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commitment signals in the video game industry 
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University of Amsterdam, Plantage Muidergracht 12, 1018 TV, Amsterdam, the Netherlands   
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A B S T R A C T   

This study extends the burgeoning literature on social evaluations by investigating the incongruence between 
two quality signals in the video game industry: resource commitment and organizational status. It is hypothe
sized that while having one of the signals leads to higher product recognition and, hence, allows firms to capture 
more value from a product and its demonstrated quality, having both signals can be problematic due to the 
incongruence of these signals. This is because, in creative industry settings, the occurrence of both signals might 
send an incongruent message to external audiences (i.e., consumers and industry experts), leading to lower than 
expected results. My empirical analysis using historical data from the video game industry showed that orga
nizations which featured either a status or a resource commitment signal were able to capture more value from 
their product quality than organizations that feature both of these signals. In an additional survey study, I found 
tentative evidence for my theoretical explanations of these findings.   

1. Introduction 

Regardless of whether an organization is focusing on creating high 
quality or selling high quantities, the question of how it can influence 
external audiences to capture more value from its products is of strategic 
importance. Quality signals, defined as activities or attributes of orga
nizations in a market which alter the beliefs of an organization’s 
external audiences (Bitektine, 2011; Fralich & Bitektine, 2020; Gatzert, 
2015; Gök et al., 2015; Kovács & Sharkey, 2014; Linder & Seid
enstricker, 2018; Nijholt et al., 2016; Park & Podolny, 2000; Sharkey, 
2014; Sharkey & Kovács, 2018; Sorenson, 2014; Stern et al., 2014), 
allow organizations to capture more value from their products’ 
demonstrated quality (Kirmani & Rao, 2000). This is because these 
signals positively affect the product quality recognition of external au
diences such as consumers and industry experts (Benjamin & Podolny, 
1999; Situmeang et al., 2014; Waguespack & Sorenson, 2011). An 
important challenge in this regard is whether a combination of signals 
can affect external audiences’ quality recognition less positively than 
expected. In other words, this study aims to investigate the counterin
tuitive question whether quality signals can be combined in a way that 
they will not deliver the anticipated positive results. 

While prior studies have shown that quality signals can provide or
ganizations with important advantages, it can be problematic when 
certain signals do not work so well in combination. Indeed, 

incongruence may make quality signals less effective (Ertug et al., 
2016). However, little is known about which signals are potentially 
incongruent with each other. Accordingly, the objective of this paper is 
to explore the possible incongruence between two important quality 
signals, which has been neglected by previous research so far: status and 
resource commitment. This study focuses on these signals, because, 
unlike other potential signals such as reputation (Fombrun, 1996) or 
power (Daily & Johnson, 1997), status and resource commitment are 
signals that are regularly used in creative settings such as the video game 
industry (Cucco, 2009), which is also the empirical context of this 
research. 

The current study aims to contribute to the emerging literature on 
how best to manage the social evaluations of external audiences. One 
crucial aspect of this is the awareness of signal incongruence (Ertug 
et al., 2016; Kavadis et al., 2020; Ozmel et al., 2013; Stern et al., 2014). 
Earlier research by Vergne et al. (2018), for instance, showed that firms 
that engage in philanthropy are criticized more in the media when they 
pay a high level of compensation to their CEOs because this is seen as 
being incongruent with the notion of philanthropy. In this paper, it is 
hypothesized that the co-occurrence of status and resource commitment 
signals can create confusion about the organization’s capabilities to 
create high-quality products. This is because having both signals will 
send an incongruent message to external audiences. As a consequence, it 
is suggested that the combination of these signals may deliver less 
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positive results than when only one of the two signals is used in the 
implementation and commercialization of new creative products. 

Consider the example of movie director M. Night Shyamalan. Shya
malan became a well-known director after creating very successful 
movies like “The Sixth Sense” and “Unbreakable” at the beginning of his 
career. After these hits, his fame gave him access to many resources and 
allowed him to direct blockbusters like “The Last Airbender” and “After 
Earth” which were, however, received very negatively by both con
sumers and critics (Shayo, 2023). After these flops, Shyamalan returned 
to directing movies with smaller budgets like “The Visit” or “Split” 
which not only became hits, but were also appraised by critics (Vorel, 
2023). The video game industry also offers some notable examples with 
strikingly similar histories. For instance, consider “Star Wars: Battle
front” and its sequel developed by Electronic Arts. The first title was 
released in 2015, after which it soon became a record-breaking success 
on the PlayStation 4 video game market, exceeding the expectations of 
Electronic Arts itself (Crossley, 2015). It also received critical acclaim 
and won the prestigious “Action Game of the Year” in 2016, which 
further increased the status of the highly esteemed developer com
pany.[1] In 2017, Electronic Arts announced to develop a sequel to its 
successful title allocating a considerably larger development budget to it 
than to its predecessor.[2] However, critics and consumers started to 
raise their concerns about the developer and the new video game even 
before the release of the new title. Some of them even suggested that 
Electronic Arts has “gone over to the dark side” (Needleman & Fritz, 
2017). Indeed, the sequel got mixed reactions from critics and failed to 
meet the performance expectations of Electronic Arts according to the 
company’s CFO, Blake Jorgensen.[3] I do not argue here that there was 
no variation in the quality of these products, but I do suggest that the 
audiences’ perceptions of these products might have been shaped by the 
status of the actors who were creating these products and the budget size 
of these projects, which may have played an important role in the per
formance of these movies and video games. 

The current study focuses on the potential incongruence between 
status and resource commitment signals in the video game industry 
where there is the unique opportunity to examine how much recognition 
a product gets for its quality by looking at the performance of different 
products of the same or similar quality. In the current study, this was 
done by investigating product performance while controlling for the 
average ratings of video games by professional critics. In that way, the 
ratings by a large number of professional critics served as a proxy to 
capture the underlying quality of a video game product. In the current 
study, product performance was investigated from two different aspects. 
On the one hand, I investigated consumers’ recognition of a product’s 
quality, which manifested in their willingness to purchase that product. 
On the other hand, I examined industry experts’ recognition of product 
quality, which manifested in their willingness to nominate or give an 
industry award to such product. While proxying the effect of product 
quality, the setting of this study allowed me to investigate the additional 
effect of quality signals on consumers’ and industry experts’ recognition 
of product quality. 

In addition to my main archival study, I conducted a supplementary 
vignette study to substantiate my theoretical claims. In that study, I 
randomly allocated potential video game consumers to four conditions 
to identify the “pure” signaling effects of organizational status and 
resource commitment. The vignette study replicated the findings of my 
archival study and provided tentative support for my claim that orga
nizations which feature both status and resource commitment signals 
are perceived to have less capabilities to create high-quality products, as 
compared to other organizations that feature only one of these signals. 
Thus, the effect of the incongruence between status and resource 
commitment on quality recognition can be explained by the beliefs that 
external audiences will form about the capabilities of the organization in 
question to create quality. 

This study provides several important contributions to the organi
zation and management literature. First, it has been a methodological 

challenge for scholars to distinguish effectively between the effects of 
quality signals and actual product quality. As such, convincing empirical 
evidence for the effects of quality signals on organizations’ ability to 
capture value from their demonstrated level of product quality has been 
scarce (see Sauder et al. (2012) for a review). The current study provided 
this evidence and examined the value organizations could capture from 
the recognition of product quality in the form of market performance 
(revenues), nominations for an award, and receipt of an award, con
trolling for a proxy of product quality. Second, related to the previous 
point, although there have been studies investigating the relationship 
between project budget and performance (Basuroy et al., 2003; John 
et al., 2017; Ravid, 1999), previous studies have not paid much attention 
to resource commitment being a quality signal. One novel aspect of this 
study is to demonstrate that human resources allocated to a project not 
only serve as an input to create quality, but also as a collective signal 
that helps others to recognize quality (Negro et al., 2015). Third, this 
study draws attention to an important mechanism that influences the 
rigidity of status hierarchies (Baum et al., 2003; Gould, 2002; Piazza & 
Castellucci, 2014; Podolny & Phillips, 1996) in creative industry set
tings. More specifically, it demonstrates that high-status organizations 
that invested in large-scale projects are less likely to get recognition for 
quality in the form of receiving awards in the video game industry. As a 
consequence, these high-status organizations do not increase their sta
tus, but give more space to others to increase theirs. Fourth, there has 
been an increasing attention to the interaction between different 
signaling effects (Ertug et al., 2016; Stern et al., 2014; Vergne et al., 
2018). This study extends this stream of research by showing how sig
nals of status and resource commitment interact with each other and 
weaken each other as quality signals in the video game industry. These 
insights also increase our understanding of the dark side of social eval
uations or the “burden of celebrity” effect (Kovács & Sharkey, 2014; 
Szatmari, 2022; Wade et al., 2006; Zavyalova et al., 2016) revealing that 
organizations are severely punished by their external audiences when 
they act incongruently with their status presumably due to the incon
gruence of these signals in creative settings. 

2. Hypotheses 

2.1. Status as a quality signal that facilitates the recognition of quality 

The first set of hypotheses concern how status affects an organiza
tion’s ability to gain recognition for the quality of their products from 
both consumers and industry experts and to capture more value for a 
given level of product quality. Status is a signal that conveys information 
about an organization’s ability to create high-quality products (Podolny, 
2005). I hypothesize that high-status organizations will generate more 
revenues and receive more recognition for their products for a given 
level of quality than low-status actors, because of two main reasons. 
First, high-status organizations are more visible, and so are their prod
ucts (Azoulay et al., 2014; Cattani et al., 2013; Simcoe & Waguespack, 
2011). Something that has been produced by a high-status organization 
is thus more likely to make it on to the shortlist of a consumer or industry 
expert, and will have a greater chance of being selected. In contrast, 
products developed by low-status organizations might not even get 
noticed by consumers or industry experts, even if they are of exceptional 
artistic quality. Second, the capabilities and products of high-status or
ganizations are typically overvalued (Kim & King, 2014; Merton, 1968; 
Podolny, 2001; Sauder et al., 2012; Szatmari et al., 2021). This is 
because the underlying quality of products and organizations are un
observable prior to consumption (Pollock et al., 2010). Therefore, con
sumers and industry experts are uncertain about a product’s underlying 
quality, and as a consequence, they rely on status to ease their selection 
process (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999). Thus, since the capabilities of a 
high-status organization are overvalued, these organizations get more 
recognition for their products’ quality from consumers and industry 
experts than their low-status counterparts. 
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To conclude, I suggest that, when choosing between products of the 
same or very similar quality (proxied by critic ratings), consumers and 
industry experts are more likely to opt for the products of high-status 
organizations. Specifically, the value organizations can capture from 
an increased recognition of quality is reflected in three indicators: 1) 
consumers’ willingness to purchase a certain product and 2) industry 
experts’ willingness to nominate a certain product for an industry award 
and 3) to eventually give an organization an award for a product. This 
leads me to propose the following hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1. The status of an organization is positively associated 
with the market performance of its product, critic ratings being equal. 

Hypothesis 2a. The status of an organization is positively associated 
with the likelihood that its product will be nominated for an award, 
critic ratings being equal. 

Hypothesis 2b. The status of an organization is positively associated 
with the likelihood that its product will win an award, critic ratings 
being equal. 

2.2. Resource commitment as a quality signal that facilitates the 
recognition of quality 

I argue next that consumers’ and industry experts’ perceptions of a 
product’s quality can be altered not only by status but also by resource 
commitment signals. Resource commitment refers to the amount of 
human and financial resources invested in a project by an organization 
to create quality (Isobe et al., 2000; Kim & Lee, 1993; Orhun et al., 
2016). It can be expected that such commitments help firms not only to 
create quality products but also to signal wealth and attain esteem and 
admiration (Bagwell & Bernheim, 1996; Mousa & Reed, 2013). I expect 
that resource commitment will positively influence an organization’s 
external audiences’ recognition of the organization’s product quality. A 
plausible explanation for this positive relationship is that investing a 
large amount of resources in creating a product signals the organiza
tion’s intention to create a product of the highest quality. A large 
number of actors and extras (i.e., background actors) signals, for 
instance, that there will be spectacular scenes in the movie or video 
game. Consider the example of the movie “Gandhi” which attracted a lot 
of attention when it was released in 1982 for being the movie that 
employed the most extras in film history.[4] In addition, a large technical 
crew indicates that a highly complex and sophisticated technology is to 
be used in creating a new creative product such as a movie or video 
game (Basuroy et al., 2003; Cucco, 2009). Resource commitment also 
signals that the organization itself believes the product will be successful 
(Kirmani & Rao, 2000). When consumers and industry experts perceive 
that an organization is committing many resources to a new product, 
they see that this organization anticipates a high return on its 
investment. 

External audiences perceive these signals. Indeed, in the creative 
industries, organizations very often emphasize the level of resources 
invested in a project to signal the quality of their products (Cucco, 
2009). In the movie and video game industries, for instance, companies 
typically mention on product packaging or in trailers and interviews that 
the very latest technology and a sizeable investment of financial and 
other resources has been used to produce a film or video game. For 
instance, in the video game industry, the project “Star Wars: The Old 
Republic” received a lot of attention due to the size of the development 
project, which made it “the most expensive, ambitious and riskiest video 
game ever produced,” according to industry experts (Fritz & Pham, 
2012). Thus, apart from investing into projects to improve quality, 
producers also think about resource commitment as a quality signal—a 
signal that consciously can be used to influence external audiences’ 
perceptions of the product’s quality and the perceived risk around it 
(Ebbers & Wijnberg, 2012a). This is echoed in an interview with Japa
nese producer Takahiro Sato, who created movies like the “Death Note” 

or “Gantz.” Asked about the production of “Gantz,” he said that “we 
needed to make this a big budget project that would attract a very large 
audience” (Oku, 2012). Hence, when an organization commits a large 
amount of resources to their project, they signal it to the outside world in 
order to increase the benefits of this investment. 

It can therefore be expected that the amount of resources committed 
to a project will act as a quality signal in the creative industries. Quality 
signals are shown to be exceptionally important when external audi
ences are uncertain about the underlying quality of organizations and 
their products (Podolny, 2001). Because product consumers and in
dustry experts experience a great deal of uncertainty when faced with a 
large number of products to choose from, I argue that these external 
audiences perceive the quality of an end-product to be higher when it 
results from a large-scale project rather than a small-scale project. In 
other words, I suggest that, above and beyond the effect of product 
quality (proxied by critic ratings), resource commitment signals will 
increase the value an organization can capture from the product. 
Concretely, this means that consumers reward the organization with 
higher revenues, while industry experts are likely to nominate and select 
its product for an award. These arguments lead me to propose the 
following hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 3. Resource commitment is positively associated with the 
market performance of an organization’s product, critic ratings being 
equal. 

Hypothesis 4a. Resource commitment is positively associated with 
the likelihood that an organization’s product will be nominated for an 
award, critic ratings being equal. 

Hypothesis 4b. Resource commitment is positively associated with 
the likelihood that an organization’s product will be given an award, 
critic ratings being equal. 

2.3. The incongruence between signaling status and signaling resource 
commitment 

I now explain how featuring both status and resource commitment 
signals may interact in a seemingly counterintuitive way by weakening 
each other’s effect on an organization’s ability to capitalize on its 
product’s actual quality. In the creative industries, status can be seen as 
an indication that, among other things, an organization is capable of 
delivering artistic excellence (Bakker, 2001). I suggest that leveraging 
both status and resource commitment signals indicates that an organi
zation lacks the capabilities needed to deliver artistic excellence in 
creative industry settings. High status conveys the impression that an 
organization has the capabilities needed to create high-quality products 
without requiring substantial expenditure (Stokes, 2014). In creative 
industries, external audiences are aware that achieving artistic excel
lence does not necessarily require a very large amount of resources (Kim 
& Jensen, 2014). External audiences may then perceive a high level of 
resource commitment from high-status actors as suspicious and 
confusing (Hahl, 2016). It may lead them to think that the high-status 
organization does not have the capabilities needed to generate or to 
successfully implement high-quality projects that could be successful 
without making a high level of investment. This may negatively affect 
external audiences’ perceptions of a product’s quality that is created by 
a high-status organization (Frake, 2017). As a consequence, external 
audiences might have the impression that the high-status organization 
spends a lot of money to “insure” itself against the negative conse
quences of disastrous product reception and potential failure (Basuroy 
et al., 2003; Ravid & Basuroy, 2004). 

Thus, when external audiences perceive signs that the organization 
lacks the capabilities usually associated with high-status actors, they are 
less likely to believe that the product to which this high-status organi
zation has committed so many resources is of high quality. My argument 
above is summarized in Table 1. It is important to note here that my 
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argument concerns the impressions formed by an organization’s 
external audiences based on signals that are explicitly or implicitly 
projected by the organization—they do not relate to the organization’s 
actual capabilities. Another important point to note is that I do not 
predict that organizations which signal both high status and resource 
commitment will fail or will necessarily exhibit low performance. I 
argue that organizations that signal both will likely exhibit lower per
formance than those that signal either status or resource commitment. 

My arguments lead to the following hypotheses which specify the 
interaction effect of resource commitment and organizational status on 
the recognition of quality (i.e., market performance, nominations for an 
award, and receipt of an award) while controlling for the effect of 
product quality (proxied by critic ratings). 

Hypothesis 5. The interaction term of resource commitment and 
organizational status predicting the market performance of the product 
of the organization in question is negative, critic ratings being equal. 

Hypothesis 6a. The interaction term of resource commitment and 
organizational status predicting the likelihood that the product of the 
organization in question will be nominated for an award is negative, 
critic ratings being equal. 

Hypothesis 6b. The interaction term of resource commitment and 
organizational status predicting the likelihood that the product of the 
organization in question will be given an award is negative, critic ratings 
being equal. 

3. Method 

3.1. Sample and setting 

In order to test my hypotheses, I investigated projects in the video 
game industry. I chose this setting for several reasons. First, it is an 
example of a creative industry in which there is a tension between the 
artistic logic and the economic logic (Tschang, 2007). Second, as a 
creative industry, it provides valuable opportunities to investigate 
signaling effects while being able to control for critic ratings, as the 
review scores and assessments made by many critics regarding product 
quality are readily available (Lan et al., 2020; Situmeang et al., 2014). 
Third, there are prestigious awards given to products in a given year to 
reward outstanding quality—both in specific genres (e.g., action games, 
racing games, etc.) and across the industry as a whole. Fourth, in the 
video game industry, organizational status is more important than in
dividual status. This is different in other creative industries such as the 

book or film industry. In the eyes of external audiences, video games are 
associated much more with the company that produces them, rather 
than with individuals. Consider video game commercials, for instance. 
While the developer company is always mentioned, the individuals 
associated with developing the game very rarely are. This is of course 
different for commercials for books or movies. The video game industry 
was thus an appropriate setting in which to investigate the dynamics of 
organizational status. My level of analysis was the new product devel
opment project. These projects were nested in organizations (or groups 
of organizations when they were developed by multiple ones), which I 
took into account in my random- and fixed-effects regression analyses. 

To create my sample of video games projects, I combined data from 
three different sources. First, I collected data from MobyGames.com on 
about 40,000 video games projects and their developer and publisher 
firms, the characteristics of the game (genre, year of release, resource 
commitment, and licenses), and the ratings of professional critics con
cerning the quality of each product. MobyGames.com contains informa
tion about most of the videogames developed from 1972 onwards. 
MobyGames.com lists its goal as: “To meticulously catalog all relevant in
formation about electronic games (computer, console, and arcade) on a 
game-by-game basis, and then offer up that information through flexible 
queries and data mining.“[5] Second, from the market research company 
NPD Group, I gathered information on the market performance of 
13,000 console video games released in the U.S between 1995 and 2012. 
Finally, I obtained data from the Academy of Interactive Arts and Sci
ences on the number of awards received by each video game. The 
Academy of Interactive Arts and Sciences is a non-profit organization 
founded in 1996 to recognize “outstanding achievements in the interactive 
arts and sciences” through industry awards (D.I.C.E. awards) made each 
year to products judged to be of outstanding quality starting from 
1997.[6] This reduced my sample to games released in or after 1998. 
Similar to many other prestigious awards in the film industry (see 
Gemser et al. (2008) for a review), the D.I.C.E. award is given by in
dustry experts based on a secret ballot, but the voting process is also 
certified by an independent organization.[7] The committee members 
who decide which game is selected for an award are highly trained ex
perts with a great deal of experience of assessing the quality of video 
games. Similar to other creative industries, there is a long tradition of 
using industry awards to reward creative performance—and this has 
been examined in several studies (e.g., see Cattani and Ferriani (2008) 
for several examples). The Academy of Interactive Arts and Sciences 
gives one “Game of the Year” award in each year to a single title and 12 
awards in 12 categories in each year (e.g., Action Game of the Year, 

Table 1 
A summary of my theoretical arguments concerning the interaction effect between signaling status and resource 
commitment. 
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Strategy/Simulation Game of the Year, Role-playing/Massively Multi
player Game of the Year, etc.). Looking at only the “Game of the Year” 
award would have resulted in very limited variation in my independent 
variable. Therefore, I decided to consider all award categories in my 
analysis. Video game producers attach a lot of prestige and importance 
to these awards and typically publish a “Game of the Year” edition of 
their existing video games once they receive these prestigious awards, 
which is one of the many ways how companies signal their status in the 
video game industry. 

3.2. Dependent variables 

3.2.1. Market performance 
I used consumer sales data obtained from NPD Group. In order to 

make the market performance comparable between products, I aggre
gated the revenues received for each video game during the twelve- 
month period after its release (Mollick, 2012). Because the video 
game industry is a hit-driven industry, and market performance is 
therefore expected (and found) to be a highly skewed variable, I took the 
natural logarithm of market performance (Mollick, 2012). 

3.2.2. Nomination for an award and receiving an industry award 
Industry awards have been used extensively to measure recognition 

of exceptional quality in other creative industries, such as the film (Kim 
& Jensen, 2014; Lampel & Shamsie, 2003) or book industry (Kovács & 
Sharkey, 2014). The committees that nominate and award video games 
are comprised of different industry experts. I created two dummy vari
ables for each video game. For the variable nomination for an award, I set 
the value to 1 if the video game was nominated for the “Game of the 
Year” award across the whole industry or in any category (e.g., action 
games, strategy games, etc.), and 0 otherwise. For the variable receiving 
an industry award, I set the value to 1 if the video game received the 
“Game of the Year” award across the whole industry or in any genre, and 
0 otherwise. 

3.3. Independent variables 

3.3.1. Organizational status 
Following prior status research (Azoulay et al., 2014; Ertug & Cas

tellucci, 2013; Kim, 2020; Kovács & Sharkey, 2014; Sharkey & Kovács, 
2018), I used prior industry awards to measure status. I derived the 
status of an organization in a given year from the number of industry 
awards given to that organization before this given year (Hofmann et al., 
2017). Status was measured by counting the number of D.I.C.E. awards 
an organization had been given before a given year in all the categories 
and after the first award ceremony. When a project involved multiple 
organizations, I took the average of organizational status scores of all 
companies involved in a development project. Both consumers and in
dustry experts that serve in award committees pay a lot of attention and 
attach a lot of prestige to these awards. For instance, most of the popular 
video game news sites and bloggers report the nominees recipients of 
these awards, and these events and nominations also generate a lot of 
discussions on video game forums.[8] Thus, status signals are typically 
picked up by both consumers and award committee members. In order 
to find further support for the validity of my measurement, I contacted 
six industry experts (CEOs and project managers in the video game in
dustry), and they confirmed that D.I.C.E. awards do convey increase the 
prestige of both nominees and awardees in the industry and, hence, 
serve as a valuable signal regarding an organization’s product’s under
lying quality that is visible to both consumers and experts. 

3.3.2. Resource commitment 
Creative industries are service-based industries in which the main 

and most important cost-component is human resources (Skaggs & 
Youndt, 2004). This was echoed in the interviews I did with industry 
experts. Thus, resource commitment can best be captured by the number 

of contributors to a project, including programmers, designers, and all 
support staff (De Vaan et al., 2015), which was the approach applied in 
the current study. Both consumers and industry experts are very much 
aware when a large-budget (or a “triple-A″) video game gets released on 
the market, as these video games also tend to get a lot of media attention 
around their release date in contrast to other projects to which few re
sources were committed (Koster, 2018). Thus, consumers and industry 
experts in award committees pay specific attention to resource 
commitment signals, similar to status signals. 

3.4. Control variables 

I controlled for seven project and six organizational-level variables. 
For an overview of my control variables, their measurement, and the 
rationale for using them, see Table 2. 

3.5. Estimation strategy 

In order to investigate what relationship status and resource 
commitment had with the amount of value organizations could capture 
from product quality, I conducted regression analyses and controlled for 
critic ratings, as well as a number of other variables. The level of analysis 
was the new product development project which was nested in devel
oper firms and collaborations (or a combination of firms). To control for 
the hierarchical structure of the data, I applied two different estimation 
models: fixed-effects and random-effects regressions, because both ap
proaches have their advantages and disadvantages (Firebaugh et al., 
2013). The advantage of fixed-effects regressions is that it may be 
considered superior it terms of isolating firm-specific heterogeneity. 
However, it is considered inferior when there are only a few observa
tions per cluster (Clark & Linzer, 2015), and it is impossible to run when 
the dependent variable is binary and there are groups with only a single 
observation due to the lack of within-cluster variance. Even though 
these recommendations point to the preference of random-effects re
gressions due to the fact that lots of developers (or the combination of 
developers) release only a single or a few video games, in the current 
study, I applied a conservative approach by running both kinds of 
regression models and accepting hypotheses only when they were sup
ported by both. Since one dependent variable was a continuous one, 
while the other two were categorical, I ran two different versions of each 
regression method: linear fixed- and random-effects regressions pre
dicting the market performance of video games and logistic fixed- and 
random-effects regressions predicting whether a video game was 
nominated for or received an award. 

The clustering variables were chosen as follows. Running random- 
effects regressions, I used firms and collaborations as the clustering 
variable, because, when a project was associated with multiple firms, it 
was not possible to determine to which individual firm it belonged to. 
Running fixed-effects regressions, I chose a different approach. This is 
because many collaborations released only a single video game, so these 
collaborations lacked within-cluster variance. Therefore, these obser
vations would have needed to be dropped predicting the binary 
dependent variables nomination for and winning an award. Hence, in 
those cases, I used the developer firm that was mentioned first in the list 
of firms as firm-fixed effects, because, in creative industries, the de
velopers are typically mentioned in the order of importance (Jensen, 
2010), which is true for the video game industry, as well. Given that 
some developer firms released only a single video game, this approach 
still resulted in some loss in the number of observations compared to the 
random-effects models. Thus, the most important developer firms were 
included as firm-fixed effects, but collaboration projects were controlled 
for by the variable “number of organizations.” 

To control for possible selection biases in regressions where I pre
dicted the likelihood of receiving an award, I applied a two-stage se
lection procedure (Heckman, 1979). I estimated the Mills ratio from my 
regression predicting nominations for an award (including all the 
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Table 2 
Control variables.  

Control variable Measure Reason for inclusion 

Project controls 
Critic ratings Following (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999), I used critics’ average assessments of the quality of each product in 

my final sample as a good proxy for product quality. I included MobyGames.com’s “MobyRank” score, which 
was the combination of reviews and rankings—normalized prior to aggregation—from a large number of 
online, television, and print media outlets. 

My theoretical interest lied in the effect of status and resource commitment on the recognition of 
quality, regardless of actual product quality. This variable also served as a good proxy for the 
underlying quality of the development team, since high-quality video games are more likely to be 
developed by high-quality development teams. MobyGames.com applies strict standards in order to 
make sure that it includes input only from high-quality media sources to which only industry experts 
contribute (blogs are not included, for example). Critic ratings are different from product purchase or 
awarding decisions, because the former is strictly an evaluation process, while the latter are 
fundamentally selection processes. 

Year of release 14 dummy variables for each year from 1999 to 2013. It was equal to 1, if the video game was published in 
that given year, 0 otherwise. The reference year is 1998. 

Controlling for year-specific events (e.g., the introduction of a new console generation). 

Genre From MobyGames.com, I collected information on whether each game fits into one of the categories on the 
website (e.g., action game, racing game, etc.). Genres were controlled for by including 58 dummy variables 
for each genre category or combination of genre categories besides the reference category, which were 
present in the dataset. Video games are categorized into 59 categories like “action” or “strategy” games or 
combinations like “role-playing (RPG), simulation, strategy” games. 

Genres may affect how the product is perceived by the external audiences, and may have different 
investment requirements (Negro et al., 2022). 

Product novelty From MobyGames.com, I collected information on whether each game fits into one of the categories on the 
website (e.g., action game, racing game, etc.). Following previous research (Stettner & Lavie, 2014), I used 
these categories to create a 62-digit category code for each product which refers to a specific combination of 
genres. Product novelty was included in my model as a dummy variable, with 1 indicating that this type of 
product had not appeared on the market before the release of the game in question. When there was no 
information on product genre, the video game was assumed to be non-novel. 

Product novelty might affect quality recognition. 

Number of reviews I included the number of professional reviews that MobyGames.com collects from a wide variety of online 
websites that specialize in rating and reviewing video games. 

Controlling for the media attention a product receives. 

Licensed game A licensed game is an adaptation of a movie, comic book, or television show. I included a dummy variable 
in my models, with 1 meaning that the game is licensed, 0 otherwise. 

License might affect quality recognition. 

Industry award Dummy variable, with 1 indicating that the video game in question received an award, 0 otherwise. Revenues can be driven by whether or not the video game received an award. I therefore included 
industry award as a control variable when predicting market performance. Removing this control does 
not lead to different conclusions in terms of the direction and significance of relationships of my main 
theoretical interest. 

Organizational controls 
Number of organizations The number of organizations that participated in the development of the video game in question. The number of organizations participating in a development project can be an important indicator of 

resource availability (independent of resource commitment) (e.g., the sum of organizational 
knowledge). 

Organizational size The sum of individuals who contributed to any project undertaken by any of the participating organizations 
in the previous three years before the release of the video game in question. 

The size of the organization can be an important indicator of resource availability (e.g., organizational 
knowledge), and should therefore be taken into account. 

Artistic reputation The average of product quality scores for all products developed by the organization before the release of a 
given product (Ebbers & Wijnberg, 2012b). When multiple organizations worked on the development of a 
game, I took the average reputation scores of all the companies involved in a development project. For this 
variable, where there was no information about an organization before a given year, and no indication of its 
market and artistic reputation, I assumed these values to be zero. 

I controlled for the artistic and economic reputations of the participating organizations, as these are 
important quality indicators that should be investigated separately from status (Sorenson, 2014;  
Washington & Zajac, 2005).  

Note: I checked to see what happened when I deleted observations where I did not have any 
information on a participating organization, and this did not change my results substantially. 

Market reputation The average of sales of all products released by the organization before a particular game (Ebbers & 
Wijnberg, 2012b). When multiple organizations worked on the development of a game, I took the average 
reputation scores of all the companies involved in a development project. For this variable, where there was 
no information about an organization before a given year, and no indication of its market and artistic 
reputation, I assumed these values to be zero. 

I controlled for the artistic and economic reputations of the participating organizations, as these are 
important quality indicators that should be investigated separately from status (Sorenson, 2014;  
Washington & Zajac, 2005).  

Notes: (1) I checked to see what happened when I deleted observations where I did not have any 
information on a participating organization, and this did not change my results substantially. (2) Both 

(continued on next page) 
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variables and interactions I described above) and included this variable 
in the second stage in which I predicted whether or not a product 
received an award. 

4. Results 

4.1. Main results 

It can be expected that status and resource commitment will posi
tively correlate, since status provides access to resources (Sauder et al., 
2012). Hence, my first concern was whether there would be enough 
observations above average resource commitment and below average 
status and vice versa. Table 3 presents the number of observations by 
resource commitment and organizational status. As can be seen, there 
was a considerable amount of observations in all the four quadrants. 
Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics of my sample, and Table 5 
contains the bivariate correlations between the variables. It is not sur
prising that high-status organizations tended to develop high-quality 
games (i.e., games with high critic ratings) (r = 0.19) which generated 
higher returns (r = 0.36). Also, high-status organizations tended to 
invest more in their projects, and this was reflected in the correlation 
between organizational status and resource commitment (r = 0.31). 
Moreover, resource commitment tended to generate more revenues (r =
0.25) and made a product more likely to receive an industry award (r =
0.20). With regards to some of my control variables, there was also a 
strong positive correlation between organizational status and the num
ber of reviews (i.e., the media attention a product receives) (r = 0.17), as 
well as between resource commitment and the number of reviews (r =
0.46). This implied that both organization status (i.e., the number of 
previous awards) and resource commitment (i.e., the number of con
tributors to a project) were visible quality indicators that affected the 
perceptions of external audiences. Furthermore, as might be expected, 
there was a significant correlation between organizational status and the 
number of projects in an organization’s project portfolio (r = 0.73), as 
well as between organizational status and organization size (r = 0.74). 
Although there were important theoretical reasons for including these 
variables, I checked my results removing the number of the organiza
tional projects and organization size controls in subsequent analyses 
because of concerns about too high multicollinearity. Doing so did not 
lead to substantially different results from those reported in this study. 
For theoretical reasons, I reported my results with these controls 
included. 

As can be seen in Table 4, there are some large differences in the 
sample sizes between the models. While I had full information in re
gressions predicting nominations for an industry award, I only had 
market performance for 2532 projects (see Table 4). Also, when pre
dicting whether or not an organization received an industry award, I 
used a subsample in which I only included video games that had been 
nominated for an award controlling for selection effects as explained 
above. 

The results of my regression analyses are reported in Tables 6–8. In 
line with my expectations, I found statistical support for the positive 
association between organizational status and market performance, 
controlling for critic ratings (see Table 6). The coefficient of organiza
tional status was positive and significant in both random- (Model 2: β =
0.04, p < 0.05) and fixed-effects regressions (Model 5: β = 0.10, p <
0.01). Thus, high-status organizations tended to achieve higher revenues 
than low-status organizations regardless of critic ratings. Specifically, 
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Table 3 
Number of observations by resource commitment and organizational status.  

Resource commitment Above average 2113 1822 
Below average 7664 1102   

Below average Above average   
Organizational Status  
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the random-effects model revealed that having one more award 
increased the expected revenues generated by future products by about 
4%, while the fixed-effects model estimated this increase to be about 
10%. It is important to note however that there might not be a causal 
link between having an additional award and the expected revenues 
generated by the new product. 

My results also showed support for my second hypothesis, which 
predicted that organizational status would have a positive association 
with the likelihood of an organization’s product being nominated for 
and receiving an award (see Tables 7 and 8). The coefficient of organi
zational status was positive and significant in both cases, regardless 
which regression method was applied. The coefficient of organizational 
status was positive and significant in both random- (Model 8: β = 0.16, p 
< 0.001) and fixed-effects regressions (Model 11: β = 0.06, p < 0.05) 
predicting the likelihood of being nominated for an award, and it was 
also positive and significant in both in both random- (Model 14: β =
0.26, p < 0.001) and fixed-effects regressions (Model 17: β = 0.08, p <
0.05), while I was predicting the likelihood of receiving an award. 
Hence, even when critic ratings were controlled for, high-status orga
nizations were more likely to be nominated for and given an award by 
industry experts than their low-status counterparts. Specifically, having 
one more award increased the odds of being nominated for an industry 
award by 17% according to the results of the random-effects regression, 
whilst having one more award increased this odd only by 6% based on 
the results of the fixed-effects regression. Moreover, the random-effects 
model showed that having one more award increased the expected odds 
of receiving an industry award by 30%, whereas the fixed-effects 
regression predicted an increase of only 8%. 

Furthermore, I found statistical support for my third hypothesis, 
which concerned the relationship between resource commitment and 
market performance, controlling for critic ratings. As it can be seen in 
Table 6, resource commitment had a statistically significant and positive 
relationship with market performance in both random- (Model 2: β =
0.11, p < 0.001) and fixed-effects regressions (Model 5: β = 0.09, p <
0.001). This implied that when organizations employed a hundred more 
staff for a project, they could expect an increase in their product’s sales 
revenue of about 10%. 

My analysis found support for Hypothesis 4a, as well, which pre
dicted that resource commitment would be positively associated with 
the likelihood of being nominated for an industry award. Table 7 shows 
that there was a statistically significant and positive relationship be
tween resource commitment and the likelihood of being nominated for 
an industry award in both random- (Model 8: β = 0.19, p < 0.001) and 
fixed-effects regressions (Model 11: β = 0.05, p < 0.01). Specifically, the 
results implied that employing another one hundred staff for a project 
increased the expected odds of a product being nominated for an in
dustry award by 21% or 5% depending on the regression method used. 
However, my results did not offer support for Hypothesis 4b (see 
Table 8), which predicted that resource commitment would have a 
positive relationship with the likelihood that a product which was 
nominated for an award would go on to win the award, in neither the 
random- (Model 14: β = 0.04, p > 0.10) or fixed-effects model (Model 
17: β = 0.04, p > 0.10). The most reasonable explanation for this finding 
is that most products that can make it to the final selection phase can 
already be considered blockbusters, and resource commitment does not 
function as an effective quality signal anymore when industry experts 

Table 4 
Descriptive statistics.   

Variable Mean s.d. Min Max N 

1. Ln (Market performance) 19.12 1.74 0.00 23.34 2532 
2. Nomination for an award 0.03 0.18 0 1 23,022 
3. Industry award 0.01 0.10 0 1 23,022 
4. Organizational status 0.88 2.27 0 31 21,742 
5. Resource commitment (in hundred project members) 1.06 1.85 0.01 49.98 13,643 
6. Product quality (critic ratings) 68.96 13.53 7 97 6752 
7. Genre (categorical variable) – – – – 21,965 
8. Product novelty 0.17 0.38 0 1 23,022 
9. Number of reviews 8.27 16.75 0 264 23,022 
10. Licensed 0.19 0.39 0 1 23,022 
11. Number of organizations 1.65 0.61 1 7 21,742 
12. Organization size (in hundred members) 23.77 40.99 0 421.23 23,022 
13. Artistic reputation 43.07 31.01 0 93 21,742 
14. Market reputation (in million dollars) 2.50 4.45 0 76.13 21,742 
15. Number of projects 110.56 186.77 0 2450.5 21,742 
16. Organizational age 9.53 7.65 0 40 21,742  

Table 5 
Correlation matrix.   

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Ln (Market performance)               
2. Nomination for an award 0.34*              
3. Industry award 0.21* 0.47*             
4. Organizational status 0.30* 0.15* 0.11*            
5. Resource commitment 0.25* 0.28* 0.20* 0.31*           
6. Product quality (critic 

ratings) 
0.36* 0.32* 0.19* 0.19* 0.21*          

7. Product novelty − 0.05* 0.00 0.00 − 0.01 0.02 0.00         
8. Number of reviews 0.29* 0.40* 0.26* 0.17* 0.46* 0.30* 0.01        
9. Licensed 0.08* 0.03* 0.01 0.05* 0.13* − 0.11* − 0.02* 0.11*       
10. Number of organizations − 0.14* 0.03* 0.01 − 0.04* 0.08* − 0.15* 0.04* 0.11* 0.12*      
11. Organization size 0.28* 0.14* 0.09* 0.74* 0.48* 0.14* 0.00 0.27* 0.17* 0.13*     
12. Artistic reputation 0.29* 0.15* 0.08* 0.33* 0.35* 0.24* 0.05* 0.30* 0.17* 0.12* 0.44*    
13. Market reputation 0.40* 0.20* 0.11* 0.53* 0.27* 0.22* 0.01 0.25* 0.09* 0.02* 0.42* 0.45*   
14. Number of projects 0.26* 0.12* 0.08* 0.73* 0.35* 0.15* 0.00 0.22* 0.12* − 0.08* 0.81* 0.45* 0.43*  
15. Organizational age 0.18* 0.12* 0.07* 0.50* 0.35* 0.18* 0.02* 0.23* 0.14* − 0.01* 0.59* 0.67* 0.49* 0.71* 

*p < 0.05; Year and genre dummies are included in every model. 
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compare one blockbuster to another in their task of selecting an award 
winner. 

Finally, I found support for most of my interaction hypotheses (see 
Tables 6–8). I predicted that the interaction term of resource commit
ment and organizational status would be negative predicting my the 
dependent variables. Since the coefficients of the interaction terms were 
negative and statistically significant in both Model 3 (β = − 0.01, p <
0.01) and Model 6 (β = − 0.01, p < 0.01), one can conclude that the 
results offered support for Hypothesis 5. However, the results for Hy
pothesis 6a were inconclusive. Whereas the random-effects regression 
offered support for the second interaction hypothesis (Model 9: β =
− 0.03, p < 0.05), the corresponding interaction term in the fixed-effects 
regression was statistically not different from zero in Model 12 (β =
− 0.00, p > 0.10). A plausible explanation for this inconsistency is that 
there was a significant drop in the number of observations running fixed- 
effects logistic regressions for the reasons explained above. Thus, Hy
pothesis 6a was rejected. On the other hand, both regression models 
offered support for Hypothesis 6b. The regression coefficient of the 
interaction between organizational statis and resource commitment was 
negative and significant in both random- (Model 15: β = − 0.02, p <
0.05) and fixed-effects regressions (Model 18: β = − 0.01, p < 0.05). 
These findings suggest that when high-status organizations spent more 
on their development projects (i.e., allocate more personnel to a proj
ect), they earned less revenue and received less recognition in the form 

of an award than high-status organizations that spent less on their 
projects, critic ratings being constant. 

The moderating effects are depicted in Figs. 1–3. The typical 
approach when depicting moderating effects is to illustrate the rela
tionship between the independent and dependent variables when the 
moderating variable is one standard deviation above and below its mean 
value (Dawson, 2014). Since organizational status was a skewed vari
able ranging from 0 to 31, one standard deviation below the mean would 
have resulted in a negative value, which would have resulted in a 
non-meaningful plot. I therefore depicted the effect of resource 
commitment when organizational status took meaningful integer values: 
0, 5, 10 and 15. Figs. 1–3 were created based on the results of 
random-effects regressions, because these regressions were run on larger 
samples, and, therefore, the results could be considered more repre
sentative. I hypothesized that high-status organizations might fail to 
realize all the potential benefits of status when committing many re
sources to their individual projects. In line with my expectations, the 
figures show that the relationship between resource commitment and 
the dependent variables weaken with the increase of organizational 
status. Figs. 1–3 also led me to reject the alternative explanation that 
status and resource commitment were substitutes of each other. As it is 
apparent in Figs. 1–3, projects to which high-status organizations 
committed a large amount of resources underperformed relative to other 
projects implemented by low-status organizations which committed a 

Table 6 
Estimates for mixed- and fixed-effects models of the natural logarithm of market performance.  

Dependent variable: Ln (Market performance) 

Analysis method: Firms and collaborations random-effects Firm fixed-effects  

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Intercept 11.76*** 11.65*** 11.65*** Separate intercept for each firm  
(0.30) (0.33) (0.33)    

Product quality (critic ratings) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03***  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Year dummies Included Included  

Genre dummies Included Included  

Product novelty − 0.07 − 0.05 − 0.03 − 0.08 − 0.01 0.01  
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) 

Number of reviews 0.01*** 0.00** 0.00** 0.01*** 0.00* 0.00*  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Licensed 0.31*** 0.29*** 0.28*** 0.21* 0.28* 0.27*  
(0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10) (0.11) (0.11) 

Number of organizations − 0.10 0.04 0.05 − 0.09 0.13 0.09  
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.13) (0.15) (0.15) 

Organization size 0.01*** 0.00 0.00 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Artistic reputation (average of critic scores) 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.00 0.00 0.00  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Market reputation (average of revenues) 0.20*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.03 0.03 0.03  
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 

Artistic reputation × Market reputation − 0.00*** − 0.00** − 0.00** − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Number of projects − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Organizational age 0.01+ 0.01+ 0.01 0.03* 0.04* 0.03+

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Industry award 0.61*** 0.70*** 0.71*** 0.54** 0.51** 0.52**  

(0.16) (0.17) (0.17) (0.18) (0.20) (0.19) 
Organizational status (number of awards)  0.04* 0.08**  0.10** 0.17***   

(0.02) (0.03)  (0.04) (0.04) 
Resource commitment  0.11*** 0.14***  0.09*** 0.13***   

(0.02) (0.02)  (0.02) (0.03) 
Status × Resource commitment   − 0.01**   − 0.01**    

(0.00)   (0.00) 

Number of observations 1787 1503 1503 1787 1503 1503 
Number of groups 1777 1497 1497 608 560 560 
Log likelihood − 2870.89 − 2411.69 − 2408.04 − 2433.39 − 1992.71 − 1986.65 

Notes: Two-tailed tests; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, +p < 0.10; and standard errors are in parentheses. 
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similar amount of resources. If these signals had been substitutes—and 
not incongruent—these projects would have performed similarly well. 

I ran a number of post-hoc analyses to substantiate my findings. In 
these analyses, I ruled out some potential alternative explanations, and 
checked my results with alternative measures for organizational status, 
resource commitment, and for proxying product quality, and with 
different subsamples. The results were in line with my theoretical pre
dictions and can be found in the Online Appendix. 

4.2. Additional data collection and analysis 

Since historical analyses usually cannot provide complete evidence 
of the mechanism that drives the statistical relationship between con
structs, I collected additional data to further address this limitation. 
Specifically, I conducted an anonymous survey study among 131 un
dergraduate university students in an online Business Administration 
elective course. I chose to collect a student sample, because younger 
generations are more familiar with the video games industry and, on 
average, interact more with video games. In line with my initial theo
retical argumentation, I expected to find that organizational status and 
resource commitment would positively affect the expected performance 
of a hypothetical video game that was being developed, and that orga
nizational status and resource commitment would negatively moderate 
each other’s effect on the same dependent variable. 

I randomly allocated respondents to four groups and presented each 
group with a different vignette. The four vignettes all had a different 
combination of high/low status and high/low resource commitment. I 
described the setting where a hypothetical video game developer 
announced the development of a new video game. I chose the scenario of 
a video game announcement because I wanted to investigate the signaling 
effects of organizational status and resource commitment prior to product 
consumption, as it is the case in real life with product consumers. In 
addition, I presented the same video game to all respondents. In this way, 
actual product quality was kept constant. The fact that I randomly allo
cated individuals to these four conditions and presented a video game of 
identical quality allowed me to capture the “pure” signaling effects of 
organizational status and resource commitment. The vignettes with 
which I manipulated status and resource commitment were written in a 
way which ensured that these manipulations were in line with both my 
theoretical claims and the measurement used in my historical analysis 
(see the Online Appendix). For the manipulation check, I measured 
organizational status with a three-item scale and resource commitment 
with a four-item scale. I also measured expected performance using a 
three-item scale. For these items, see Table 8 in the Online Appendix. In 
addition, I collected information on the respondents’ age, gender, gaming 
experience, and familiarity with the video games industry. 

Checking the reliability of these scales, I found that Cronbach’s alpha 
scores were 0.95 for organizational status, 0.87 for resource 

Table 7 
Estimates for mixed- and fixed-effects logistic regression models of the binary variables of being nominated for an industry award.  

Dependent variable: Nomination for an award 

Analysis method: Firms and collaborations random-effects Firm fixed-effects  

Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 

Intercept − 26.49*** − 16.34*** − 26.35*** Separate intercept for each firm  
(3.02) (0.98) (2.68)    

Product quality (critic ratings) 0.21*** 0.15*** 0.23*** 0.02*** 0.03*** 0.03***  
(0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Year dummies Included Included  

Genre dummies Included Included  

Product novelty − 0.02 − 0.06 0.24 − 0.05 − 0.02 − 0.02  
(0.36) (0.18) (0.36) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 

Number of reviews 0.07*** 0.03*** 0.06*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01***  
(0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Licensed − 0.15 0.09 0.22 0.02 − 0.01 − 0.01  
(0.43) (0.18) (0.44) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) 

Number of organizations 0.07 0.17 0.22 0.02 0.04 0.04  
(0.92) (0.15) (0.63) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) 

Organization size 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00  
(0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Artistic reputation (average of critic scores) − 0.00 0.00 − 0.02 − 0.00 0.00 0.00  
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Market reputation (average of revenues) 0.15 0.15* 0.15 0.04 0.07 0.07  
(0.21) (0.06) (0.18) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 

Artistic reputation × Market reputation − 0.00 − 0.00+ − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Number of projects − 0.00 − 0.00** − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Organizational age 0.04 0.05** − 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02  
(0.10) (0.02) (0.07) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Organizational status (number of awards)  0.16*** 0.43**  0.06* 0.06*   
(0.05) (0.14)  (0.03) (0.03) 

Resource commitment  0.19*** 0.57***  0.05** 0.06*   
(0.03) (0.11)  (0.02) (0.02) 

Status × Resource commitment   − 0.03*   − 0.00    
(0.02)   (0.00) 

Number of observations 6692 5527 5527 2665 2191 2191 
Number of groups 4796 4099 4099 207 193 193 
Log likelihood − 1195.13 − 1123.39 − 1086.82 − 1510.65 − 1224.55 − 1224.66 

Notes: Two-tailed tests; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, +p < 0.10; and standard errors are in parentheses. 
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commitment, and 0.84 for performance (see Table 8 in the Online Ap
pendix). My manipulation checks revealed that the differences in orga
nizational status and resource commitment between the four conditions 
were statistically significant and were in the expected direction. To 
analyze how organizational status, resource commitment, and the 
interaction between them affect quality recognition, I used OLS re
gressions. First, I found that both organizational status (β = 1.18, p <
0.001) and resource commitment (β = 0.92, p < 0.001) had a significant 
and positive effect on performance. Second, when the interaction effect 
between organizational status and resource commitment was included 
in the model, I also found that these variables significantly and nega
tively moderated each other’s effects (β = − 0.58, p < 0.05). Thus, my 
survey study corroborated the main findings of my historical analysis. 

In addition, I was interested what mechanism drives the effects of 
these quality signals and product quality recognition. Hence, in line with 
my theoretical arguments, I investigated the mediating effect of the 
beliefs of the respondents in the capabilities of the organization in 
question to create quality (single item). I used Hayes’ (2013) procedure 
to test my moderated mediation hypothesis (model 8). In support of my 
expectations, I found that both organizational status and resource 
commitment positively affected performance via the mediating effect of 
perceived capabilities of an organization to create quality. Moreover, 
the interaction effect on perceived capabilities of the organization to 
create quality was negative (index of moderated mediation = − 0.219, p <

0.05). The indirect effect of resource commitment was positive and 
significant when organizational status was low (β = 0.32, p < 0.01) but 
not significant when organizational status was high (β = 0.10, p > 0.10). 
It seems that signaling both status and resource commitment does not 
significantly change participants’ views of how capable an organization 
is to produce high-quality products, which is, however, important to 
boost performance. The findings also indicate that the alternative 
explanation that consumers might get very excited about a product 
when they perceive both high status and resource commitment and that 
this excitement might lead to disappointment when a product is pur
chased is not supported. This is because, according to the results, po
tential consumers do not expect a video game to perform exceptionally 
well when a high-status organization invests a lot of resources in the 
product being developed. On the contrary, they expect these games to 
perform worse compared to other cases when they picked up only one of 
these signals. Therefore, it is concluded that the congruence between 
signals of organizational status and resource commitment is very 
important and significantly affects the recognition and performance of 
products. 

5. Discussion 

In this study, I investigated the relations of status and resource 
commitment signals with organizations’ ability to capture value from 

Table 8 
Estimates for mixed- and fixed-effects logistic regression models of the binary variables of receiving an industry award.  

Dependent variable: Receiving an award 

Analysis method: Firms and collaborations random-effects Firm fixed-effects  

Model 13 Model 14 Model 15 Model 16 Model 17 Model 18 

Intercept − 2.46 − 3.84 − 6.61 Separate intercept for each firm  
(3.82) (4.13) (4.41)    

Product quality (critic ratings) 0.03 0.05 0.07+ 0.04* 0.05** 0.06**  
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Year dummies Included Included  

Genre dummies Included Included  

Product novelty 0.09 0.15 0.13 − 0.05 − 0.06 − 0.06  
(0.34) (0.33) (0.32) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

Number of reviews 0.01+ 0.01+ 0.01* 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01***  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Licensed − 0.81* − 0.69* − 0.58+ − 0.12 − 0.11 − 0.09  
(0.36) (0.35) (0.34) (0.14) (0.15) (0.15) 

Number of organizations − 0.52+ − 0.53+ − 0.48+ 0.04 0.07 0.07  
(0.29) (0.29) (0.28) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 

Organization size 0.01+ 0.01 0.01* 0.00 0.00 0.00  
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Artistic reputation (average of critic scores) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00  
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Market reputation (average of revenues) 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.12 0.15+ 0.15+

(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
Artistic reputation × Market reputation − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00 − 0.00+ − 0.00+

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Number of projects − 0.00 − 0.00* − 0.00** − 0.00 − 0.00+ − 0.00+

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Organizational age − 0.01 − 0.02 − 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04  

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Inverse Mills-ratio − 0.45 − 0.28 − 0.01 0.20+ 0.34* 0.41**  

(0.31) (0.34) (0.37) (0.12) (0.14) (0.16) 
Organizational status (number of awards)  0.26*** 0.35***  0.08* 0.11*   

(0.08) (0.09)  (0.04) (0.05) 
Resource commitment  0.04 0.11+ 0.04 0.07+

(0.04) (0.06)  (0.02) (0.04) 
Status × Resource commitment   − 0.02*   − 0.01*    

(0.01)   (0.00) 

Number of observations 569 569 569 305 305 305 
Number of groups 433 433 433 50 50 50 
Log likelihood − 261.77 − 256.05 − 253.39 − 412.45 − 406.47 − 400.33 

Notes: Two-tailed tests; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, +p < 0.10; and standard errors are in parentheses. 
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their products’ quality. I also explored the consequences of incongru
ence between these signals. I argued and found empirical support for the 
idea that whilst status and resource commitment are signals that provide 
organizations with important benefits in terms of revenues and product 

quality recognition, these signals are also incongruent. In a follow-up 
survey study, I found additional support for my conclusions, as well as 
for my theoretical claim that the negative interaction effect between 
organizational status and resource commitment on product performance 
is driven by the beliefs of external audiences in the organization’s ca
pabilities to create high-quality products. 

5.1. Theoretical implications 

My study provides several important implications for management 
research on social evaluations. First, it has been a methodological 
challenge for scholars to distinguish effectively between the effects of 
quality signals and product quality (Lynn et al., 2009; Sauder et al., 
2012). I contribute to status theory by showing how organizational 
status and resource commitment are related to product quality recog
nition using the best available proxy available: the aggregated assess
ment of a very large number of professional critics whose expertise lies 
in the objective assessment of video game products. 

Second, the current study contributes to organizational theory by 
revealing that resource commitment can serve as a signal of quality 
which has a significant relation with product performance above and 
beyond its effect on product quality can explain. While it has been 
shown by previous research that development budgets positively affect 
product performance (Basuroy et al., 2003; John et al., 2017; Ravid, 
1999), the possibility that development budgets may alter the percep
tions of external audiences has been underexplored. This study advances 
the literature by showing that the number of people allocated to 
development projects can serve as a collective signal emitted by the 
project contributors themselves (Negro et al., 2015) that can increase 
the visibility of all quality signals associated with the project (Connelly 
et al., 2011). In addition, the results also show that investing in quality 
may have negative consequences for quality evaluations in case of 
high-status organizations in creative settings. Such organizations intui
tively tend to invest more resources into their projects than other or
ganizations, which is reflected in the positive correlation coefficient 

Fig. 1. The moderating effect of organizational status on the relationship be
tween resource commitment and the natural logarithm of market performance. 

Fig. 2. The moderating effect of organizational status on the relationship be
tween resource commitment and being nominated for an industry award. 

Fig. 3. The moderating effect of organizational status on the relationship be
tween resource commitment and receiving an industry award. 
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between status and resource commitment. My results suggest, however, 
that organizations with very high status might benefit from refraining 
from doing so. 

Third, these findings also advance the literature on how best to 
manage social evaluations. My results demonstrate that, presumably, 
external audiences have difficulty in recognizing quality when the signal 
conveyed by resource commitment is incongruent with that of organi
zational status. There has been an increasing focus on the congruence of 
various signaling effects (Ebbers & Wijnberg, 2012b; Ertug et al., 2016; 
Kavadis et al., 2020; Ozmel et al., 2013; Stern et al., 2014; Vergne et al., 
2018). Being aware of the incongruence between status and resource 
commitment is important, because an increase in status can boost an 
organization’s sense of pride which motivates it to increase its expen
diture and commit more resources to its development projects (Picone 
et al., 2014). My results however imply that this pride can be an ante
cedent of disappointing results in terms of product performance, 
because, as organizations gain status due to their prior achievements, 
they benefit less and less from increasing expenditures in terms of rev
enues and admiration in creative industries. 

Related to the previous point, the present study also contributes to 
status theory by offering further insights into the “burdens of celebrity” 
(Graffin et al., 2013; Kovács & Sharkey, 2014; Szatmari, 2022; Wade 
et al., 2006). Specifically, my findings suggest that high-status organi
zations can realize all the potential benefits of their status, but only if 
they act in congruence with their status (Stern et al., 2014). When 
high-status organizations do not do so, they tend to be evaluated less 
favorably by their external audiences. While the Matthew effect predicts 
that high-status organizations will realize important advantages because 
of their status—thereby increasing that status (Sauder et al., 2012)—I 
found that these dynamics are dependent on the signaling effect of how 
many resources market actors commit to their projects in the video game 
industry. My results increase our understanding of the dynamics of 
status hierarchies (Baum et al., 2003; Podolny & Phillips, 1996) by 
showing that increased resource commitment is negatively associated 
with the chance of getting an additional award in case of high-status 
organizations. This increases the likelihood that other organizations 
will win an award, and hence will increase their status. Since status can 
be interpreted in relation to other organizations in the same context 
(Magee & Galinsky, 2008), the higher likelihood of the organization 
gaining additional status leads to a higher likelihood of it becoming 
better positioned within the social hierarchy. 

5.2. Practical implications 

My findings also offer several insights for industry practice, espe
cially in creative industries. Most importantly, I show that if high-status 
actors want to realize all the potential benefits of their status, they 
should act in congruence with their current status. More specifically, my 
findings imply practitioners that high-status organizations should not 
draw their external audiences’ attention to the fact that they invested a 
large amount of resources into their individual projects. This is because 
signaling a high level of resource commitment may create confusion in 
the minds of the organization’s external audiences over the capabilities 
of the high-status organization. When this happens, an organization can 
realize less revenue and receive less recognition for its products. Status 
can bring organizations a number of important advantages such as 
admiration (Simcoe & Waguespack, 2011), the benefit of doubt (Kim & 
King, 2014), or additional resources (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999). While 
it could be tempting for decision-makers to commit a large amount of 
resources to projects and communicate about this in order to signal 
confidence in the success of their products, my findings suggest that 
high-status actors should be cautious in doing so in creative industry 
settings. 

5.3. Limitations and future research 

Although my study offers important insights for both managerial 
practice and theory, it is not without limitations. Most importantly, the 
extent to which my results can be generalized to other contexts may be 
limited. I suggested that the main reason why resource commitment and 
status may be incongruent signals roots in the perceived capabilities of 
the organization in question. I recognize that resource commitment and 
status may interact more positively in other industries and future 
research should therefore investigate this further. Whereas in artistic 
(Bakker, 2001; Bhansing et al., 2012) and craft-based settings (Carroll & 
Swaminathan, 2000) status may serve as a signal of artistic excellence, 
status may have a different message in industries where artistic excel
lence is less relevant and where resource commitment might therefore 
not be incongruent with status. Future research could explore the 
interaction between these quality signals in industries (e.g., investment 
funds) where an economic logic is the dominant principle in the 
development of new products, rather than an artistic logic or the 
authenticity of a product or a producer. 

In addition, even though my theory was not based on the assumption 
that organizations actively use these signals, it is important to note that I 
did not have sufficient information on whether video game firms do so 
or not. Also, it is important to note that I did not have any information on 
the duration of projects, which could provide a more precise picture of 
the investments required to realize a project. Albeit it is reasonable to 
believe that the number of project contributors is a good indicator of the 
resources invested in projects, as previous research has shown that 
project size and duration are positively correlated in technology-based 
industries (Chen et al., 2005), I acknowledge that multiplying the 
number of contributors by project duration might provide a better 
indication. Future research should find ways to test this proposition 
empirically, using an indicator of resource commitment that takes into 
account not only the number of participants but also the time it takes 
organizations to complete each project. Moreover, it is possible that 
critic rating scores are themselves affected by organizational status and 
resource commitment signals. While acknowledging that this could be a 
valid assumption, I argue that it would not significantly alter the con
clusions of the current study, because if these scores are inflated due to 
these signals, removing this inflation effect would result in observing 
even stronger effects than those I revealed in this study. 

Finally, it was not possible to determine whether external audiences’ 
recognition of quality was solely influenced by their beliefs in the or
ganization’s capabilities, or if it was also influenced by their beliefs in 
certain qualities of the product in question. Additionally, it remains 
unclear which perceived capabilities are affected by signals of status and 
resource commitment. For example, both consumers and industry ex
perts might believe that high-status organizations are less capable of 
developing innovative products when they commit many resources to 
their development projects. Future research should explore in depth 
how these signals and their interaction affect external audiences’ 
perceptions. 

6. Conclusion 

The current study is an important step forward in increasing our 
understanding of the combined signaling effects of status and resource 
commitment, particularly in the video game industry. To conclude, if 
organizations wish to realize all of the potential benefits of their position 
in the status hierarchy when creating and commercializing new prod
ucts, they should be wary of the incongruence between the signals of 
status and resource commitment. 
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Notes  

[1] D.I.C.E. awards. Retrieved from https://www.interactive.org/a 
wards/2016_19th_awards.asp.  

[2] While the exact development budget of the two video games has 
not been disclosed by Electronic Arts, the number of developers 
included provides me with a good measure for the resources 
committed to the project. In the online database of MobyGames. 
com, one can see that while the number of developers was 2061 
for the first title, it was 3852 for the second one.  

[3] Retrieved from https://twitter.com/saraheneedleman/status 
/958446307848392704.  

[4] According to the Guinness World Records Association, more than 
300,000 extras appeared in the movie, and this world record has 
not been broken since then. Retrieved from http://www.guinne 
ssworldrecords.com/.  

[5] MobyGames.com, FAQ. Retrieved from http://www.mobygames. 
com/info/faq.  

[6] D.I.C.E. awards (before 2013 known as Interactive Achievement 
Awards). Retrieved from http://www.interactive.org.  

[7] Retrieved from http://www.interactive.org/awards/index.asp.  
[8] For instance, see the discussions on the D.I.C.E. awards on Reddit 

for numerous examples on https://www.reddit.com/search/? 
q=d.i.c.e. 

Appendix A. Supplementary data 

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.03.003. 
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Picone, P. M., Dagnino, G. B., & Minà, A. (2014). The origin of failure: A 
multidisciplinary appraisal of the hubris hypothesis and proposed research agenda. 
Academy of Management Perspectives, 28(4), 447–468. https://doi.org/10.5465/ 
amp.2012.0177 

Podolny, J. M. (2001). Networks as the pipes and prisms of the market. American Journal 
of Sociology, 107(1), 33–60. https://doi.org/10.1086/323038 

Podolny, J. M. (2005). Status signals: A sociological study of market competition. Princeton 
University Press.  

Podolny, J. M., & Phillips, D. J. (1996). The dynamics of organizational status. Industrial 
and Corporate Change, 5(2), 453–471. https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/5.2.453 

Pollock, T. G., Chen, G., Jackson, E. M., & Hambrick, D. C. (2010). How much prestige is 
enough? Assessing the value of multiple types of high-status affiliates for young 
firms. Journal of Business Venturing, 25(1), 6–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
jbusvent.2009.01.003 

Ravid, S. A. (1999). Information, blockbusters, and stars: A study of the film industry. 
Journal of Business, 72(4), 463–492. 

Ravid, S. A., & Basuroy, S. (2004). Managerial objectives, the R- rating puzzle, and the 
production of violent films. Journal of Business, 77(2), 155–192. 

Sauder, M., Lynn, F., & Podolny, J. M. (2012). Status: Insights from organizational 
sociology. Annual Review of Sociology, 38(1), 267–283. https://doi.org/10.1146/ 
annurev-soc-071811-145503 

Sharkey, A. J. (2014). Categories and organizational status: The role of industry status in 
the response to organizational deviance. American Journal of Sociology, 119(5), 
1380–1433. https://doi.org/10.1086/675385 
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