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Abstract

For benefiting from the advantages of being the first in the market, many companies
deliberately release information about a product well in advance of the product actual
introduction. However, very often we see how companies fail to deliver their new products
on the promised introduction due dates. The negative consequences that a firm, which is
delaying a new product introduction, suffers may depend in part on the magnitude of
competitors’ responses. On this ground, our interest lies in examining the determinants of
magnitude of a firm’s reaction to a new product introduction delay. An empirical analysis
based on 180 manufacturers of electronics industries in Taiwan showed that reaction
magnitude can be jointly explained by factors that are sender related (market dominance and
signaling reputation), product related (centrality of attack, expected duration of delay, and
controllability of the delay), and receiver related (market dominance, product innovation
ability, and capacity utilization).

[ Keywords ] new product introduction delays, marketing communications, reaction
magnitude
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F MR EREEE

TEBEFEEN ~ RIS AE e B HAHE R B D T - 5 Se st L AT f5
T e 1 e (A SR JES R = A B 735155 3 (Kumar & Motwani, 1995; Nevens,
Summe, & Uttal, 1990) > [AIEL - 8 AU E w22 i BH 38 o AL B | T IR o TRy FHHY
TG - Mg AT E B BE Bz at - B E R e 3 (i fHRA & (Eliashberg
& Robertson, 1988; Lilly & Walters, 1997; Robertson, Eliashberg, & Rymon, 1995) °

PRI » ZHIR S TE N AMERIZR - b R B TE 2 BT - s 227 DA
FEHA o BATAHTE AR HATE &2 - SOBMBRET R B SR R Al (Chryssochoidis & Wong,
1998; Hendricks & Singhal, 1997; Rosas-Vega & Vokurka, 2000; Wu, Balasubramanian, &
Mahajan, 2004) F15 [ 2% 0 & [H 2 E - BEIFH S EBEMNE P EBK A {HE (Wu et al,
2004) - G TS {EE MK (Hendricks & Singhal, 1997) - R {EZIH %872 (Hendricks &
Singhal, 2008) + Y3 N5 (Hendricks & Singhal, 2008; Rosas-Vega & Vokurka, 2000)
DA TG 3R ZE E ~ 9218 (Rosas-Vega & Vokurka, 2000) 25 -

W 5% AR AE RS I - SBE & B HIENE. - [ R E AR IRT A an et R )
[ DB TSR e R AN E C AR EIE R - MG S - e L vE S
AUE R B E ARG MR T8 Em L H - SRR B i R — A RCR ~ R - BB
] FERYEFHAK IR (Schatzel, Calantone, & Droge, 2001) * [T AJRER B TEN KIS - = W e
FAERRFRE. - 350 AR R TEE HEH 2 2 oL B A0 A BTl - R Rl A A - bl -
i E B ILENE, - ETTAHRAMEA] - DR E B S PRI B RS I - 1 H R FEfT Ry » AIRE
TR TS5 AN E I B 58 25 550 S OR T - RSB BN RS FHAEBA SR - HUR s B8 R
Jogk P B3 - TH 5 AE AL (Chen & Miller, 1994) ©

3 IS5 e i e S e P BB 2 B T T B T [ 38 Y B AR 5] (Kuester, Homburg, &
Robertson, 1999) » [ #f 15 &  # H %7 7 it (Bowman & Gatignon, 1995; Gatignon,
Robertson, & Fein, 1997; Heil & Walters, 1993; Kuester et al., 1999; Shankar, 1999; Waarts
& Wierenga, 2000)  #7zE i TEEVES) (Robertson et al., 1995) ~ HIF T3 A& (Gatignon,
Anderson, & Helsen, 1989; Robinson, 1988) » B AN[A] L i Sk & (Hultink & Langerak,
2002) + Al REEH B R R » TR (5 HAE S E SR TR - an e SR R0 2
L BB IERE - TR AR E IR T - SRS B M IR MRS o AR
B T SR DRI G T TR BRI S B T REVE ELICHEE + ]
REAHE 1RE)

ANFTI - S EERE A f AL BHERRERY - LR R RS e iR s 2 s B 85
TE BT R RRAN o HR - (EBRESIFHAHB OB - CBUR BT B RO A e
ABCTTG SRR - (R TAEBAR SRS - DAURE SETT Ry (Chen, 1996; Chen &
MacMillan, 1992; MacMillan, McCaffery, & Wijk, 1985) » Fipl @ EmEHFEE ~ » ¥t
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FE 2R 5 BHEE (Chen, Lin, & Michel, 2010; Sirmon, Hitt, & Ireland, 2007) 7 S4E
HARTUSRE [R5 T8 A W e TR IR T 5N AR - (HEE ORI B E] - HmS A2 4
FREESL LT - WIS A - BN T 25T & iR SR FEFE R - (H3EETE -

et A A HHETUE AT RER | BB 35 X0 - DASRE 9 28 S A B ATUS B B RESH: T 22K
LR ANHFTE S M T T A P AR R RS - A0 {RT IR T SRR A R ER o T
FAHT ZE S AE A RUE B — T SRS M T O E T H » 21 T 3 iRE — R (EHHE N ) —
EHE | EAEEEE (Hollensen, 2001; Welch & Welch, 2008) @ #iF% (Wi ) iR
R A HAEHUER - Fe & A MR (38EHE ) AR Re 5 A 3R - (B S ETT Ry i
JERURTA H B Bt - ElHFTERER R - wiE LR REE SR ERvE
T S E TR R IR ERAEZE - SR ER FRET S - nI PR — R4S - g HE
HHH ARG A HA SRR - BREEH AR M T TR » B K IER PR -
IERARE PSR AT BRI A T DA A C B K5 ~ JERAZE R R B F S R A
[ FEBRFE - DATESCHHEEFE RIS I - A e s EE A a2 -

=

8l - XEAERSUERtH IR

o e S T SR PR AT B i A R B H BV AE R A B B H AR BT S (Calantone &
Schatzel, 2000) + DUERCRIE MR E 77 o 2k 2 3SR 8 A 2 HA R ps B il 2 T 55 31
R FED A EZER BT A LA - W B A R B B T Ry I B SRIE 1T
FEE AT o MIREENEE AR SR - BB OIS ER - RUETTHRIRER
G - DA E ST By (Chen, 1996; Chen & MacMillan, 1992; MacMillan et al., 1985) °
BRI EEHEF TG HREE R - RIREIGRE (FiFFMReE ) BRI
BE5 [B N ERTR - FF LR S E R et b Rz B REZE - et iers (3
Al ) ~ ARAYZE MLELEHE N & (BTN ) - PURMGRE B S50 (IGHIR ) FREEY]
Rk ERFERMS 2 £ - [& 1 BRI B 1424 -

PR E R JTHE ¢ TR TS RGRAHRE SR - BUR N TS SR M A B
[EIESRNS - MRS ([EE - MR PR - R BIGNIRE 55 » SEiE MR
FOTmE - A AZERAE SR E AR - DA (R AR HH SRR 3 S S T R R 4 v A
@ BILPRET AR A ZE LA IR AR rR T A AR B TE G AR R P A R R
= WERERZR ST - FEEERGHE ETT RZERIR R O 55 (Giaglis & Fouskas,
2011) - MFWGERE TS ZECE ~ AL BIRTRE L FERE RIF] FH ZR T Dy s B -
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B 1 ARz ELEE
— -~ BIHERE

(—) T35 LBk

TETG RN ZE R » e 38 SH IR OR B i S [ JE SRS I - TR 2 FH T R - 1M
[P T35 2 B % (Market Dominance) B[1fBEF#EREN (Eliashberg & Robertson, 1988) © Tfi
B Bl FE M s R E i aE R R Fr AR sMF RS - v
HEREREE  EHEFMNEN L B E I - FAMRE S FEREZEESE A
(Eliashberg & Robertson, 1988) ° Kasulis * Morgan  Griffith £ Kenderdine (1999) HIJFH 17
GRE IR R R L AL - R H T A B T B A iR 2 - B LR B
Bk~ HEEEERER - TS IRK -

FERRRE T A R TR E R 2 - Wi Ry ZE £ LBl (Calantone & Schatzel,
2000) - th B S E & M B O DUME S A1 3G 8 2B #4017 (Bowman & Gatignon,
1995) - MIERRRG A BRI - AR BEEEE - HIGE LRSS
R RS A RRE - ] §EE T E AL BT S S R B S AT S E A
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sHEEEENA (Wu et al., 2004) » B EC S0 E AHRE R FERS it - DARG 1R 3 e fk
B2 - PRAhTHES - RN G B PR GE SR B - SN B A B A& A S
Pl - FERLED T - BT A RO WMETHHE CEARBGE - NEIT BB #EE -
Bowman Eil Gatignon (1995) B[I%G 3 H Rk i G R s - & HE A E M - BT
EHI EEE S - Otero-Neira Hi Varela-Gonzalez (2005) JRE H E A 5 S E E AT ER
HZATE) » BiFEEENER G - BEREEENHEE - Kk EREFEVIHFE
(Bowman & Gatignon, 1995; Otero-Neira & Varela-Gonzalez, 2005) » & 2EHAMI G T35~
FotEfLs » B E R B IR - RIERIEIRNE 2 e iy - IRIBLL 2 Hi5m
BEm - AWFFCERILE —(EF SRR

BR— AR THXREES  RFFEARLLEMRLIRBIRZEE

(=) B3R

RIS G - SHE B 2 HRE MG NN A E i nY =R - #HEEE
REREEEIT BRI —EUE: - DU RTRNE HEE B TTHUAC #5% (Heil & Robertson, 1991) »
RLIAEGRHEREE - fEEHAEHEAE N T - 124t —HHEFET 32 (Robertson et al.,
1995) » {F A1 B H AE R B8 A 2 R B8 -

o g e T E TR R TS AR — B R TR BRI - R R E RATE58 (Milgrom &
Roberts, 1982) » WEHg s ¥ H A i na s SN & A RE R EEE - HE A (B8R
£ SNERIEEAE » S & RET B A58 (Robertson et al., 1995) ; fHHY - k%
BRI A - SN EE 2218 (Kreps & Wilson, 1982; Milgrom & Roberts, 1982)
e AN R EEHSRE T TR L SR (Heil & Robertson, 1991) e

R ZE IR E B — TR - B FTRERIBSENE(EE - IREHEZ
SEE DB B K FETTE) (Prabhu & Stewart, 2001) « S4B BREFEHOHT 72 i TE 5 Al
B AR HE S 2 R - 2 EHE MK - HEUE A 5 Ry i85 5 3 il S TR SRR
B BN T - E#REESFE (Heil & Robertson, 1991) » (HFENEEAEE - &
A4 JEHASEARIS - AR BAER SR i R — T T SRRV B AR - {5 e 30 & 7 A B T
Tk » Al - BTSN FR 0] (5 EEI%E, (Prabhu & Stewart, 2001) + ZEHAMI R < 25115
BRE - P A e A E AL RN EAT B SR TT Ry » B SE R Rl d - ARIZDL B2
HEmaTam - AR L (T Ie R
BR= S ARBIENEELRE  RFEHFEARELLEIARLZIRERERR -

T BESIAE LR
(—) Ao

Rogers (1983) PRETAIHTRAGRRERT - 15 HE A H RSN HADBN B E (8
SRR MABESEE - ZEMAERINEE S IVEEE R ER AR - EF K EM
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BAIF5EH » MacMillan et al. (1985) ERFHEL L CRERES (Rational Policy Perspective) fiff #]
T P T 3 LAt 3T /2 ot HEE AT RER (SR A SRS R IRY - RIIHE G it 3% 2 A0 e VB 0
RIK > CEESHERIR © Kuester et al. (1999) » Robinson (1988) PAK. Waarts Bl Wierenga
(2000) FIHE Kz Bl MR 2 A B PR ROK - i [R5 T+ S i@ 2 © Shankar (1999) HIf
feH T E R R - EANE SRR - R s R R SN B TRy - DAEE A
PSSR -

& AL HH A R B S Y - LRI E R TS s - B R EER A
ML - BRI H BT ROE R ST nRE R R 2 BRI T
Fo » DLFHS eSS - AHE - e A ZE fL ik = BHER R3S - B2 B2 TR s(K - Bl
EHAEH] - AIREE ARG E AR - BN SR F R B R - NETT R
BHEH o (R - BRRREE S AH S BATT RER |38 2 5 T+l (Kuester et al., 1999; Robinson,
1988; Waarts & Wierenga, 2000) » ZEHAE FAHEHESA RIS » i3+ & fa n] ge A e H e He 2
SRS E - EARENRETR - R L 2B - AUFFEE 28 = E e

B
BR=Z AR AHELLS  HFERREHMEZIRIEIEE A% o
(=) &KBEFE

IRIZFNREF T IT - 68 B RS TR T e o PREUS R FE T - B R FR I
B2EE R (Centrality of Attack) » BUEEEIE % (Klemz & Gruca, 2003) < B EEHE TS
Wi AR i ) 7 S 7 il B L B BTG HUFE E (Chen & Miller, 1994) » & HLIEBETT R EHIR
CHRTERATS - EHAD MG RISCBRTE) - FHESEEER - 5.2 - BREFE
5 B S B T R I HA S %44  Heil B2 Robertson (1991) 585y #5 sNE TR sHUE AT RE
HGEHE EEE R - B ENE S HLEL S  Robertson et al. (1995) HIFSHELH]
ErE SN E R T EARCE - WL NE R O TSI iR -

FEMHECE Z NSRS - 55 [T & MU E (Heil & Walters, 1993) « 5 HAtl
W R THE i S O TR TR = R - 340 T IR T B FE R - BB
AEHA BT - thE R TECEUESS - D5 kB O ER . E T E2 & - Kk - BREnRE
i EEE (Klemz & Gruca, 2003) » ZEHAZE I EF EAE @ P& HER - KIEL
BRI S e s R fai - ARIB DL B2 MiEmaT i - AWFSR L S U {E T Ie R -
BRE M ERAEREFERS  RFAARLEHMALIRBHRERTR -
(=)xtiaEd

W& HIAEHAE FHIF © Wu et al. (2004) FHFgRAAE EAENEE - & BlRE J) =S HE /3t k.
HrE A A _E YAl © Rosas-Vega B Vokurka (2000) $1%f 5 A& 2 SERT 5T 8T 2 i 2 HH
TR - SEE 21% BN ALE R - EIE R = AR TSR R R SR
EIRFEAR ZBANE IR NAERFR - ELIER i 1 B H E H R - Hendricks B2 Singhal
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(1997) $1%F 101 ZFZAEHAZPIAETTERET » FFE pOMR e 28 BARY SR A Rl ~ T AZEd R
RTE - EouHEHRET  EaUhRERVURFTFETEI - EdLERHE - SRk - DL
NP IZAERR > Chen » Chung » Ho Hi Lee (2007) #2EHATE R 43 2N 1R 8 14 R 2 Bl
FERSAESENZR + 1M Prieger (2007) B it A HA I R 7 R/ F THIEA B AZ IS 77 » /2 E 1
A HHFET 2 AL AR IR A B L RS BT P P AE R IRF AR S A2 - SR e P A R B R R %
HE 7 i T PSR AR BN © /A Chryssochoidis B2 Wong (1988) FTfEaT & & BT
S AL ] BRI RE - EIEIMEERIERE - NEFERBEN R © SR B E R
T oo

AR B AR R s B 1 2 R - A BB RTRE S NSRRI
HEE DG E TS AMRE (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996) - [fi o) e & HAhZ ek ke
BIgg ARG A0R - FELIBEDL T - Bl e JIBBGTG S  tHEO - 1SS S AL A
R A2 B A R A AR - B ¢ EE S 2o SR e e (R T S RO EERE (A -
Pl DAZeny ) - s AN E (FIA - BUT 8 BALERRRE ) - I & E B
PAEEERE(R - PLIY - iR UERTREE A RIRS 2GR - At - @R i - R
EABF 5 & (Chen et al., 2007) » 7= HAFH £ 508 2 48 HA R e A1~ m] 2ol 1k PRI 32 55
i T A FE AR AR RS B B, > nlgB AR AR » g E R A LS5 - IRIBELL
B EmET R - AR TERTE R
BRE  EHEGABAEBRA LR TIEMNNER R > FFHERLEALZ RERE

mEg o

(v ) FastsE A af R

EHAERE IR R — TG - AR - HhETaE i E o8 AR » & ZE AR P4
FrE & THEHERIRF AR » B FEE AR - fEEEI T - ST Be E A58 )
[ # (Fouskas & Drossos, 2010; Otero-Neira & Varela-Gonzalez, 2005) » [&]# 1 8 2% F
RIMEfEERTE » EREIERYS - 2 - THRTEEARF AT » B TR iR R i
BXEE - DA I EHE A2 B REE 2 2 - i e o (R - IR R AT RE
ik B8 37 Bl 2 B8 7 A B (Fouskas & Drossos, 2010; Otero-Neira & Varela-Gonzélez,
2005) » ZEHARR P E S R THET AE HART R AT R - 355 DA IHG A AR TS Y S o R R
95 o IRIBLL BB EmETam - AUFICELES N ERFTEERGR
BRI ERBATEEZITAGEHHMAER RFAEREHAL I RBEIHRE AT -

=~ BERE R
(—) T35 LB

WERE TSRS - R S 5a 3R - BT SUE T R iRy R B R
(Heil & Robertson, 1991) o [H ¥ HAMMPHIEIIENE - DIEEE TSRS - ngEE#5H
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THMH EEEI LT EE TS - DI IR B E L B S REsesE - K2
WERE TS RO R - S EREF iR - DU RS P HA A (B3 E I 2 ik rs
(Gatignon, 1984) - LI » B H AR P28 A2 e A AE RS - BEGTG e » HPTEREY
F) I B 2 s s R B B AR A - DLopaB BRE - Rl - BTSN €S & (Heil
& Robertson, 1991) » HiF+H i35 L BoMERTS » DR E fth g pd e HARHUE & S i R R R
g o ARIBDL L 2GR AR - AR AT RR
BRE  HFHETHIRBEES > BRA R EHALZ RIEIHRE A o
(=) ASAIFTE A

Wi Pt e BT RE I R - RN H A RE ST ST A o B - IR LA g e E L A
AP AE AR TIGH S - ] DI AT M oL g B i » BE T S A B3 E Lt T
o THERES - AT HEEIS(ERE - Gatignon et al. (1989) B[IR2+5 HE S AE - Mepgs LA
g B 2 TeHfH BB R B T A - EauBIRTeE s - S A gEDAEAE
oS B BER - ELATHAA (R B4 A oL BCHE H A1 2 i 3 U B 22 dn P B il T St o -
I > FEFA LB HTHE T 3R BN e S BE (5 4R (Gatignon et al., 1989) » i F & & B HTHE
s o RIE A e A BN UE < S e n e fd - R DL B 2 EmETam - A ITEEaT

5 (EF e
BHRN HFEERAFRILS  AREEB AL AL RERE A% -
(=) ARTHAE

T2 ZEAR VS ST HH S PR A A R P A1 FH SR B A [ BT RA £ - B AE A RERY MRS
BAELERFINME E - DARFETSFE R (Lieberman, 1987) - ¥ FHE M S > mHH
Mg A HA S - BIERIASREIRME T - INAEBRENRL G - WERERF - EREGEZII
7R - KA ERANH AR TR KUY (Bowman & Gatignon, 1995) » BREE DL
F A S5 7 728 i o RIDL - — 072 S BT RE ) - 28 O ] I A 3R T 28 B0 P I B 5k
(Bowman & Gatignon, 1995) » #FEERE ] FIHE 2 - KFE AR RGN E 2
[ FE R o ARIBDL B BERET R 0 AT ST S S UESE AR
BRA: BFEARTHAELS > ARACRHLEHNLEZ REEE LS -

P9~ SRR (PR )

IRIBENREHF B E Sl - ARG - ERETEHETERERSE
S Ry BT B NOEAT o L BRI ZE B3R - ARHIANSE SR i 3851 E ~ 228
PE v B R BRI SR AR 3850 5 ) o S B R PR BRI T B A 8 R - RF I = A SR A
RY el -

FERBIEIEIEMERNTHER - EMhsUiRE - By BH & 2 7 K B i =R
(Miller & Friesen, 1982) * fEBREMEZEEH - BRI ATEE - Hilr# (LR (Bowman &
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Gatignon, 1995) * % Wu et al. (2004) Ei%h » Filo N EEM ~ S I EE RS ZESE -
Foflg ~IHE B fRiF B T E B 28 - AR Bowman Bl Gatignon (1995) fEH1 -
FERBEABEERESNEZET  BPFETFMUTF %R - DIRIES E S 25T - Bt
HEEm - T SRR R R o

Robinson (1988) * Bowman &8 Gatignon (1995) 5L7E 7 S 65 f T 85 R i = K
FEMBEZTHEEER - EEEPERS @ GEHEE 8RR - BRI
AR - & A AHER 10 5 2 AR i R 5 S S FETT Fy  Heil B Robertson (1991) »
Kuester et al. (1999) JRF Ry SR & o B0 FHECH IR - ([HA T RAEB 5 i
MG - BOAMER M SRR - EEETE RS S EER A EFT R -

TSR ZR IR Ry s BB F I FERY 2R 22 (Bowman & Gatignon, 1995) » fEAGERZRE
R E TS - HARRRG1T B A 50 T 5 S p R s B N - ST SEL T Ry T RERR
AEgZ » ]2 ARG EREIRAYEZES - {#BIMRE g iz 58 & S0 B IR
T E R AR 0 R - AR B B S U 1T 5 (Heil & Robertson, 1991) ©
Kuester et al. (1999) 5T 5+ & A ERT 2 it A Z SR 1T Rl - [FIERFE i pcRR
R EEREINERERNZR - AEF TS MIERRS - ZonmiSRs [T 5EaE
FotREARHNE » M AT REERIGR SIS BT Ry » DUER A 55 %25 - Soberman il
Gatignon (2005) 755 F BN REMEEL i S LRABA IR - IRHERRS T SRR 1 = R
R -

2\ fMRHE

— ~ WFEER A B R A

AW HEEE R E TR EOER (B E ELEE i ~ HEMEE T~ @
EMELEFZE4 ) - IS BH A M - SHE L EE R H SRR E Z  E—
T8 LU 2 R AT A an PR SR B R Bl E S 5 2R B E TR AL TS
B HESERMERHED - P RAEHA BB IS - B A S E S ETER o I 5
(EHEETH  FTEEFR AN FEEZEMFEEREEZREKN  IRESEZ - RitfE
EZEWEXMEZEME - DIREU e R E s +3# - NEMWAEZ EZEHER] (Wu et al.,
2004) °

A HDENGEERE FRZEAY » Bt EREETEE - sHEHEH
B - BREMHE G LE T2 EGEE R rE 2 B - RS
RISEEERE - fE3GEE R BRG HI R &M (R E A M~ (SRR Ao - RRl
ITHAAEEE - B ER - 2HEEAOEZENE - DU AR GE R AT &S RIS
i EAESTH R 2T E T E RS o AR - K50 A R SO E
(Kohli, 1999; Robertson et al., 1995) » £RFHREIFEENE HFHERERAKIR » Mkl {EZ
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AR (R EBEES - FEMREERE B ER (Kohli, 1989) - il
FEE MRS 210 RTBEIRE - MIBRES T2 - A5 180 £ -

AR O  H 88.33% ZIMIis AL - Bk 6 4F - Hrp N 74.44% EETE
3710 FEPAE s BT A 53.89% 1E 350 ADLE » =ZRAE A DVEEE (FE -~ &L
for B ) s 0 15 92.78% ©

DR -

HETRIBFERE - 2% Wu et al. (2004) 1% » 55250 B 25 R A HH 2 5 P T
LT — R [FIZRIE PR R B H R RE T S BT 2 225 H B SORR AR A E
e H BRI - i 0 ERRTRRT AR HIT ] ~ B pR B A SR SR T SN PR &
BREZWREER (1 =JFETFE - 7=FEFRE)  SWaZiEEEEERE 1 -
(—)BRERE
1. TS ie

TH 35 <2 e 14 ¥ Wk i 7 5 8 22 AR JE 0 N BB U3 SHME T Eliashberg B Robertson
(1988) DIEHH & R HAE R E i i H R N SHE IS, (Perceived Leadership) » 2384
(Perceived Dominance) fy Ll EREIE o [FIRGEMALZMErs - 5 AR 15
o AR EEEC] - B - A ER A TS AL I - G52 R ET
e Z2E FH g o A 42 HH 2 B B R T BE Y (1) BB (4 = 0.99) B (2) HEMIAL (4 =
0.97) -

2. FEEEE

ZE B REEET Ry — 2 - DU e pil iU i B B 1T HIAC 8% (Heil &
Robertson, 1991) - #r&lF » FEZ MR LB ARG 23 (1) HEMES 2
BIETIRE (1=0.93) » Q) fERETHST R LEGHA RIFicik (1=0.89)  DIK (3) &
LA ESHERFFEHS R - [RIFBE - GRS (1=0.83) -

(=) A REF
1. EE i H A 8

TE i M 9 18 B4 % FLAHHBE IR 05 T i L R ABRAE - T & I5F 2255 Kohli (1999) 77
= o FE MR R AL R A B AR At R B T E ST B Z (1) TIRE R (4 =
0.88) ~ (2) RFEHTRIIE (1 =0.84) ~ 3) WRBHF TR (1 =0.94) » LUK (4) BEFEE (A
=0.96) °
2. ICHEERrPE

fR4% Chen B2 Miller (1994) iE 5% - IR E T EIEMICRTEIR B SR F# £
%2 (Large) * Ejiii (Valued) & ﬂﬁfig_&n?— (Vital) ZTHEHIFLREE - MacMillan et al. (1985) £¢
B TR MR OB R S Y - NI B B OB W B R T E L B T £ ) (Major) » EHER
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(Important) TGHIFRE « $RIL - AHFFERE B S 5 Ry W E R e A e 28 51 I e
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Determinants of Magnitude of a Competitor’s Reaction to a New
Product Introduction Delay

Hsuan-Hsuan Ku, Professor, Department of International Business, Soochow University
Li-Yu Fang, Sales Manager, SUNRISETEK CO., LTD
Purpose / Objective

The timing of the launch of a new product critically affects its market success. It is thus
important that marketing strategists pay close attention to the pace of new product
development and the timescale of commercialization. Many companies have found the
practice of ‘pre-announcing’ new products and services before they are available to be an
effective marketing strategy. The managerial importance of launch signaling and pre-
announcement of new product introductions led to their being prevalent research topics in
the extant literature. In practice, however, pre-announced new product launches are often
delayed, especially in technology-intensive markets. The existing literature provides insights
into the existence, causes, and consequences of delays in new-product introductions, but has
not so far systematically examined competitors’ responses to the delayed launches. The
primary aim of the study reported here is to expand understanding of the determinants of
magnitude of competitors’ responses to a new product introduction delay. In particular, since
a delay signal can be regarded as a tactical marketing communications initiative, based on
basic communication model, it examines how sender-related (market dominance and
signaling reputation), product-related (relative advantages, centrality of attack, controllability
of the delay, and expected duration of delay), and receiver-related characteristics (market
dominance, product innovation ability, and capacity utilization) may affect a firm’s

propensity to react strongly to a new product introduction delay.

Design / Methodology / Approach

Data was collected by questionnaire from manufacturers in the telecommunications,
consumer electronics, and computer hardware and software sectors in Taiwan. Such
industries typically place strong emphasis on new product development, and pre-announce
new products more often than those in other industries. Firms failing to deliver new products
on the promised introduction dates may confront with competitive counterattack. The
sampling frame for data collection was the membership directories of the Taiwan Electrical
& Electronic Manufacturers’ Association. A questionnaire and personalized cover letter were

sent to each selected informant by e-mail. The letter introduced the study as an academic
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undertaking, rather than commercial, and highlighted the potential value of the findings to
marketing managers and planners. To encourage the best responses, recipients were assured
that they would remain anonymous and that only aggregated results would be reported, and
were offered a copy of the research conclusions. These response incentives yielded a total of

180 valid questionnaires.

Findings

Empirical analysis of data found that magnitude of competitors’ responses can be
explained by factors that are sender-specific (market dominance and signaling reputation),
product-related (centrality of attack, controllability of the delay, and expected duration of
delay), and receiver-related (market dominance, product innovation ability, and capacity
utilization). The first possible influence on the magnitude of competitors’ responses to be
investigated was a sender’s market dominance. Strong support was obtained for its negative
effect. Convincing support was also found for the effect of the signaling reputation on the
magnitude of competitors’ responses. The study next examined four constructs relating to the
delayed product itself: relative advantages, centrality of attack, controllability of the delay,
and expected duration of delay. The findings were that except for relative advantages, the
firms in the sample took account of those product-specific factors in deciding whether or not
to respond strongly to a new product introduction delay. The results indicated a positive
relationship between the centrality of attack and the magnitude of competitors’ responses. In
addition, the shorter the time needed to deal with the delays the more inclined a competitor
will be to respond strongly. Turning to the influence of controllability of the delay on the
magnitude of competitors’ responses, the findings support the assertion that a firm is more
likely to respond strongly when the sender has a high degree of control over the delay. The
study further examined the effect of three receiver-related factors on the magnitude of
competitors’ responses: market dominance, product innovation ability, and capacity
utilization. The hypothesized positive relationships between magnitude of competitors’

responses and all these three receiver-related factors received strong empirical support.

Research Limitations / Implications
This study sought to develop a structural model to explain the antecedents of the
magnitude of a firm’s responses to a new product introduction delay. Its intended purpose is

to be a framework to guide decision-making with respect to competitive responses. It can
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thus help managers responsible for those decisions to take a more organized approach to a
complex decision of considerable strategic significance, by isolating the various factors that
need to be considered in a methodical manner. From the perspective of managers in the
receiving firm, the findings of the study draw attention to factors related to sender, product,
and their firm itself that can influence reaction decision. For a sender, when delay signals
will make competitors more inclined to respond them, it should work out coping strategy in
advance, to avoid harmful damage by competitive counterattack. The findings of the
research, and their managerial implications, must be considered in the light of certain
limitations. Each of those in turn represents an opportunity for further research. First, a
simple sum-of-effects model is proposed and tested in this study. Future researchers could
furthermore test a contingent model, to see if the sender-related or receiver-related factors
interact with or moderate the product-related factors. Second, the focus on a subset of high-
technology industries was a device to reduce inter-industry confounding, but the study could
be replicated in other settings to provide conclusive, generalizable evidence. Third,
refinement and expansion of the scales used, most of which were transferred from earlier
studies, would be a worthwhile methodological development in future research. This is
particularly true of those measuring magnitude of competitors' responses. Lastly, to improve
confidence in that generalizability, all reasonable efforts should be made to increase the
number of usable returns available as the source of the data for analysis. One theme presents
particularly worthwhile research opportunities within the broader topic of inquiry. Delays in
introduction to the market are not necessarily one-off events, but may sometimes be
cumulative. In practice, repeatedly delayed introductions are a common occurrence, again
especially in the high-technology sector. A closer examination is required of the ways in

which competitors manage their responses during the repeated introduction delays.

Originality / Contribution
Several recent research studies and review articles have focused on product launches.
From this base, the phenomenon of introductions to the market being delayed beyond pre-
announced deadlines has attracted the attention of management and policy researchers and
commentators. A related stream of research has examined the reasons for such delays, the
use of vaporware as a deterrent, and the negative consequences of failing to fulfill promised
introduction dates. Furthermore, among studies in the dynamic competition literature, the

great majority focused on the competitors' responses to new product introduction. A good
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understanding of how competitors respond to new product introduction delay remains
lacking. To fill that gap in the body of knowledge, the study reported here develops and tests
an exploratory model to explain the determinants of magnitude of a firm’s reaction to a new
product introduction delay. In particular, a structural model which incorporates explanatory
variables relating to the characteristics of the sender, the delayed product, and the receivers,
is proposed, to serve as a framework for management decision-making. The results will
facilitate an understanding of the strategic role played by delay signal in influencing

competitors’ responses.
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