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Abstracts 

The product lifecycle (PLC) is a well-known marketing concept initially developed in 
1960s that describes four main stages in the sales of a product. Following the market 
launch, introduction stage represents initial sales of a product in the context of a limited 
and underdeveloped market. If the market accepts a product, the growth stage will 
follow. At this stage, benefits from economies of scale should be expected, together with 
the growth of profit margin. With the slowing of growth rate, the maturity stage kicks in. 
At this stage, product requires modification or improvement to re-establish growth. 
Otherwise, the sales will start to decline, which can result with the commercial death of 
a product. Contemporary research studies slightly departed from the one-of-a-kind 
classical PLC model with strictly defined four stages and inevitable product death at the 
end. In some cases, a product may never reach maturity due to sudden sales decline at 
some point of the growth stage. Additionally, PLC has to take into account the related 
value chain support and activities aimed at its regeneration. The aim of this paper is to 
analyse PLC strategies in the context of mobile applications, especially mobile games. 
The hyper production of apps created very competitive environment in which various 
apps are fighting for consumer acquisition and retention. Nevertheless, oversupply of 
apps reduced the length of their lifecycle. The paper presents an analysis of two 
popular mobile games PLC related strategies and corresponding marketing mix 
modifications in different stages of PLC. Apparently, besides adaptation of the 
marketing mix elements, numerous apps changed their business models, switching 
from micro-transaction based models to hybrid business models. 

Keywords: product lifecycle, business model, mobile devices, mobile apps, mobile 
gaming 

Introduction

A decade ago, Steve Jobs and Apple revealed a product that disrupted the whole 
mobile phone industry. The commercialisation of the first generation of iPhone brought 
to us the concept of smartphone in its fullest. While mobile phones provided us with the 
benefit of remote communication via voice calls and short messaging (i.e. SMS), 
together with the rudimental use of internet, the smartphone concept introduced a new 
way of user-device interaction via touchscreen. Furthermore, the smartphone concept 
turned our mobile devices into powerful computers capable of running various software 
applications or apps. Although a smartphone or any other mobile device, such as tablet, 
may come with the set of preinstalled apps (e.g. email client, internet browser), this 
technical advancement sparked the mobile app development industry. In 2017, there 
was around 1.89 million jobs directly related to the development of mobile apps within 
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the EU economy (Mandel & Long, 2017). Nowadays, the apps are being mostly 
developed for the two main mobile operating systems – Apple’s iOS and Android, while 
the popularity of other platforms (e.g. Windows and BlackBerry) is mostly declining. 
According to Statista (2017), Android users can choose between 2.8 million apps 
deposited on Google Play, while Apple’s App Store offers around 2.2 million apps. With 
such a vast supply, it is very common to hear someone say “there is an app for 
everything” (Eagle, 2016). Due to the obvious hyperproduction, literally millions of apps 
are fighting for users (or customers) and their attention in a form of a download. The 
aim of this paper is to provide an insight into the common app developers and 
marketers’ strategies aiming at customer acquisition and retention, especially in the 
context of mobile games. Due to such a competitive environment, a product lifecycle 
(PLC) tends to be quite short. Therefore, this paper also focuses on tactics aimed at 
extending the mobile games’ PLC.

In the first section, a brief background information on the mobile apps market is 
provided. Next, the paper examines relevant PLC related literature, followed by a brief 
section on research methodology. In the main part of the paper, a thorough analysis of 
PLC related strategies of two selected mobile games is being presented and conceptual 
model of the PLC extended to mobile gaming is analysed and discussed. The paper 
finishes with the conclusion 

The mobile apps platforms and business models

According to Technopedia (2018), a mobile app refers to the type of software developed 
to run on a mobile device and to provide users with similar services to those available 
on a desktop computer. However, a mobile app has also some distinguishing 
characteristics: it is optimised for mobile devices with touch-screen, it is usually offered 
free of charge (although premium versions and its use can be charged), and it is 
available for download from a centralised online marketplace where users can rate and 
review the app (Liu, et al., 2014). Preceded by the market introduction of Apple’s 
iPhone, the apps market started gaining its momentum in 2008 (Siegler, 2008) and 
grew through the following decade. However, due to its highly decentralised and 
unorthodox nature, it is difficult to determine the market value, so estimates range 
between $63.5 billion and $143 billion (Albright, 2014). 

The main reason why users download apps is to increase their mobile devices’ 
functionality, so the apps they carry on their devices mimic the convenience of Swiss 
knife (Roma & Dominici, 2016). The apps are being developed to support our daily 
activities (e.g. activity trackers, restaurant finders), to improve our communication 
options and socialising while on the go (e.g. messaging, social media and dating apps), 
to improve our brand experience (e.g. apps developed by brands to support online 
shopping and interaction with brands), to improve our professional productivity (e.g. 
organisers, email apps) or learning experience (e.g. e-book readers), and, sometimes, 
just to beat boredom (e.g. mobile games). With such a wide range of types and uses, 
mobile apps have potential to provide users with personalised experience, without time 
or space boundaries (Palumbo, et al., 2014). 

As aforementioned, Apple Store and Google Play act as the two main depositories 
where users can download the apps most often developed by third parties. Essentially, 
they are platforms, a two sided markets where multiple parties (app developers and app 
users being the most prominent in this case) are brought together to facilitate exchange. 
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When developing an app, the developers have to me make several crucial decisions, 
such as choosing which platform or operating mobile system to target, which type and 
the number of apps to launch, and which business model to choose for each app 
(Roma & Ragaglia, 2016). The decision related to choosing the particular platform for 
app launch is not trivial. Although initially appealing, app launch on both platforms tends 
to be resource demanding, particularly costly and require proficiency in different 
programing languages. Considering low success rate of the apps, high initial investment 
is not the preferred way for a large number of app developers. Prudent approach 
dictates development of an app for only one platform, at least initially.

Number of users and/or devices using different operating systems (and consequently 
platforms) impacts the decision as well. Having greater number of potential users 
maximizes the potential for revenue generation. Greater number of users are using 
Android based devices which use Google Play to distribute the apps. Recent figures 
show that Android has 85% market share vs. 15% for iOS (IDC, 2018). Additional 
variables such as demographic ones (average user disposable income) play a role in 
the decision as well.

Platform owners also have a keen interest in exclusive availability of apps on only their 
platform. Platforms, being multisided markets, are subjects to network externalities, 
where the value a certain product (mobile app) creates for its user increases with the 
number of users of that app (Prasad, et al., 2010). Network externalities in mobile app 
markets and mobile game markets specifically arise due to consumer linkages being 
present among the users of the app. Mobile games that have different modes of 
multiplayer interaction availability create network effects where a user derives greater 
value from playing a certain game which is also played by its friends. The greater the 
popularity of mobile aps available on one platform, the greater the incentives for 
consumers to opt for devices and subsequently apps using that particular platform.

As mentioned previously, mobile games are not played only on smartphones, but also 
on other mobile devices, tablets and recently smartwatches. Hence, platform owners 
are not merely competing on the level of devices and apps, but they compete on 
ecosystem level as well. Being a part of Android or iOS ecosystem creates switching 
cost for the consumer if the consumer wants to switch between competing platforms.

Business model is one of the most loosely defined concepts in business. It is often, and 
incorrectly, used as a substitute for many other concepts such as strategy. Literature 
abounds with various definitions of Business model, relatively ambiguous ones that 
define the concept as a “story” that essentially explains how the company operates 
(Magretta, 2002) up to more precise ones that define concept as an explanation of how 
a company creates value by capitalizing on available business opportunities (Zott, et al., 
2011). Most of the definitions include two main elements, and those are (1) an 
explanation of how a company creates value for the users of the product and (2) how a 
company intends to appropriate part of the value it creates for itself in order to cover the 
costs and earn profits. 

Business model in this context refers primarily to the way an app generates revenues. 
The following three models seems to be the most common (App Store, 2018):

• Paid – users pay once to download the app and there are no additional charges for 
the usage;
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• Free – users do not have to pay to download or use the app, while revenues are 
usually generated by displaying advertising within the app;

• Freemium or in-app purchase – users can download the app for free, but are offered 
with optional in-app purchases for premium features, additional content, subscriptions 
or digital goods. 

The choice of a business model has an impact on the app’s rate of success, that is, 
popularity among users and naturally app developer’s bottom line. Research suggests 
that the effect of business model on the app performance is correlated with the app 
depository (Roma & Ragaglia, 2016). Liu et al. (2014) found that the application of 
freemium strategy has positive impact on the sales of the paid versions of mobile apps. 
According to Roma & Ragaglia (2016), paid and freemium models are shown to be 
effective in the Apple’s App Store, while freemium models seems to be less effective in 
Google Play. 

According to a recent study (Kim, et al., 2016), the success rate of an app is the result 
of direct and indirect effects of five factors: 

• Word-of-mouth about the app – communication among users about the app, which 
can be positive, negative or neutral;

• App’s usefulness – perception that the use of the app will enhance an individual’s 
performance;

• Monetary value of the app – refers to the customer return on investment or a trade-off 
between app’s user value and app’s price;

• App’s trialability – the degree to which a potential customer can adequately try out the 
app before purchase (e.g. by using the trial or free version of the app);

• App’s enjoyment – the pleasure or joy felt from the use of the app. 

While the word-of-mount can be considered as an external factor influencing the 
download intention, the overall satisfaction with an app is mostly related to the user’s 
subjective perception of the app’s benefits and value. 

The concept of PLC

The traditional views on the PLC 
As a marketing concept, the product lifecycle theory appeared in 1960s, although the 
term has been used since 1950s (Cao & Folan, 2011). The term was coined by Theodor 
Levitt (Exploit the Product Life Cycle, 1965) describing various stages a product will go 
through from its inception until it become outdated. Two critical factors that are driving 
the dynamics of PLC are most often change in technology and change in consumer 
tastes (Grant, 2013). Driven by these two factors, classical PLC theory suggests that 
there are four main stages of PLC: market development (introduction), growth, maturity, 
and decline (Figure 1). The main reason of dividing PLC into the sequence of stages is 
that each stage requires application of different strategy because competitive 
advantage is related to different key success factors (Cox, 1967). 
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Figure1: Classical four-stage PLC

Source: adapted from Levitt (1965) 

In the contemporary marketing textbooks, a five-stage product lifecycle is commonly 
being used (Kotler & Amstrong, 2014): 

• Product development – development of a new-product idea, sales are at zero and the 
company’s investment cost is high;

• Introduction – commercialisation or product introduction to the market, sales are slow 
at the beginning and there are no profits due to high expenses related to the product 
introduction (e.g. promotion, distribution), product innovation is high, and companies 
with strong brand have a competitive edge;

• Growth – period of rapid sales growth and increasing profits, there is a positive impact 
of economies of scale;

• Maturity – sales are slowing down and reaching its peak, profits are stagnating or 
declining because of increased marketing cost (e.g. sales promotions, price 
reductions), product innovation is very low and key competitors are few;

• Decline – both sales are profits are declining, cancellation or product revival through 
product innovation are considered.  

If the contemporary PLC is compared with its origins, the main difference is the 
existence of the development stage preceding the product commercialisation. However, 
all the remaining stages remained the same. The need for a preceding stage has also 
been recognised by Rink et al. (1999), suggesting the existence of the pioneering stage 
in which new products are developed and test marketed. 

Traditional scholars suggested existence of fixed and non-negotiable stages in the PLC, 
resulting with the inevitable product death at the end of the cycle (Hayes & Wheelwright, 
1979; Dhala & Yuspeh, 1976). On the other hand, Field (1971) argued that products do 
not have unavoidable death at the end of the lifecycle, using the recurring cycles in 
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fashion to support his claims. Enis et al. (1977) echoed by claiming that the PLC 
depends on the managerial strategy implemented for a product at a particular time.

Therefore, the PLC cannot be considered as a predetermined sequence of stages 
mimicking biological concept of life (that ends with inevitable biological death). If a 
company sees certain potential, it may extend the product’s lifecycle through the 
repositioning and strong promotion, so the product can re-enter the growth phase (Peter 
& Donnelly, 2006). If the revitalisation is impossible and demand in the mainstream 
market is declining, a company can also redefine the product’s strategy and target 
market niche consumers that are still demanding the product (Husic-Mehmedovic, et al., 
2016; Pavicic, et al., 2014).

General notion among practitioners is that product life cycles are becoming shorter 
(Hollensen, 2017). Academic studies addressing this topic have not found a strong and 
uniform support for this claim (Bayus, 1994). Empirical evidence suggests that, when it 
comes to technology based products and industries, there is a substantial difference 
between product life cycles among incumbents and new entrants into industries. New 
entrants are not using the newest technology available which is usually developed by 
incumbents through their R&D or in collaboration with other companies. They are 
instead using existing technology to compete most often based on price, while 
incumbents clearly signal their technological advantage. Research supports the 
proposition that product life cycles for products based on existing technologies (by new 
entrants) tend to have shorter life cycles than the technology advanced products 
developed by incumbents (Bayus, 1998). This effect might be even more pronounced in 
the mobile app industry since app development technology is readily available and 
there are no high barriers to entry into mobile app industry.  

The mobile apps PLC 
The traditional PLC theory has been developed in the pre-internet world dominated by 
tangible products and offline services. Therefore, the application of PLC in the digital 
world requires certain modification. First of all, internet provides a vast amount of 
information to users and word-of-mouth travels much faster. Therefore, information in 
the form of user reviews became highly important determinant in software adaptation 
(Duan, et al., 2009). In the context of apps, both apps ranking (within its depository) and 
user reviews affect its adoption (Carare, 2012). Obviously, user sometimes do not have 
time to address all the competing alternatives (e.g. apps offering same service) and 
they would end up following others (Duan, et al., 2009). Through online reviews, online 
users are informed about other users’ choice and the overall ranking of particular app, 
which makes their decisions easier. Furthermore, in the context of paid apps, a 
research study also revealed that users are prepared to pay more for a top ranked app 
than say unranked app (Carare, 2012).  

Besides the online information overload, the app market is constantly growing offering 
millions of apps. Since users are sometimes reducing their post-purchase dissonance 
by following other peoples’ behaviour or by following a herd, a vast number of apps will 
end-up below the radar. On the other hand, popular apps will become even more 
popular making their growth curve even steeper. This herding phenomenon had been 
observed in many different fields, such as financial markets (Bikhchandani & Sharma, 
2001) or TV broadcasting (Kennedy, 2002). The phenomenon has also been recognised 
among the web users (Simonsohn & Ariely, 2008), so herding in the context of apps can 
be considered as a spill-over effect in the app market context.  
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Liu et al. (Liu, et al., 2014) suggested the following distinctive stages in the lifecycle of 
an app (Figure 2):

• App catalogue birth – product is released and available for download in the app 
depository (e.g. Apple’s Store or Google Play);

• App commercial birth – begins when the app starts to gain a relatively large number of 
downloads (e.g. an app's will appear in the daily top-200 download rank list once it 
gets a decent number of downloads);

• App peak – represents the app’s highest sales level (i.e. there are at least two peaks – 
its peak ranking relative to all apps, and its categorical peak);

• App commercial death – occurs when the app’s downloads fall below certain threshold 
(e.g. out of the top-200 for more than 14 consecutive days);

• Catalogue death – refers to the removal of the product from its developer's catalogue. 

Figure 2: App’s PLC within the context of daily download rank

Source: adopted from Liu, et al., 2014, p. 2. 

Taking into consideration the herding phenomenon within the app market context, if an 
app succeeds reaching a decent number of daily downloads, it will appear on the top 
list, which will result with even more downloads. On the other hand, if an app does not 
reach the top list, it will skip the growth stage. Empirical evidence points to the value of 
the large user base that can be tapped into either to extend maturity or escape decline 
phase of the product life cycle. Having a large number of users of a game provides the 
game developer with an opportunity to increase the value of the game for each user by 
expanding the functionality of the game through adding multiplayer features. This 
essentially creates value for users through network effects as has been observed in 
many technology related industries (Marchand, 2016).

Large user base tends to provide valuable source of additional revenues when growth 
rate of new users declines or stops. Hence, it becomes of high importance to maximize 
the user base in the growth phase of the product life cycle curve. However, user base 
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growth has to be carefully balanced with revenue generation. Usually, there is a trade-
between the two. If game developer starts appropriating value from the users too soon 
(through different revenue models) this might hamper the growth rate, however, if the 
monetization starts too late, the bottom line will be hurt. This points to the paramount 
importance of choosing the right business model for the game that will drive the growth 
of the app and allow for later date revenue generation with the aim of maximizing profits 
from the game (Nielsen & Lund, 2018). 

Research methodology

As the literature review revealed, the success of an app is strongly related with the 
app’s reviews and its ranking. Additionally, the app’s PLC tends to shorten if it fails to 
get the initial momentum. Furthermore, the huge supply of different apps is making the 
whole app market extremely competitive. This study tries to detect successful developer 
strategies aimed at increasing the number of downloads and user retention. Since the 
app market is so broad and heterogenous, the focus will remain on the mobile games. 
The availability of research studies focused on the application of PLC within the mobile 
gaming is limited, hence this study has an explorative character. Therefore, a qualitative 
research methodology has been selected because it “provides researcher with deeper 
levels of understanding new or complex phenomena by yielding a high level of 
detail” (Golic & Davis, 2012, p. 732). This paper comprises analysis of two mobile 
games and the research findings are presented in a case study form. Although case 
studies received criticism for lacking scientific rigour (Noor, 2008), this methodology 
gives researchers an opportunity to study multidimensional phenomena within their 
settings (Baxter & Jack, 2008).

The data has been collected from various secondary sources and developers web 
pages. Additionally, the authors also spend significant amount of time playing the two 
mobile games for over two years and getting the hands-on experience.  

Case studies: Mobile games PLC strategies 

Case 1: War Robots 
War Robots is a third-person shooter online mobile game developed by Pixonic 
(Moscow, Russia), available for both iOS and Android. The game gives an opportunity 
to teams made of up to six players to play against each other while piloting specially 
designed combat robots. Within the game, each player can choose between a myriad of 
different robots, robot customisations and weapons combinations (Pixonic, 2018). The 
matches between teams are taking place on several maps. The game received an 
overall rating of 4.6/5 on App Store and is ranked 43rd in Action category. 

The mobile game has been released in April 2014 (version 0.1.0) under the name 
Walking War Robots. The game changed its name to War Robots in August 2016, after 
two years of its existence. According the game updates history (War Robots Wiki, 
2018), game has been updated almost on the monthly basis. Besides fixing issues and 
bugs, updates also expanded the game by introducing new types of robots, weapons 
and maps. As the development team stated, their intention is to “continue working hard 
to keep WR as entertaining and exciting as it can possibly be” (Pixonic, 2016). This 
statement actually summarised the reason why this game received over 30 minor and 
major updates (iOS version) since its launch. Some of the updates also included special 
events (e.g. Halloween, Chinese New Year). The basic rules in the game also evolved 
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during the time. For example, in the early versions of the game, a robot destroyed in 
battle became temporarily unavailable, so the user would have to wait for several hours 
before its robot will become fully recovered. Alternatively, a user was able to spend a 
very high amount of resources to reduce the downtime. Due to limited resources, the 
users were sometimes left to wait for hours until they were able to play again. Since the 
all of the users were not prone to spend money on the robot recovery, the developers 
decided to eliminate this feature in order to improve the game’s playability (Suckley, 
2017). Obviously, the developers are continuously trying to improve user experience 
and game’s enjoyability. 

The game is free to download and features in-app purchases of resources (Ag, Au, 
keys) weapons, robots, upgrades and premium account subscription (which provides a 
user with higher awards). The majority of items can be purchased through the app 
depository account with the real money, while some items (mostly weapons and robot 
parts) can also be purchased with in-app resources. Most of the available items are 
almost always on sale. In 2017, the developers also introduced in-app advertising in a 
form of video ads. With watching the video ads, users can shorten the upgrade time or 
earn keys that can be used to obtain random items. 

According to the Think Gaming (2018), the game’s daily revenue is estimated at almost 
$47,000, with around 28,000 daily installs. To get on ranking and to achieve such a high 
level of revenue, Pixonic advertised War Robots online, especially through Facebook 
and the GoogleAd network. Apparently, the gameplay videos proved to be the most 
successful advertising tool in attracting new users, achieving an average conversion 
rate on Facebook at 51% (Facebook Business, 2018). In other word, one out of two 
Facebook users who watched the video ad clicked on it.  

Case 2: Candy Crush Saga 
Candy Crush Saga is a tile matching game developed by Swedish company King Digital 
Entertainment, released in 2012. By the end of 2013, the game had had 93 million 
players, playing Candy Crush Saga over 1 billion times a day (Dredge, 2014). At the 
same time, the game’s earnings were estimated around $230 million annually, which 
made the app a number one grosser in the Apple Store (Boone, 2013). The game was 
initially developed as a web browser game and also available through Facebook. At that 
stage, Facebook promotions were used to increase the number of players. However, 
after the initial success, versions for iOS, Android, and Windows Phone followed. 
Although the game was quite successful during the web/Facebook phase, it really took 
off on mobile (Takahashi, 2017). The game received an overall rating of 4.8/5 on App 
Store and is ranked 7th in Puzzle category.

Since 2012, Candy Crush Saga received almost weekly updates (APK4Fun, 2018). 
Although the game graphics remained almost unchanged during the years, developers 
added new features, such as Dreamworld – a separate set of levels that players can 
play while waiting for their regular game lives to recharge (not accessible anymore), or 
daily rewards that provides players with special items and reward frequent players. Due 
to the nature of the game (i.e. solving assignments level by level), new levels are being 
constantly added through the regular updates. As of February 2018, there was up to 
3095 levels available, with the developers adding a new episode containing 15 new 
levels almost on weekly basis (King Care, 2018). Despite the enormous number of 
available levels, there is a number of player are players waiting for weekly updates and 
new levels, since they managed to reach the final level (ibid). Obviously, the constant 
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updating and offering new content allows the most loyal and persistent players to return 
over and over again.  

Candy Crush Saga uses a freemium business model, although during the first year it 
also featured in-app advertising as a mean of monetisation (van Dreunen, 2016). It is 
free to download, with the optional in-app purchases through either a credit card, iTunes 
credits or Google Play credits. With in-app purchases, a player can buy gold bars, 
which can be exchanged or additional lives, which are lost whenever a level is failed, 
purchases of extra moves, and to unlock new episodes. Apparently, only 2.3% of Candy 
Crush Saga players are engaged in in-app purchases, spending on average $23.42 a 
month (Dredge, 2015). Extra lives can also be obtained by sending game requests to 
Facebook friends, or by waiting for certain amount of time until they will replenish 
themselves. Game requests can be send to both current players and Facebook friends 
not yet playing the game. This way, the game is also being promoted among prospects. 
Besides promotional efforts, the game’s popularity is also being reinforced by apparent 
addiction development among players. According to media reports, some players 
completely neglected their daily activities (e.g. picking-up children at school or 
housework) while being over focused on reaching new levels of the game (Dockterman, 
2013). According to the recent research study by Chen & Leung (2015) conducted on a 
limited sample of players in China, 7.3% of respondents were considered as addicts. 
The study characterised these players as lonely, leisurely bored, and motivated by the 
nature of the game. While the game concept is very simple and demands few mental 
resources, passing levels can be perceived as an accomplishment. Thus, the player’s 
brain can perceive it as a mini reward and gratification, which can develop to a form of 
addiction (Smith, 2014). 

As a successful developer, King Digital Entertainment developed a unique PLC 
strategy. As aforementioned, the game was initially developed to run on the desktop 
Facebook. Once the game became successful on Facebook, the mobile versions were 
developed (Takahashi, 2017). Same approach has been applied to all other games King 
Digital Entertainment developed. Apparently, the company created 200 games and the 
successful ones were converted to mobile platforms (ibid).  

Conclusion

Based on the two case studies presented here, it can be concluded that there is a 
significant value in using PLC concept in analysing the dynamics of apps usage 
(number of downloads and time spent playing) in mobile app industry, and specifically in 
mobile game industry. There are many general recipes from classical PLC concept that 
mobile game developers use in order to increase the number of users and particularly 
to increase their playing time (the time they are actually engaged in using the mobile 
game).

There is a noticeable distinction among the strategies they use depending on the phase 
of the PLC that the mobile game is in. In the introductory and growth phase the 
emphasis is placed in increasing the number of users which is a necessary precondition 
for monetizing the game. It is of paramount importance for the game to generate 
positive user reviews that increase the probability of game download. The greater the 
number of downloads the higher the mobile game climbs the download rankings that 
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make it even more likely to be downloaded and played, a sort of self-fulfilling prophecy 
at play. 

Business models that support this goal use differed appropriation of value from the user 
(monetization), to the latter stages of PLC, when the game is already established on the 
market and on the download charts.

When approaching the maturity stage and with the clear goal of escaping the decline 
phase of the PLC for as long as possible, the emphasis increases on rejuvenation of the 
game by expanding the game through adding different levels and other functionality 
features which enrich user experience and extend the playing time. Concurrently, as 
monetization becomes a higher ranked goal for the developer, many additional features 
and options added to the game come at a cost for the player. Considering the popularity 
of the game and already substantial time invested in playing the game, switching costs 
have been created for the players which is exhibited through lower willingness to switch 
to low (or no) price alternative games and naturally through higher willingness to pay for 
the additional features in this cycle vs. previous cycles of PLC.

During the growth phase, as game increases in popularity and attracts a high number of 
players, developers start to consider additional strategies for sustaining the growth rate 
and expanding the user base. Firstly, there is the possibility of expanding the game on 
different devices within the same ecosystem and secondly for developing the game for 
other platforms (Android or iOS mostly).

As the maturity stage inevitably sets-in with the prospects toward decline, developers 
reinvest less and less value appropriated from the game in advancing the game and 
more of the value is devoted to new projects with the potential to become the next top 
ranked download items on mobile games charts.

This study is based on only two cases from the mobile game industry which is one of 
the major limitations of the study. Future research endeavours should test the 
robustness of the PLC concept on other successful and less successful mobile games. 
Also, mobile games present just one subset of the mobile apps industry, hence PLC 
concept should be tested for its contribution to analysis of other segments of mobile app 
markets. Additionally, cross eco-system analysis (most notably Android vs. iOS) would 
also add to the understanding of the universality of the PLC concept.  
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