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ABSTRACT 

 
It is widely known that open platforms have a positive influence on 
performance (Chesbrough, 2003; Almirall et al., 2010). However, 
on the contrary, the argument that closed platforms have a positive 
influence on performance also exists (open-first, 2010). In this 
sense, this paper questions whether a platform should be chose 
into open one or closed. This research claims that both open 
platform and closed platform can influence to performance. In 
addition, Identifies and understands the effect of between open 
platform and closed platform and customer participation intention. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Companies around the world are competing to survive in the 

uncertainty of the 4th industrial revolution (Kyung and David, 

2018). On the other hand, consumers’ demands are increasing. So 

companies must acquire suitable strategies for immediate flow of 

product and information (Rohita, 2009). In this regard, the advent 

of the Internet and platform business have been acknowledged as 

successful. According to Kuttner (1998) and the Internet is a nearly 

perfect market because information is instantaneous and buyers 

can compare the offerings of sellers worldwide (Ki-Han & Jae-Ik, 

2008). 

In addition, traditional firms that fail to learn new strategic 

principles by creating platforms have a difficult time, and if a 

platform enters into an identical marketplace, the platform mostly 

succeeds (Van Alstyne, Parker & Choudary, 2016). Calibrating the 

right level of openness is undoubtedly one of the most complex as 

well as one of the most critical decisions that a platform business 

must make, and the decision affects usage, developer participation, 

monetization, and regulation. In addition, platforms that manage 

in analogous field can differentiation by apply various levels and 

kinds of openness (Parker et al., 2016).   

In recently papers, there were numerous studies of platform. 

However, empirically study is rarely happened. Likewise, the prior 

empirical studies of open platform or closed platform have little 

experience. Hence, this research suggests empirically study about 

open platform and closed platform. The objective of this study is 

identify the effect of between open platform, closed platform and 

customer participation intention. Our results can become a 

standard of judgment to platform companies or companies which 

are adopting their own platform businesses.  
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This paper is organized into five chapters. Chapter one 

provides an overview of the field of this research. In chapter two, 

this research indicates literature review. Chapter three defines 

theoretical framework. In chapter four, this paper provides 

discussion and propositions. Lastly, chapter five presents 

conclusion. 

 

LITERATURE REIVEW 

 

Platform is a business ecosystem that matches buyers with 

suppliers, who transact directly with each other using system 

resources (Parker, Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). According to 

Eisenmann, et al. (2008) opening a platform can spur adoption by 

harnessing network effects, typically reduces users’ switching costs 

and stimulating production of differentiated goods that meet the 

needs of user segments. However, on the other hand, West (2003) 

argues that the most successful platforms were owned by 

proprietary sponsors that controlled platform evolution and 

appropriated associated rewards. In this sense, this paper 

questions whether a platform should be divided only into open one 

or closed. And this research presents that adamantly regarding a 

platform as open one or closed could cause confusion. The option 

between open and closed is not black and white (Parker, et al., 

2016).  

This research claims that both open platform and closed 

platform can influence to performance. For the study, firstly this 

paper investigated precedent studies and measurements of open 

platform and closed platform (Table 1). 
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Table 1: Preceding researches of open platform and closed 

platform 

Research 

topic 

Author 

(year) 
Finding 

Open 

platform 

Chesbrough 

(2003) 
The open innovation model has many 

advantages over the closed model. 

Eisenmann, 

et al. (2008) 

Opening a platform can spur adoption 

by harnessing network effects, 

typically reduces users’ switching 

costs. And stimulating production of 

differentiated goods that meet the 

needs of user segments. 

Almirall et 

al., (2010) 

Open plaotfrms have a positive 

influence on performance. 

Closed 

platform  

West (2003) 
The most successful platforms were 

owned by proprietary sponsors that 

controlled platform evolution and 

appropriated associated rewards. 

Open-First 

(2010) 
Developer satisfaction and user loyalty 

are higher in closed environments. 

Song, Park 

& Kim 

(2013) 

Closed platform generates higher 

levels of app sales than open platform, 

and is more effective. 

 

Prior studies might regarded the closed platform to the opposite 

of open, nevertheless, both open and closed are undoubtedly 
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different being. Thus, this paper claims both platform openness 

and closed-ness, and proceeds as like this: Both open platform and 

closed platform will have a positive effect on performance of 

platform.  

In addition, this paper argues that brand awareness of platform 

company can adjust influence between platform and customer 

participation intention. According to Hellofs & Jacobson (1999), 

Customers mostly want to get popular brands when lacking 

product experience because they “incur psychological benefits from 

using brands that are popular”. 

 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

Open platform 

For free participation, a prior research of platform openness 

regards non-limiting participation of each stakeholder to open. For 

usefulness of information exchange, a platform is basically an 

infrastructure for facilitate interaction among supply-side user 

and demand-side users of value, and these two stakeholder connect 

with each other and exchanges through participation in platform-

an exchange of information, products or services. Through this 

interaction, increased utility and further, the platform company 

can attract other participants (Parker et al., 2016).  For open 

source, an open means that platform creators are willing to give up 

some of their own profits in order to seed interest, increase overall 

value and build an ecosystem through others (Parker, 2012). 

 

Closed platform 

For, distinctiveness of restrictions, according to Choudary, et al. 

(2016), a platform is “open” to the extent that: 1) No restrictions 

are placed on participation in its development, commercialization 

or use. 2) The limits (e.g. pay licensing fees) are reasonable and 
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non-discriminatory, that is, they are applied uniformly to all 

potential platform participants. However, this paper ascribed the 

criteria to closed-ness. For product pre-screening, according to 

Song (2013), pre-screening of product reduces consumer 

uncertainty about product quality. On the other hand, in case of a 

firm doesn’t pre-screen their product, and any product can be 

accepted openly, the firm will increase risk.   For customer 

participation intention, one of the features of successful platform 

is structure which can generate a series of word of mouth as a 

network effect by interactions between groups of user (Eisenmann, 

et al., 2008). Network effect (Shapino & Varian, 1998) means the 

more user numbers who spend on same products increase, the 

utility that gets by consuming the product. 

 

PROPOSITIONS DEVELOPMENT 

 

Firure shows theoretical framework of the effect of between open 

platform and closed platform with customer participation 

intention.  

 

 
Figure 1: Theoretical framework of the effect of between open 

platform and closed platform with customer participation intention 
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Based on the literaure review and study model, propositions are 

suggested as folows: .  

P1. Open platform has a positive effect on customer 

participation intention. 

P2. Closed platform has a positive effect on customer 

participation intention. 

P3. The association between open platform and customer 

participation intention is mediated by the brand awareness. 

P4. The association between closed platform and customer 

participation intention is mediated by the brand awareness. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

This paper examined the determinants of open platform and 

closed platform based on the literature review. Firstly, open 

platform has a positive effect on customer participation intention. 

Secondly, closed platform has a positive effect on customer 

participation intention. Thirdly, the association between open 

platform and customer participation intention is mediated by the 

brand awareness. Fourthly, the association between closed 

platform and customer participation intention is mediated by the 

brand awareness. Our research can become a standard of judgment 

to platform companies or companies which are adopting their own 

platform businesses. 
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