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Abstract

The objective of this research is to explore the relationship between the competitive situation 
and the launching strategy of a new product. It also aims to study the internal structure of 
the competitive situation. Competition situation is apprehended with 4 variables: strategic 
similarity, multimarket competition, market concentration and competition intensity (the first 
three being perceived as antecedents of the last). Launching strategy, strategic similarity and 
competition intensity have two internal dimensions: a strategic and a tactical one. Using a 
questionnaire, data was collected from 140 managers involved in the recent launching of a 
new product in France. The findings confirmed that competition intensity depends partially 
on other variables of the competition situation, and that the latter exert an influence on the 
structure of the launching strategy. These relations vary considerably, according to the sub-
dimensions of the variables. However, other antecedents of competition intensity on the one 
hand and of the launching strategy structure on the other hand, are to be sought beyond the 
simple competition situation.

Keywords: entrepreneurship, launching strategy, competition intensity, strategic similarity, 
multimarket competition, market concentration.

Introduction

Up to the 1980s, entrepreneurship was restricted to creating and developing new 
companies. However, the concept of entrepreneurship has been extended, considering 
launching new product as corporate entrepreneurship. Jennings and Lumpkin (1989, 
p. 489) defined corporate entrepreneurship as ‘‘the extent to which new products 
and/or new markets are developed.’’ Several others have emphasized new product 
innovation as an important activity in corporate entrepreneurship (Miller, 1983; 
Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Zahra,1995). Consistent with the above stream of 
research, our paper focuses on a firm’s new product as a significant form of corporate 
entrepreneurial.
The impact of the launching strategy on new product success has largely been 
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demonstrated by past researches (Easingwood and Beard, 1989; Hultink et al., 1997; 
Hultink and Robben, 1999;  Hultink et al., 2000; Lee and O’Connor, 2003).
Launching a new product is seen by competitors as a potential threat. Studies 
carried out on retaliation by competitors in response to the introduction of a new 
product show indeed that retaliation may have a negative influence on new product 
performance.
One can equally consider another – indirect – influence on new product performance 
where competition situation directly impacts the launching strategy structure 
(Gatignon et al.; 1990; Hultink et al., 1997). However, little research has focused on 
this relationship and in those studies, the competition situation is restricted in market 
concentration.  
The first aim of this research is to study how the competition situation impacts the 
structure of the launching strategy. It also aims to study the internal structure of the 
competitive situation.
The competition situation corresponds to all the relations and interactions which link 
competitors on a market and which come exclusively from competition. 
Among several facets of competition situation, four have been retained for this 
study: competition intensity, strategic similarity, multi-market competition and 
market concentration. In the studies dealing with the relations between these four 
variables (Peteraf, 1993 ; Ramaswamy & al., 1994; Baum & Korn, 1996 ; Chen, 1996 ;  
Gimeno & Woo, 1996; Gimeno, 1999; Jayachandran & al., 1999) competition intensity 
is considered as a consequence of the other three. We adopt this point of view and 
consider strategic similarity, multimarket competition and market concentration as 
the antecedents of competition intensity. However, little research has focused on the 
competition intensity. With the exception of the work of Porter (1980, 2008), Porter’s 
concept of competition intensity has remained a very theoretical one (Chen, 1996).  
The second aim of this research is to go deeper into the competition intensity concept 
and to identify the influence that it exerts on the structure of launch strategy.  
Launching strategy must be adapted to the context of the market on which the 
product is launched: the targeted demand, the competitors in the market and the 
role of distribution, at the same time as it depends on the objectives and the resources 
available in the organization. Our choice is to concentrate our research exclusively on 
the influence that competition situation may exert on the distribution of resources in 
launching strategy.
The reminder of this article is structured as follows: first we define the concepts and 
present their internal structure. Then we present our conceptual framework and the 
hypothesized relationships. Next we explain the research methodology and review 
the finding from a simple of 140 managers involved in the recent launching of a 
new product in France. Finally, we discuss the results and we explore managerial 
implications, limitations and suggestions for further research. 

Conceptual framework  and literature review 

Competition intensity: definition and internal structure  
The competition intensity occupies a central position in strategic group (Porter, 
1979 ; Caves et Porter, 1977 ; Zajac et Jones, 1989 ; Cool et Dierickx, 1993; Peteraf, 
1993), multimarket competition (Gimeno, 1999; Gimeno et Woo, 1999 ; Jaychandran 
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et al, 1999; Fuentelsaz & Gomez, 2006) analysis and is identified as an antecedent of 
success/failure of a new product (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1990; Song & Perry, 1997; 
Lee & O’Connor, 2003). These studies differ in two main points: 
1) The level of analysis (dyad or market). We are not following in this article a dyad 
approach, analyzing the rivalry between two competitors. We focus our analysis on 
the market.  Following Chen (1996), we define competition intensity as the level of 
“battle” that market competitors indulge in, reflected by the level of aggressiveness 
and speed of actions and reactions on that market. 
2) How the competition intensity is evaluated. Some researchers have measured the 
consequences of the competition intensity (Feinberg, 1985; Gimeno & Woo, 1996; 
Baum & Korn, 1996, 1999; Li & Calantone, 1998). Others have directly observed the 
competitive actions and responses in the market (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1990; Kohli 
& Jaworsky, 1990; Lee & O’Connor, 2003; Pulendran & al., 2000). We follow these 
studies analyzing the competitor intensity by the tools used by the competitors to 
compete in the market. However in these studies competition intensity is considered 
as a unidimensional variable.  Yet competition battle is expressed by two types 
of actions: strategic, and tactical (Chen et al, 1992).  Strategic actions necessitate a 
greater mobilization of resources and are accompanied by major changes in the 
strategic orientation of the organization (Thompson, 1987) and in the definition of 
its field of activity (Abell, 1980). These actions thus require long decision processes 
and substantial investment in fixed assets and/or people /structure (Chen et al.1992). 
Innovation is an example of strategic action. In the literature, the word “innovation” 
covers the launching of a really new product (Hoeffler, 2003) as well as a simple line 
extension. However, both do not correspond to the same temporal perspective, pursue 
the same strategic objectives or necessitate mobilizing the same level of resources. We 
consider that launching a really new product is a strategic action whereas a simple 
line extension is tactical.
Tactical actions give rise to only minor modifications, in the form of short-term 
investments whose main objective is to limit competitors’ sales. “They do not involve 
significant commitments of fixed assets and had little long term impact on the firms move” 
Chen et al. 1992, p.448).
This theoretical basis suggests that competition intensity is bidimensional. A 
qualitative study (Bylykbashi, 2009) confirms that competition intensity can be 
studied on two levels. On the 
first (at the higher level), competitors battle with strategic tools such as new 
product launch or  improving quality. On the second (at the lower level), tools 
are used principally for tactical ends: sporadic increase in the sales force budget, 
sales promotion or a reduction in price without a parallel reduction in costs. In an 
organization, the distinction between these two types of actions is reflected in the 
terminology: strategic marketing and operational marketing. Adopting this logic, we 
call these two dimensions: strategic competition intensity and tactical competition 
intensity. 
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Strategic similarity: definition and internal structure 
There is neither a unified definition nor unified operationalization of strategic 
similarity. Generally speaking, the notion of the latter is used to describe, similitudes 
between the players in terms of resources (Caves & Porter, 1977), strategies, 
competitive orientation (Chen, 1996; Harrigan, 1985; Porter, 1980), networks or 
positioning (Duysters & Hagedoorn, 1995; Ketchen & al., 1993). 
At our level of research, the strategic similarity of two brands corresponds to a 
similarity in brand positioning. Two brands follow similar strategies if they make 
close choices on the key dimensions of positioning.  
For Urban and Hauser (1993), the structure of a marketing offer includes two 
dimensions. One is the central proposition (core benefit proposition), borne by the 
product itself.  The other encompasses support action used to promote the central 
proposition and make it accessible. We thus find here a bi-dimensional structure 
close to the one presented for the competition intensity. We retain this bi-dimensional 
structure of strategic similarity. We choose to call these strategic similarity dimensions: 
“central offer” and “support”. 
The multimarket competition is defined as a situation where firms compete against 
each other simultaneously in several markets. (Karnani et Wernerfelt, 1985). 
This phenomenon is analyzed at market, firm- in- market or dyad level (Gimeno and 
Jeong, 2001). We adopt the former level of analysis and we try to capture the level 
of multimarket contacts among all competitors in a market, as a characteristic of the 
market. 
There are several dimensions to identify a market: the product, geographic area or 
target. Previous empirical researches are concentrated on geographic dimension 
studying airline or bank industry (Feinberg, 1985; Baum et Corn, 1996; Gimeno et 
Woo, 1999 ; Gimeno, 1999; Fuentelsaz & Gomez, 2006). Competitors are considered 
multi-markets competitors when they are competing in several geographic markets. 
Few researches use other dimensions such as product line (Abdelmajid & Bensebaa, 
2005). 
We try to broaden the concept of multi-market competition beyond the geographical 
scope, by including two other dimensions: the customers and the product. 
Consequently, we consider multi-market competition is the situation where 
competitors encounter each other in multiple product markets, geographic markets 
or segments. 
According to Jaychandran et al, (1999) and Chen (1996), multimarket competition 
and strategic similarity are treated here as two conceptually distinct constructs. The 
relationship between these two construct and the possible causality between them, is 
beyond the scope of this article. 
The market concentration refers to the distribution of market shares among a varying 
number of competitors in a market. It can be analyzed at two different levels: at the 
aggregate level or at the specific ones (Clarke and Davies, 1983). “Overall or aggregate 
concentration is concerned with the extent to which the macroeconomy is dominated by 
the largest firms, measured by the share of aggregate activity accounted for by the largest 
100 firms” (p. 182). At the second level, ie a particular market, the focus is only on 
dominant competitors, measured by the Herfindahl Hirschman Index (HHI) or the 
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market shares of major competitors. We adopt this level in this article. 
Launching strategy: definition and internal structure 
Launch strategy is defined here as the combination of decisions and activities 
necessary in order to present a product on a market and to generate sales revenue 
from the new product (Hultink & al, 1997). According to Biggadike (1979) and Hultink 
& al, (1997), we consider launching strategy to be structured into two dimensions: 
strategic and tactical. The strategic dimension refers to the decisions which are central 
to the strategy and cannot be easily changed (product characteristics or target, for 
example). On the other hand, the tactical dimension refers to those decisions that can 
be easily changed in order to adapt to the situation. However, the content of these 
both dimensions does not make consensus. Moreover, empirical results suggest other 
structures (Lee & O’Connor (2003). 
The combined resources that the firm invests in launching strategy depend 
simultaneously on the hopes pinned on the product and on the perceived risks of 
failure
The impact of competition situation comes under the domain of risk. The more 
difficult the competition situation is, the higher the risk of failure and the greater the 
resources invested in the launching strategy.
The fig 1 presents the conceptual framework. First, it depicts the competition situation: 
the impact of multimarket competition, market concentration and two dimensions 
of strategic similarity on the two dimensions of competitions intensity. Second the 
impact of competitive situation on the two dimensions of launching strategy. Below 
we present the hypothesis related to these relationships. 

Fig 1: Conceptual framework

Competition situation 

Strategic similarity and competition intensity (H1a, H1b, H1c, H1d). 
A high strategic similarity between brands means that the brands have the same 
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target, are used for the same context of usage and propose offers which are considered 
substitutes by customers.
When customers are changing brands, they turn more easily towards brands that are 
close substitutes, rather than those positioned far away from the initial brand (Hauser 
and Shugan 1983). The consequence of this change would be a variation in market 
share between close competitors. The last ones are more prone to react when their 
market shares are affected (Hultink and Langerak, 2002) and act more aggressively 
to keep their market share, if the cross elasticities are high (Leeflang and Wittink, 
1996). As a result, close brands, whose market shares are varying, will tend to react to 
protect their positions leading to a higher competitive struggle. Consequently, market 
where these brands are competing will eventually have a high degree of competitive 
intensity.
On the other hand, the choice of strategies for firms is based on their existing 
resources (Barney, 1991; Prahalad and Hamel, 1990; Wernerfelt, 1984; Hsieh & al. 2006; 
Calantone & al, 2011). A high strategic similarity means that brands in the market 
don’t have a differentiation competitive advantage. The competitive advantage is the 
result of the ability of a firm to develop and maintain resources that are different 
from those of competitors (Teece et al, 1997). When firms have distinct resources, 
it becomes easier to develop and maintain a competitive advantage. Conversely, 
when the strategic similarity is high, competitors have more difficulties to find a 
source of differentiation and to develop specificity compared to others. In this case 
the competitive struggle will be more intense as competitors must fight in order to 
gain a competitive advantage. Also unable to find another source of differentiation, 
they may engage in a price war. Competitors with high strategic similarity are more 
willing to engage in a price war than those with lower strategic similarity, because 
competitors may see it as the only way to be differentiated (D'Aveni,1996). 
Empirical researches support the hypothesis of a positive relation between strategic 
similarity and competition intensity. Merunka and Le Roy (1991) found that more 
brand prices are close, more the competition is intense. Moreover, even when brands 
choose to fight through another instrument that the war price (an improvement of the 
product, for example), competitive responses will be more intense from the brands 
that are close rather than those that are farther (Waarts, 1995).
From this reasoning, we deduce the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 1a: The similarity of central offer exerts a positive influence on strategic 
competition intensity 
Hypothesis 1b: The similarity of central offer exerts a positive influence on tactical 
competition intensity 
Hypothesis 1c: The similarity of support exerts a positive influence on strategic 
competition intensity 
Hypothesis 1d: The similarity of support exerts a positive influence on tactical 
competition intensity 
Multimarket competition and competition intensity (H2a & H2b) 
Multimarket competition is a situation whereby firms are in competition with 
each other on several markets simultaneously (Karnani & Wernerfelt, 1985).  The 
multiplication of contacts between two firms provides them with more opportunities 
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to react (Jayachandran & al., 1999). However, multimarket contacts do not necessarily 
imply a stronger competitive battle. Multimarket competition may in fact lead to 
mutual tolerance (Edwards, 1955) on all the markets where the companies meet. 
Empirical studies confirm this phenomenon (Bernheim & Whinston, 1990 ; Gimeno 
& Woo, 1996; Parker & Roller, 1997 ; Jayachandran & al. 1999 ;  Ailawadi & al. 2001, 
Fuentelsaz & Gomez, 2006). Multimarket competitors are thus more inclined towards 
tacit cooperation than combat head-on. Thus, multimarket competition doubtless 
tends to calm tactical competition intensity. We deduce the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 2a: The multimarket competition exerts a negative influence on tactical 
competition intensity.  
However, competition is a natural market situation: that is to say, brands permanently 
try to get the better of their competitors. By limiting expenses linked to the tactical 
battle, multimarket competition enables brands to free resources in order to make 
long-term investments, such as innovation. We deduce the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2b: The multimarket competition exerts a positive influence on strategic 
competition intensity.  
Market concentration and competition intensity (H3a & H3b) 
Market concentration refers to the distribution of market shares among a varying 
number of competitors. In highly concentrated markets, the brands, few in number, 
can closely monitor their competitors (Gale & Branch, 1982) and coordinate their 
behavior more easily (Demsetz, 1979), notably on prices or on the reaction to new 
entrants (Chen & Lii, 2005). A cooperative behavior is thus more likely on this type of 
market (Bowman & Gatignon, 1995). 
Hypothesis 3a: Market concentration exerts a negative influence on the level of 
tactical competition intensity. 1

However, we expect that market concentration impacts only the tactical dimension 
of competition intensity. For strategic competition intensity, we follow the same 
reasoning as for multimarket competition: By limiting expenses linked to the tactical 
battle, market concentration enables brands to free resources in order to make long-
term investments, such as innovation. We deduce the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 3b: Market concentration exerts a positive influence on strategic 
competition intensity.

Competition situation and launching strategy 

Competition intensity and launching strategy ((H4a, H4b, H4c, H4d)
On markets in which strategic competition intensity is high, brands regularly launch 
new products or improve the quality. The high frequency of new product launch 
suggests that the competitive advantage that comes from these efforts is not very 
sustainable, since competitors have the means to react rapidly to such manoeuvres 
by imitating the ‘aggressor’. In order to be escape from this situation brands will try 
to launch new product with a substantial competitive advantage, accompanied by a 
special effort in terms of tactical decision. We thus formulate the following hypothesis: 
 1 Certain authors put forward the idea of a positive (Porter, 1980) or a relation in the form of an inverted U 
between market concentration and competition intensity (Robinson, 1988; Jayachandran & al, 1999). 
We discuss this point in the last part of this article.  
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Hypothesis 4a: The strategic competition intensity exerts a positive influence on the 
strategic launching strategy 
Hypothesis 4b: Strategic competition intensity exerts a positive influence on tactical 
launching strategy 
If the tactical competition intensity is high, it is because brands use a lot of marketing 
tools in order to fight the competitors and to differentiate themselves. Launching a 
new product consequently benefits from substantial support, which is of little use 
in the case of low tactical competition intensity. It is consequently in their interest to 
launch new products which they think have a substantial competition advantage. We 
thus formulate the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 4c: Tactical competition intensity exerts a positive influence on strategic 
launching strategy
Hypothesis 4d: The tactical competition intensity exerts a positive influence on 
tactical launching strategy 
Antecedents of competition intensity and launching strategy 
We do not think that competition intensity exerts a total mediation between its three 
antecedents (strategic similarity, multimarket contacts and market concentration) and 
the launching strategy. The principal reason is that competition intensity has other 
antecedents other than these three variables. Among others can be mentioned market 
growth, industrial property or even cost structure. As a consequence, a competition 
situation marked by low strategic similarity, high multimarket competition and 
market concentration (and thus conducive to non-aggressive competition) may 
nevertheless be linked to exacerbated competition intensity because of falling sales 
or new regulation conditions. It is consequently probable that our model’s three 
variables, which influence competition intensity, may also have a direct influence on 
launch strategy.
Strategic similarity and launching strategy (H5a, H5b, H5c, H5d).
In the case of strong strategic similarity, brands are using similar strategies, probably 
because they have similar resources (Gimeno and Woo, 1996). They are confronted 
with the difficulty of advancing selling propositions other than tactical, because of 
their absence of differentiation. Products are probably close to each other and do 
not have a determinant competitive advantage. It is in the interest of brands to seek 
to increase their strategic distance by mean of a high level of novelty or a sizeable 
competitive advantage. Substantial investments are then necessary in order to bolster 
the market launch and get customers to accept the differentiation. This reasoning 
militates in favor of a positive influence of strategic similarity on launching strategy. 
From this reasoning, we deduce the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 5a: The similarity of central offer exerts a positive influence on strategic 
launching strategy 
Hypothesis 5b: The similarity of central offer exerts a positive influence on tactical 
launching strategy 
Hypothesis 5c: The similarity of support exerts a positive influence on strategic 
launching strategy 
Hypothesis 5d: The similarity of support exerts a positive influence on tactical 
launching strategy 
Multimarket competition and launching strategy (H6a & H6b).
Multimarket competition drives competitors to adapt a conciliatory attitude. This is 
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reflected in the competition intensity but also in the conception of launching strategies. 
In a multimarket competition situation, it is in the competitors’ interest to offer 
high-potential products. On the market where he has innovated, the pioneer will be 
followed by his competitors. Multimarket competition thus encourages an innovative 
dimension in launch strategy. On the other hand, the multimarket competition 
situation encourages competitors to be thrifty and to avoid overinvestment in 
marketing. We thus deduce the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 6a: The multimarket competition exerts a positive influence on strategic 
launching strategy.
Hypothesis 6b: The multimarket competition exerts a negative influence on tactical  
launching strategy.  
Market concentration and launching strategy (H7a & H7b).
The more concentrated a market is, the lower the distribution and advertising costs 
(Green & al., 1995), the less need there is for marketing investment to bolster new 
product entry (Gatignon & al., 1990), and the higher the level of product novelty 
(Hultink & al., 1997). On such a market, the launch strategy thus relies more on a 
highly innovative proposition than on support activities. We deduce the following 
hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 7a : The market concentration exerts a positive influence on strategic 
launching strategy.
Hypothesis 7b : The market concentration exerts a negative influence on tactical 
launching strategy.

Methodology of research 

Here, we present the measurement of variables, the data collected, data analysis 
procedure and the findings.
Measurement of the variables  
Market concentration is measured by the market share of the three largest brands on 
the market (Gatignon et al, 1990). 
Multimarket competition is measured using three questions:

Overall, would you say that the brands on this market are competitive
1. In one category of product?
2. In several categories of product?
1. On one geographical market?
2. On several geographical markets?
1. In one client  segment ?
2. In several client segments ?

Table 1: Questions relating to multimarket competition 
We constructed two indexes based on these questions. The first resulted from the total 
of the responses, the second from the product of the responses.  For the first, each 
respondent’s score varied from 3 to 6. For the second, it varied from 3 to 8. Pearson’s 
correlation coefficient between these two indexes is equal to 0.97, suggesting that 
both provide the same information. 
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For strategic similarity, competition intensity and launching strategy, we generated a pool 
of items using literature search, completed with a series of individual interviews with 
nine product managers. Pretest of these items occurred in two phases: 1) face to face 
interviews with three academics  2) face to face interviews with four managers.  At 
each stage we revised or eliminated problematic items and developed new ones. By 
the end of the second phase of pretesting, the managers reported no concerns, and 
the questionnaire was ready for final administration. 
We measured these constructs using a four-point multi scales. The table 3 contains 
the scale items after purification. 

Data collection

Three methods of data collection were used: mailshots, distribution in person 
and on-line survey. The population that we targeted consisted of any executive in 
a marketing position (product manager, marketing manager, sales manager, sales 
engineer) having recently participated in the launch of a new product in France.
In practice, 546 questionnaires were sent out to managers, who had been contacted 
by telephone beforehand (Yu & Cooper, 1983), working in the field of electronics, 
automobiles and plastics. Two weeks after dispatch, we called back those concerned 
again. In the end, 42 completed questionnaires were returned to us, a response rate 
of 7.69%. For the second method, 12 of the 69 questionnaires handed out individually 
to the managers by interns and work-based study students were returned, a response 
rate of 17.33%. Lastly, Sphinx software was used to put the questionnaire on line. 
Using various alumni yearbooks and data files available on internet, 1745 people 
were contacted; 107 questionnaires were duly returned, a response rate of 6.1
The three procedures enabled us to obtain 161 returned questionnaires in total. 21 
observations had to be eliminated. We thus carried out our data analyses on a sample 
of  140 observations.

Results  

Figure 2 shows the model tested. It comprises four exogenous variables: similarity of 
central offer, similarity of support, market concentration and multimarket competition 
and four endogenous variables: the two dimensions of competition intensity and the 
two dimensions of launch strategy.
We used Sepath’s combination “least squares generalized - maximum likelihood”, 
this method being adapted to small samples. As the data was not multinormal 
(Mardia’s coefficient far superior to 5), we had recourse to the method of re-sampling 
(bootstrap).

χ2  (df, p) χ2/df Γ (min – max) Γ adjusted (min 
– max)

RMSEA (min - 
max)

309.705 (171,  
0.000) 1.81 0.924 (0.895 – 

0.950)
0.897 (0.858 – 

0.932)
0.071 (0.57 – 

0.085)

Table 2: Adjustment indexes of the model
Table 2 shows the adjustment indexes of the model. The indexes are acceptable: the 



Academic Journal of Business,  Administration, Law and  Social Sciences
IIPCCL Publishing, Tirana-Albania

Vol. 2 No. 2
July 2016

ISSN 2410-3918
Acces online at www.iipccl.org

19

RMSEA is equal to 0.071, very close to the recommended minimum value of 0.70. The 
index Γ is greater than 0.90 and, with a value of 0.897; the Γ adjusted is close to the 
limit value of 0.90 (Hair et al., 1998, 2006).

   Figure 2 : The model  tested
Lastly, the ratio χ2/df is equal to 1.81, which is less than the demanding value of 3. We 
can therefore conclude a good fit of the model to the data.
Measurement model 
Prior to the model validation, analyses were performed on the measurement scales 
of strategic similarity, of competition intensity and of launching strategy. These tests 
confirmed the bidimensionality of these scales and all the indexes of validation are 
good: all the indexes of internal consistency are above 0.78, the indexes of convergent 
validity are above 0.54, there is no problem of discriminant validity (Fornell et Larcker, 
1981; Kline, 2005; Evrard et al, 2009). 
Table 3 shows the coefficients of the measurement model.

Similarity of support
75. Advertising efforts of brands  were 0.922
76. Promotional  efforts of brands  were 0.932
77. After sales services of brands were 0.695
Similarity of central offer 
71. The technologies of brands were 0.841
72. Product characteristics of brands were 0.756
Tactical Competition Intensity 
58. An  advertising battle 0.737
59. A battle at the level of sales promotion 0.893
62. A battle at the level of distribution 0.672

Strategic Competition Intensity 
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48. The rhythm of new products launching on this market 
was on the whole 0.825

49. The rhythm of product improvements on this market 
was on the whole 0.817

61. A battle to launch new products 0.611

Strategic Launching Strategy   

22. In comparison with the products of competitive 
brands, this new product gave  new functionalities 0.851

23. In comparison with other products of your brand, this 
new product  gave new functionalities 0.741

24. In comparison with the products of competitive 
brands, this new product  gave more functionalities 0.735

25. In comparison with other products of your brand, this 
new product gave  more functionalities 0.624

Tactical Launching Strategy 

38. Superior advertising message 0.705

39. Increased advertising budget 0.735

40. Your new product was  less expensive 0.792

41. More promotional actions 0.630

Table 3 : Measurement model 

Structural model 
Table 4 shows the structural coefficients obtained. These coefficients enable us to 
identify which of our hypotheses are supported. 
Strategic similarity and competition intensity (H1a, H1b, H1c, H1d). The relationships 
between both dimensions of strategic similarity and the strategic competition intensity 
are not significant, not supporting H1a and H1c. H1b and H1d are supported with 
a positive effect of both dimensions of strategic similarity on tactical competition 
intensity. 
Multimarket competition and competition intensity (H2a, H2b). The H2a and H2b are not 
supported. The relationships between multimarket competition and both dimensions 
of competition intensity are not significant.   
Market concentration and competition intensity (H3a, H3b). The H3a and H3b are not 
supported. The relationships between market competition and both dimensions of 
competition intensity are not significant. 
Competition intensity and launching strategy (H4a, H4b, H4c, H4d).  The impact of strategic 
competition intensity on strategic launching strategy is negative, contradicting 
H4a which proposed a positive relationship. H4b and H4d are not supported; 
the relationships between tactical launching strategy and the two dimensions of 
competition intensity are not significant. The impact of tactical competition intensity 
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on strategic launching strategy is positive, supporting H4c.    
Strategic similarity and launching strategy (H5a, H5b, H5c, H5d). The impact of strategic 
similarity of central offer on strategic launching strategy is negative, contradicting 
H5a which proposed a positive relationship. H4b and H4c are not supported, the 
relationships between strategic similarity of central offer and tactical launching 
strategy and as well as the impact of strategic similarity of support on strategic 
launching strategy are not significant. The impact of strategic similarity of support 
and tactical launching strategy is positive, supporting H4d.    
Multimarket competition and launching strategy (H6a, H6b). The H6a and H6b are not 
supported. The relationships between multimarket competition and both dimensions 
of launching strategy are not significant.   
Market concentration and launching strategy (H7a, H7b). The H7a and H7b are not 
supported. The relationships between market competition and both dimensions of 
launching strategy are not significant (Although the hypotheses H6a and H7a are 
supported with a risk level of 10%).

Hypotheses Coefficient Sig

Findings 

H1a

Strategic similarity 
« Central Offer »55-> 
Strategic Competition 

intensity  

0.061 0.586

Not supported 

H1b

Strategic similarity 
« Central Offer »54-> 
Tactical Competition 

intensity 

0.253 0.014

Supported

H1c

Strategic similarity  
« Support»-53-> 

Strategic Competition 
intensity  

0.105 0.309

Not supported

H1d

Strategic similarity  
« Support»-52-> 

Tactical Competition 
Intensity 

0.205 0.031

Supported

H2a

Multimarket 
competition  -59-> 

Strategic Competition 
intensity  

-0.012 0.894

Not supported

H2b

Multimarket 
competition  -58-> 

Tactical Competition 
intensity 

0.040 0.641

Not supported

H3a

Market 
Concentration -57-> 

Strategic Competition 
intensity  

0.050 0.591

Not supported

H3b

Market 
Concentration -56-> 
Tactical Competition 

intensity 

0.123 0.157

Not supported

H4a 

Strategic Competition 
intensity   -75-> 

Strategic Launch 
Strategy 

-0.225 0.015

Supported
(Contradicting H4a)

H4b 

Strategic Competition 
intensity  -76-> 
Tactical Launch 

Strategy 

0.154 0.121

Not supported
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H4c

Tactical Competition 
intensity -72-> 

Strategic Launch 
Strategy 

0.283 0.005

Supported

H4d 

Tactical Competition 
intensity -73-> 

Tactical Launch 
Strategy 

0.096 0.371

Not supported

H5a

Strategic similarity 
« Central Offer  63-> 

Strategic Launch 
Strategy 

-0.371 0.000

Supported 
(Contradicting H5a)

     H5b

Strategic similarity 
« Central Offer  64-> 

Tactical Launch 
Strategy 

-0.128 0.260

Not supported

H5c 

Strategic similarity  
« Support»-60-> 
Strategic Launch 

Strategy 

0.086 0.380

Not supported

H5d

Strategic similarity  
« Support»-61-> 
Tactical Launch 

Strategy 

0.250 0.013

Supported

H6a

Multimarket 
competition  -69-> 
Strategic Launch 

Strategy 

0.139 0.101

Supported with a risk 
level of 10%

H6b

Multimarket 
competition  -70-> 
Tactical Launch 

Strategy 

0.008 0.932

Not supported

H7a

Market 
Concentration -66-> 

Strategic Launch 
Strategy 

0.147 0.091

Supported with a risk 
level of 10%

H7b

Market 
Concentration -67-> 

Tactical Launch 
Strategy 

0.045 0.626

Not supported

Table 4: Structural Coefficients and Overview of Results 
All these results are summarized in Figure 3. In this diagram, arrows with full trait 
correspond to relations significantly different from 0 at the threshold of 0.05, and 
arrows in dotted lines to relations significantly different from 0 at the threshold of 
0.10. Lastly, the signs indicating coefficients represent the meaning of the relationship. 
Finally, the endogenous variables are relatively poorly explained by their 
antecedents: 23% for the strategic dimension of the launching strategy, 11% for its 
tactical dimension, 15% for the tactical dimension of competition intensity and 0% for 
strategic dimension of competition intensity. 

Discussion of results 
Firstly, we discuss the structure of the competitive situation and then its impact on 
the structure of the launch strategy  

Structure of the competitive situation 
Based on existing literature, four variables were selected to characterize the 
competitive situation: competition intensity, strategic similarity, multi-market 
competition and market concentration. Our results only partially confirm the internal 
structure postulated a priori. 
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Figure 3: Summary of results

The antecedents of competition intensity  

The first important result of this research is threefold: (1) only the tactical dimension 
of the competition intensity is linked to its antecedents. The strategic dimension of the 
competition intensity is  not in fact linked to any of them; (2) among the antecedents 
of the competition intensity, only the two dimensions of strategic similarity influence 
the intensity of competition; (3) lastly, this relationship explains only 25% of the 
variance of the tactical competition intensity. 
This result suggests three questions: (1) Why is the strategic dimension of the 
competition intensity not linked to any of the three antecedents? (2) Why is competition 
intensity not affected by multi-market competition and market concentration ?)  (3) 
Given the weak capacity of the model to explain the competition intensity, what are 
the other potential antecedents of the competition intensity? 
Strategic similarity and competition intensity 
The relationship between the competition intensity and its antecedents can be 
summed up as an influence of the two dimensions of strategic similarity on the 
tactical competition intensity. This result can be explained by the theory of strategy 
based on resources.
The theory of the advantage from the resources suggests that competition is a battle 
between the competitors, whose aim is to have a comparative advantage in resources. 
This comparative advantage of the resources leads to a competitive advantage and 
superior performance (Hunt and Morgan, 1995). The brands that have resources, 
skills and abilities superior to competitors can more easily develop new products and 
maintain for a longer period the competitive advantage that these new products can 
provide (Johnson & al, 2002). It can be concluded that, unless the strategies of brands 
are close, they do not have enough resources to make the necessary investments and 
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strategic changes (Thompson, 1987).
In this context, their only escape is the differentiation by more tactical marketing 
instruments, which constitute the tactical dimension of competition intensity. The 
strategic similarity thus influences only the battle "in the short term." The long-term 
investments are a matter of another logic, either driven by external demand, or driven 
internally by the technology. 

Multi-market competition and competition intensity 

Our results show that, contrary to our expectations, the multi-market competition 
does not influence the tactical dimension of competition intensity. Indeed, the multi-
market competition just presents the potential for a cooperative behavior. Managers 
do not always have recourse to such a behavior (Jayachandran & al., 1999). 
Our results also show the absence of an effect of multi-market competition on the 
strategic dimension of competition intensity. Finally, these results suggest that 
innovation is not reduced by the multi-market competition.
Market concentration and competition intensity  
We have tested a negative influence between market concentration and tactical 
competition intensity and a positive influence between the former and the strategic 
competition intensity. Our results show the concentration of the market influences 
none of the dimensions of competition intensity.  The results are contradictory on 
this subject: some conclude a positive linear relationship between concentration and 
competition intensity (Porter,1980), others a negative linear relationship, while others 
still an inverted U-shaped curve (Robinson, 1988 ; Jayachandran & al,  1999) 
Our results evidently eliminate a positive or a negative linear relationship. A 
graphical analysis of the relationship of market concentration with the tactical 
competition intensity (a) and the strategic competition intensity (b) showed a linear 
horizontal relationship, excluding an inverted U-shaped. We conclude, therefore, a 
total independence between market concentration and the competition intensity. 

Other antecedents of competition intensity 

In this research, we have taken into account only the antecedents of the competition 
intensity which are also part of the competitive situation. Our results indicate that 
these antecedents explain only a small percentage of the variance of the competition 
intensity. This variable depends therefore more on exogenous variables to the 
competitive situation (sensu stricto) than on endogenous variables. The marketing 
literature suggests to consider several variables, such as product life cycle (Scherer, 
1980; Cooper, 1984; Robinson, 1988; Lemmink & Kasper, 1994) or turbulence of the 
environment (Gupta & al., 1986, Han & al., 1998; Calantone & al., 2003; Iansiti, 1995, 
Kessler & Chakrabarti, 1996). Studies integrating the turbulence of the environment 
or the product life cycle would be necessary in order to be able to explain their impact 
on the degree of competition intensity.
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The impact of competitive situation on launching strategy 

The competitive situation, in the end, explains only a small part of the launching 
strategy. This means that it is only one factor among others that managers take into 
consideration during the elaboration of this strategy. Other factors such as demand, 
resources, and objectives can also intervene.  
The impact on strategic launching strategy 
According to our results, the competitive situation explains more the strategic 
dimension of the strategy than its tactical dimension, the first being mainly explained 
by the similarity of the central offer and the two dimensions of competition intensity. 
To a lesser degree, the market concentration and multi-market competition also 
intervene. In total, these variables take into account 23% of the strategic dimension of 
the launch strategy.
The most important antecedent is the similarity of the central offer. The stronger 
this similarity is, the lesser the importance of the strategic launch strategy. The 
same conclusion can be drawn in regards to the strategic dimension of competition 
intensity: The greater the strategic competition intensity, the lesser the importance of 
the strategic launching strategy.  
This finding is in synchrony with our hypothesis. It confirms that if the brands find 
themselves in difficult competitive situations, it is because they cannot do otherwise. They 
do not have the necessary resources to change the rules of the competitive game. In such 
a context, new products that are launched cannot have decisive competitive advantage.  
On the other hand, the relationship between the tactical competition intensity and 
the strategic dimension of launch strategy is positive and high: 0.28. This relationship 
is also logical. A high tactical competition intensity corresponds to a situation where 
brands are fighting aggressively with means whose effectiveness is principally short-
term. 
An effective strategy to avoid this situation is to try to differentiate the offer, 
particularly through innovation. 
In easier competitive situations brands have the necessary resources to avoid falling 
into an aggressive competitive game. Thus, the new products which are launched 
have their own specific characteristics to ensure sufficient differentiation.
This is the case for situations of high market concentration and multi-market 
competition. 
For these variables, in fact, the relationship with the strategic dimension of launch 
strategy is positive: in these contexts competitive brands tend to market really superior 
new products. 
The impact on tactical launching strategy 
In view of the previous analysis, it might be expected that the tactical dimension of 
launch strategy is the tool used by brands to differentiate themselves, especially at 
the time of the launching of a new product. Our results reveal that this is not the case.
Indeed, the tactical dimension of launch strategy is influenced by a single variable: 
the similarity of support. The greater the similarity, the greater the tactical dimension 
of launch strategy. This relationship shows a certain logic, but its weakness, combined 
with the lack of influence of the two dimensions of competition intensity suggests the 
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presence of contradictory phenomena.
In situations of strong competition intensity, notably of support, brands are faced with 
the necessity of investing permanently in important budgets in competitive battle.
Launching a new product, in general not very innovative in itself, is lived only as a 
competitive tactical maneuver, requiring only a limited budget. It is therefore logical 
to observe only a weak relationship between the difficulty of competitive situation 
and the tactical dimension of launching strategy.  
To sum up,  four main conclusions emerge from the test of our model: (1) the 
competition intensity depends only partially on the other variables of competitive 
situation, (2) the competition intensity plays a partial mediatory role between its 
three antecedents and the structure of the launch strategy, (3) the structure of the 
launch strategy is partially explained by the competitive situation, mainly by its 
competition intensity, (4) multi-market competition and market concentration play 
only a secondary role.

Contributions and limits 

Contributions 
Without questioning the foundations of the strategy based on the resources that we 
utilized to explain some of our results, this research shows that the strategic decisions 
of managers are equally and legitimately influenced by the strategic context. 
Beyond this central contribution, it is possible to highlight several interesting 
proposals on the theoretical level. The first one concerns the possibility of structuring 
the analysis of the behavior of firms according to two dimensions: a strategic 
dimension and a tactical one. Our study shows that this structure is relevant to the 
strategic similarity and competition intensity. This duality expresses the necessity 
for a balance between the long-term decisions, which require substantial resources 
and commitments on the one hand and on the other, the short-term decisions, which 
require a lower level of commitment.  
The second proposal is that taking into account this duality enables us to deepen 
the understanding of relationships between variables. Indeed, each dimension of 
launching strategy is linked specifically to the dimensions of other variables such as 
strategic similarity and competition intensity.
In terms of methodology, this research suggests two main advances: the first one 
concerns the proposal of bi-dimensional measurement scales of strategic similarity, 
competition intensity and launch strategy. The indexes of validity presented show 
that these scales have good qualities, which doubtless have to be confirmed. 
The second methodological advance is related to the measurement of multi-market 
competition. In literature, this measure is based widely on the geographic dimension. 
We have tried to broaden the concept of multi-market competition beyond the 
geographical scope, by including two other dimensions: the customers and the 
product.
It is important to remember here that, as long as we interviewed managers, our data 
express the perception of these managers. Our results show that the competitive 
situation, as they see it, influences the structure of launch strategies. 
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This observation seems crucial to us, since it is not certain that managers have an 
accurate perception of the competitive situation. Any error of assessment on the state 
of the competitive situation will result in a wasting of resources. 
Indeed, either the manager underestimates the competition intensity and will 
proportionately underestimate the required intensity of his launch strategy, or he 
overestimates the competitive battle and will proportionately overestimate the 
resources required for the launch.
Our first potential managerial contribution is to suggest to managers that they acquire 
the means to accurately assess the competitive situation that their brands are in. To do 
that, certain tools exist in the B to C sector. They are much rare in B to B. 
Over and above this general suggestion, our research makes it possible to be more 
precise in recommendations. In markets characterized by high competition intensity, 
brands tend to repeatedly launch products which do not present a particular 
advantage and bring the launching only a weak support. These launches are tactical 
maneuvers, without any deep impact on the competitive game. It is therefore useful 
to provide managers with indicators to help them to better operate in accordance with 
the two dimensions of strategy:  attractiveness of the “central offer” and effectiveness 
of “support activities”. 

Limits and future research 

The results and implications of this research must, however, be considered within the 
framework of their theoretical and methodological limits. 

Methodological limits and future research 

The main methodological limit of our research is related to the sample size. Despite 
our efforts, we failed to collect more than 140 useable questionnaires.  
A second limit concerns the process of validation of measurement scales. Although we 
verified the internal coherence and the validity of these scales, we did so, on the same 
data as those of the test of the theoretical model. Nevertheless, it is recommended 
to separate the two procedures and to use two different samples (Gerbing et 
Anderson,1988).
We have tried to comprehend the phenomenon of multi-market competition in a more 
accurate way than in previous research. However, the measuring must be refined, 
since it does not take into account the importance of the number of contacts (it does 
not distinguish between 2 and 10 contacts) and it does not weigh the dimensions: is a 
"geographical” multi-market contact equivalent to a “product” multimarket contact?  
Whilst being superior to certain measurement methods used in previous literature, 
our scale is still imperfect. 

Theoretical limits and future research 

An important conceptual limit concerns the choice of the determinants of the 
competition intensity that we have identified in this research. We have not studied 
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the factors exogenous to the competitive situation (market evolution or market 
turbulence, for example), since our choice was to restrict our observation only to the 
constituting variables of this competitive situation. 
However, the three variables that we have chosen are by no means an exhaustive 
list of possible antecedents of the degree of competition intensity: other variables 
could undoubtedly be envisaged: product life cycle, turbulence of the environment, 
the market power of the leader, the cooperation between competitors or the 
regulations in force (state monopoly, protectionist measures, etc..), are only examples.  
Furthermore, we have focused here on some strategic or tactical aspects of the launch 
strategy. However, other variables could have been integrated into the model, such as 
prior announcements, order of entry or the degree of novelty of the product. 
In summary, though somewhat limited in scope, our empirical findings provide a 
much- needed basis for further developing our knowledge of how to market new 
products as a function of the competitive situation.   
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