 1239-1249. 

Gawer, A., & Cusumano, M. (2008). MIT Sloan Management Review. How companies 

become platform leaders, 49(2), 28-35. 

Gawer, A., & Cusumano, M. A. (2002). Platform leadership: How Intel, Microsoft, and 

Cisco drive industry innovation (Vol. 5, pp. 29-30). Boston: Harvard Business School 

Press. 

Gawer, A., & Cusumano, M. A. (2014). Industry platforms and ecosystem 

innovation. Journal of product innovation management, 31(3), 417-433. 

Gawer, A., & Henderson, R. (2007). Platform owner entry and innovation in complementary 

markets: Evidence from Intel. Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, 16(1), 

1-34. 

Geva, H., Barzilay, O., & Oestreicher-Singer, G. (2017). A Potato Salad with a Lemon Twist: 

Using Supply-Side Shocks to Study the Impact of Low-Quality Actors on 

Crowdfunding Platforms. 

Ghazawneh, A., & Henfridsson, O. (2013). Balancing platform control and external 

contribution in third‐party development: the boundary resources model. Information 

systems journal, 23(2), 173-192. 

Glatt, Z. (2021). We’re all told not to put our eggs in one basket: uncertainty, precarity and 

cross-platform labor in the online video influencer industry. International Journal of 

Communication, 16, 1-19. 



 56 

González, S (2021). Twitch se dispara en 2021; marca distancias con YouTube y Facebook 

Gaming. MeriStation. Retrieved July 15, 2022, from 

https://as.com/meristation/2021/04/15/noticias/1618471514_952435.html#:~:text=El

%20gigante%20morado%20ha%20generado,enero%20a%20marzo%20de%202021. 

Gorwa, R. (2019). What is platform governance? Information, Communication & 

Society, 22(6), 854-871. 

Guerriera, M (2022). What are the most valuable global brands in 2022? Kantar. Retrieved 

July 15, 2022, from https://www.kantar.com/inspiration/brands/what-are-the-most-

valuable-global-brands-in-2022 

Gupta, S., Jain, D. C., & Sawhney, M. S. (1999). Modeling the evolution of markets with 

indirect network externalities: An application to digital television. Marketing 

Science, 18(3), 396-416. 

Hagiu, A. (2006). Pricing and commitment by two‐sided platforms. The RAND Journal of 

Economics, 37(3), 720-737. 

Hagiu, A. (2009). Quantity vs. quality and exclusion by two-sided platforms. Harvard 

Business School Strategy Unit Working Paper, (09-094). 

Hagiu, A. (2009). Two‐sided platforms: Product variety and pricing structures. Journal of 

Economics & Management Strategy, 18(4), 1011-1043. 

Hannah, D. P., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2018). How firms navigate cooperation and competition 

in nascent ecosystems. Strategic Management Journal, 39(12), 3163-3192. 

https://as.com/meristation/2021/04/15/noticias/1618471514_952435.html#:%7E:text=El%20gigante%20morado%20ha%20generado,enero%20a%20marzo%20de%202021
https://as.com/meristation/2021/04/15/noticias/1618471514_952435.html#:%7E:text=El%20gigante%20morado%20ha%20generado,enero%20a%20marzo%20de%202021
https://www.kantar.com/inspiration/brands/what-are-the-most-valuable-global-brands-in-2022
https://www.kantar.com/inspiration/brands/what-are-the-most-valuable-global-brands-in-2022


 57 

Hein, A., Schreieck, M., Riasanow, T., Setzke, D. S., Wiesche, M., Böhm, M., & Krcmar, H. 

(2020). Digital platform ecosystems. Electronic Markets, 30(1), 87-98. 

Hilvert-Bruce, Z., Neill, J. T., Sjöblom, M., & Hamari, J. (2018). Social motivations of live-

streaming viewer engagement on Twitch. Computers in Human Behavior, 84, 58-67. 

Hogendorn, C., & Ka Yat Yuen, S. (2009). Platform competition with ‘must‐

have’components. The Journal of Industrial Economics, 57(2), 294-318. 

Huang, P., Ceccagnoli, M., Forman, C., & Wu, D. J. (2013). Appropriability mechanisms 

and the platform partnership decision: Evidence from enterprise 

software. Management Science, 59(1), 102-121. 

Huang, P., Tafti, A., & Mithas, S. (2018). The secret to successful knowledge seeding. MIT 

Sloan Management Review. 

Hurni, T., Huber, T. L., & Dibbern, J. (2022). Power dynamics in software platform 

ecosystems. Information systems journal, 32(2), 310-343. 

Jacobides, M. G., & Tae, C. J. (2015). Kingpins, bottlenecks, and value dynamics along a 

sector. Organization Science, 26(3), 889-907. 

Jacobides, M. G., Knudsen, T., & Augier, M. (2006). Benefiting from innovation: Value 

creation, value appropriation and the role of industry architectures. Research 

policy, 35(8), 1200-1221. 

Jeziorski, P. (2014). Effects of mergers in two-sided markets: The US radio 

industry. American Economic Journal: Microeconomics, 6(4), 35-73. 



 58 

Jia, X., Cusumano, M. A., & Chen, J. (2019). An analysis of multisided platform research 

over the past three decades: Framework and discussion. 

Kapoor, R., & Agarwal, S. (2017). Sustaining superior performance in business ecosystems: 

Evidence from application software developers in the iOS and Android smartphone 

ecosystems. Organization Science, 28(3), 531-551. 

Karhu, K., Gustafsson, R., & Lyytinen, K. (2018). Exploiting and defending open digital 

platforms with boundary resources: Android’s five platform forks. Information 

Systems Research, 29(2), 479-497. 

Katz, M. L., & Shapiro, C. (1985). Network externalities, competition, and 

compatibility. The American economic review, 75(3), 424-440. 

Katz, M. L., & Shapiro, C. (1986). Technology adoption in the presence of network 

externalities. Journal of political economy, 94(4), 822-841. 

Kauffman, R. J., McAndrews, J., & Wang, Y. M. (2000). Opening the “black box” of network 

externalities in network adoption. Information Systems Research, 11(1), 61-82. 

Kennedy, J. (2020). Monopoly Myths: Do Internet Platforms Threaten Competition? 

Information Technology and Innovation Foundation. 

Kim, J. H., Prince, J., & Qiu, C. (2014). Indirect network effects and the quality dimension: 

A look at the gaming industry. International Journal of Industrial Organization, 37, 

99-108. 

Kim, J., Wohn, D. Y., & Cha, M. (2022). Understanding and identifying the use of emotes 

in toxic chat on Twitch. Online Social Networks and Media, 27, 100180. 



 59 

Kim, M., & Kim, H. M. (2022). What online game spectators want from their twitch 

streamers: Flow and well-being perspectives. Journal of Retailing and Consumer 

Services, 66, 102951. 

Kim, S., Andersen, K. N., & Lee, J. (2022). Platform government in the era of smart 

technology. Public Administration Review, 82(2), 362-368. 

Kretschmer, T., Leiponen, A., Schilling, M., & Vasudeva, G. (2022). Platform ecosystems 

as meta‐organizations: Implications for platform strategies. Strategic Management 

Journal, 43(3), 405-424. 

Kumaraswamy, A., Garud, R., & Ansari, S. (2018). Perspectives on disruptive 

innovations. Journal of Management Studies, 55(7), 1025-1042. 

Lan, S., Liu, K., & Dong, Y. (2019). Dancing with wolves: how value creation and value 

capture dynamics affect complementor participation in industry platforms. Industry 

and Innovation, 26(8), 943-963. 

Lee, E., Lee, J., & Lee, J. (2006). Reconsideration of the winner-take-all hypothesis: 

Complex networks and local bias. Management science, 52(12), 1838-1848. 

Lehtonen, M. J., Vesa, M., & Harviainen, J. T. (2022). Games-as-a-Disservice: Emergent 

value co-destruction in platform business models. Journal of Business Research, 141, 

564-574. 

Li, Z., & Agarwal, A. (2017). Platform integration and demand spillovers in complementary 

markets: Evidence from Facebook’s integration of Instagram. Management 

Science, 63(10), 3438-3458. 



 60 

Liebowitz, S. J., & Margolis, S. E. (1994). Network externality: An uncommon 

tragedy. Journal of economic perspectives, 8(2), 133-150. 

Liebowitz, S., & Margolis, S. (1998). Dismal science fictions: Network effects, Microsoft, 

and antitrust speculation (No. 324). Cato Institute. 

Lin, F., Tian, H., Zhao, J., & Chi, M. (2022). Reward or punish: investigating output controls 

and content generation in the multi-sided platform context. Internet Research, (ahead-

of-print). 

Liu, H. (2010). Dynamics of pricing in the video game console market: skimming or 

penetration? Journal of marketing research, 47(3), 428-443. 

Lope, E. (2021). Brand Management: Movie Theaters and Streaming Platforms in the 

Context of Covid-19. Undergraduate Dissertation. Universidad de Zaragoza. 

Majumdar, S. K., & Venkataraman, S. (1998). Network effects and the adoption of new 

technology: evidence from the US telecommunications industry. Strategic 

Management Journal, 19(11), 1045-1062. 

Mattioli, D. (2020). Amazon scooped up data from its own sellers to launch competing 

products. Wall Street Journal, 23. 

Matutes, C., & Regibeau, P. (1988). " Mix and match": product compatibility without 

network externalities. The RAND Journal of Economics, 221-234. 

Mazziotti, G. (2020). What Is the Future of Creators’ Rights in an Increasingly Platform-

Dominated Economy? IIC-International Review of Intellectual Property and 

Competition Law, 51(9), 1027-1032. 



 61 

McIntyre, D. P., & Srinivasan, A. (2017). Networks, platforms, and strategy: Emerging views 

and next steps. Strategic management journal, 38(1), 141-160. 

Meyer, M. H., & Lehnerd, A. P. (1997). The power of product platforms. Simon and 

Schuster. 

Mucha, T., & Seppala, T. (2020). Artificial intelligence platforms–a new research agenda for 

digital platform economy. 

Nair, H., Chintagunta, P., & Dubé, J. P. (2004). Empirical analysis of indirect network effects 

in the market for personal digital assistants. Quantitative Marketing and 

Economics, 2(1), 23-58. 

Nati, S. (2022). Twitch environmental campaign. Nati. Retrieved July 15, 2022, from 

https://www.sachanati.com/work/twitch/ 

Niemand, T., Mai, R., & Kraus, S. (2019). The zero‐price effect in freemium business 

models: The moderating effects of free mentality and price–quality 

inference. Psychology & Marketing, 36(8), 773-790. 

O’Meara, V. (2019). Weapons of the chic: Instagram influencer engagement pods as 

practices of resistance to Instagram platform labor. Social Media+ Society, 5(4), 

2056305119879671. 

Oh, S., Kim, J., Ji, H., Park, E., Han, J., Ko, M., & Lee, M. (2020). Cross-cultural comparison 

of interactive streaming services: Evidence from Twitch. Telematics and 

Informatics, 55, 101434. 

https://www.sachanati.com/work/twitch/


 62 

O'Mahony, S., & Karp, R. (2022). From proprietary to collective governance: How do 

platform participation strategies evolve? Strategic Management Journal, 43(3), 530-

562. 

Parker, G. G., & Van Alstyne, M. W. (2005). Two-sided network effects: A theory of 

information product design. Management science, 51(10), 1494-1504. 

Parker, G. G., Van Alstyne, M. W., & Choudary, S. P. (2016). Platform revolution: How 

networked markets are transforming the economy and how to make them work for you. 

WW Norton & Company. 

Parker, G., & Van Alstyne, M. (2018). Innovation, openness, and platform 

control. Management Science, 64(7), 3015-3032. 

Partin, W. C. (2020). Bit by (twitch) bit:“platform capture” and the evolution of digital 

platforms. Social media+ society, 6(3), 2056305120933981. 

Pierce, L. (2009). Big losses in ecosystem niches: How core firm decisions drive 

complementary product shakeouts. Strategic management journal, 30(3), 323-347. 

Rietveld, J., & Eggers, J. P. (2018). Demand heterogeneity in platform markets: Implications 

for complementors. Organization Science, 29(2), 304-322. 

Rietveld, J., & Lampel, J. (2014). Nintendo: Fighting the video game console 

wars. Mintzberg H et al. The Strategy Process, Fifth Edition, Pearson Education. 

Rietveld, J., & Schilling, M. A. (2021). Platform competition: A systematic and 

interdisciplinary review of the literature. Journal of Management, 47(6), 1528-1563. 



 63 

Rietveld, J., Ploog, J. N., & Nieborg, D. B. (2020). Coevolution of platform dominance and 

governance strategies: effects on complementor performance outcomes. Academy of 

Management Discoveries, 6(3), 488-513. 

Rietveld, J., Schilling, M. A., & Bellavitis, C. (2019). Platform strategy: Managing 

ecosystem value through selective promotion of complements. Organization 

Science, 30(6), 1232-1251. 

Rietveld, J., Seamans, R., & Meggiorin, K. (2018). Market orchestrators: The effects of 

certification on complementor behavior and performance. SSRN working paper. 

Rochet, J. C., & Tirole, J. (2003). Platform competition in two-sided markets. Journal of the 

european economic association, 1(4), 990-1029. 

Roger, G., & Vasconcelos, L. (2014). Platform pricing structure and moral hazard. Journal 

of Economics & Management Strategy, 23(3), 527-547. 

Rohlfs, J. (1974). A theory of interdependent demand for a communications service. The Bell 

journal of economics and management science, 16-37. 

Schilling, M. A. (1998). Technological lockout: An integrative model of the economic and 

strategic factors driving technology success and failure. Academy of management 

review, 23(2), 267-284. 

Schilling, M. A. (2000). Toward a general modular systems theory and its application to 

interfirm product modularity. Academy of management review, 25(2), 312-334. 

Schilling, M. A. (2003). Technological leapfrogging: Lessons from the US video game 

console industry. California management review, 45(3), 6-32. 



 64 

Schmalensee, R. (2011). Why is platform pricing generally highly skewed? Review of 

Network Economics, 10(4). 

Seamans, R., & Zhu, F. (2017). Repositioning and cost-cutting: The impact of competition 

on platform strategies. Strategy Science, 2(2), 83-99. 

Shankar, V., & Bayus, B. L. (2003). Network effects and competition: An empirical analysis 

of the home video game industry. Strategic management journal, 24(4), 375-384. 

Sjöblom, M., & Hamari, J. (2017). Why do people watch others play video games? An 

empirical study on the motivations of Twitch users. Computers in human behavior, 75, 

985-996. 

Song, P., Xue, L., Rai, A., & Zhang, C. (2018). The ecosystem of software platform: A study 

of asymmetric cross-side network effects and platform governance. Mis 

Quarterly, 42(1), 121-142. 

Srinivasan, R., Lilien, G. L., & Rangaswamy, A. (2004). First in, first out? The effects of 

network externalities on pioneer survival. Journal of Marketing, 68(1), 41-58. 

Steiner, M., Wiegand, N., Eggert, A., & Backhaus, K. (2016). Platform adoption in system 

markets: The roles of preference heterogeneity and consumer 

expectations. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 33(2), 276-296. 

Suarez, F. F. (2004). Battles for technological dominance: an integrative 

framework. Research Policy, 33(2), 271-286. 

Suarez, F. F. (2005). Network effects revisited: The role of strong ties in technology 

selection. Academy of Management Journal, 48(4), 710-720. 



 65 

Täuscher, K., & Laudien, S. M. (2018). Understanding platform business models: A mixed 

methods study of marketplaces. European Management Journal, 36(3), 319-329. 

Taylor, T. L. (2018). Watch me play: Twitch and the rise of game live streaming (Vol. 13). 

Princeton University Press. 

Tiwana, A. (2015). Evolutionary competition in platform ecosystems. Information Systems 

Research, 26(2), 266-281. 

Trabucchi, D., & Buganza, T. (2020). Fostering digital platform innovation: From two to 

multi‐sided platforms. Creativity and Innovation Management, 29(2), 345-358. 

Uzunca, B., Sharapov, D., & Tee, R. (2022). Governance rigidity, industry evolution, and 

value capture in platform ecosystems. Research Policy, 51(7), 104560. 

Wang, Y., Tian, Q., Li, X., & Xiao, X. (2022). Different roles, different strokes: How to 

leverage two types of digital platform capabilities to fuel service innovation. Journal 

of Business Research, 144, 1121-1128. 

Wareham, J., Fox, P. B., & Cano Giner, J. L. (2014). Technology ecosystem 

governance. Organization science, 25(4), 1195-1215. 

Windrum, P. (2004). Leveraging technological externalities in complex technologies: 

Microsoft’s exploitation of standards in the browser wars. Research Policy, 33(3), 385-

394. 

Wu, J. H., & Hisa, T. L. (2004). Analysis of E-commerce innovation and impact: a hypercube 

model. Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, 3(4), 389-404. 



 66 

Wu, J., Snell, G., & Samji, H. (2020). Climate anxiety in young people: a call to action. The 

Lancet Planetary Health, 4(10), e435-e436. 

Yang, M., & Han, C. (2021). Stimulating innovation: Managing peer interaction for idea 

generation on digital innovation platforms. Journal of Business Research, 125, 456-

465. 

Yoffie, D. B., & Cusumano, M. A. (2015). Strategy Rules: Five Timeless Lessons from Bill 

Gates. Andy Grove, and Steve. 

Young Kang, H., & Suarez, F. F. (2022). Platform Owner Entry into Complementor Spaces 

Under Different Governance Modes. Journal of Management, 01492063221094759. 

Zhang, Y., Li, J., & Tong, T. W. (2022). Platform governance matters: How platform 

gatekeeping affects knowledge sharing among complementors. Strategic Management 

Journal, 43(3), 599-626. 

Zhao, K., Hu, Y., Hong, Y., & Westland, J. C. (2019). Understanding characteristics of 

popular streamers on live streaming platforms: evidence from Twitch. tv. Journal of 

the Association for Information Systems, Forthcoming. 

Zhu, F. (2019). Friends or foes? Examining platform owners’ entry into complementors’ 

spaces. Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, 28(1), 23-28. 

Zhu, F., & Iansiti, M. (2007). Dynamics of platform competition: Exploring the role of 

installed base, platform quality and consumer expectations. Division of Research, 

Harvard Business School. 


	1. Introduction
	2. Literature review
	2.1. Types of platforms
	2.2. Research interest around platforms
	2.3. Main concerns
	2.4. Platform research themes and connection with human-complemented platforms
	2.4.1.  Implications of network externalities
	2.4.2. Corporate scope and platform ecosystem
	2.4.3. Platform, user and complement heterogeneity
	2.4.4. Platform orchestration and governance


	3. The future of platform research
	4. Conclusion
	References

