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Abstract 

The extant literature provides unclear findings on how innovation impacts the profit metrics 

and market performance of the announcing firm as well as its rivals, particularly in different 

contexts regarding the relative positions of these firms in the market. Therefore, the primary 

objective of this study is to investigate the effects of new product introductions by focal firms 

on the corporate value of their competitors. The analysis is based on a dataset comprising 

2,452 new product announcements in the United States spanning the period from 2010 to 

2020. The findings reveal that the innovativeness of new products has a positive impact on 

the abnormal returns of large rival firms but a negative impact on the abnormal returns of 

small rival firms. Further examination of moderation effects indicates that the positive effect 

of product innovativeness on the abnormal returns of large rival firms is strengthened when 

these firms possess advantages regarding media presence and market positioning. Conversely, 

the negative effect of product innovativeness on the abnormal returns of small rival firms is 

mitigated when these firms have advantages in terms of brand reputation and media influence. 

These findings suggest that the market expansion and market penetration hypotheses hold true 

only under specific firm conditions. Furthermore, the results indicate that when a rival firm 

holds a dominant market position and receives significant positive electronic word-of-mouth 

signaling customer satisfaction with its products, focal firms tend to respond by increasing 

their innovation efforts to create distance between themselves and the leading rival firms.  
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1 INTRODUCTION  

As competition in the market increases, businesses must pay more attention to the strengths 

and capabilities they possess to ensure their success and sustainable development. Managers 

are forced to change their mindset to maintain a competitive advantage in the market. They 

tend to pursue actions to increase innovation in the face of increasingly fierce competition in 

virtually all business sectors (Galasso & Simcoe, 2011). To be able to compete effectively, 

product imitation will not work unless a company decides to pursue a cost-leadership strategy. 

Therefore, an optimal strategy to compete in the market must focus on increasing innovation. 

When competitive pressure increases, most businesses decide to increase their innovation 

capacity (Rubera & Kirca, 2012). With the pressure to innovate more often and create more 

unique and new products, the production of copied products has become increasingly 

unconvincing for management. Thus, as focal firms receive increasingly positive eWOMs in 

highly competitive business environments, rival firms will have less incentive to produce 

replicas in the context of increased competition. 

Competitive intensity will further increase a firm’s market-based innovation activities (Zhou 

et al., 2005) regardless of whether rival firms receive positive evaluation and praise and 

evaluation through eWOM. In highly competitive business environments, firms must 
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maximize any opportunities available to improve their market position. If the enterprise feels 

satisfied with its existing position and does not pay attention to the innovation capacity due to 

being subjective in the context that the rival enterprises are facing failure, the competitive 

advantage of the enterprise itself vanish rapidly in highly competitive markets (Menguc & 

Auh, 2006). The fact that rival businesses receive negative eWOMs from customers is a sign 

that they are not meeting customer needs; hence, the focal businesses need to take advantage 

of that opportunity to improve their market position by increasing innovation activities. This 

effect is even more pronounced in more competitive industries as competitors are likely to 

invest more heavily in advertising, reducing prices or developing innovative products with 

higher originality and innovativeness (Porter, 1980; Teece, 2010). Therefore, the impact of 

negative eWOM on rival firms regarding innovation capacity and innovation scale will be 

amplified by the level of competition in the existing market. In this context, the present study 

explores the extent to which new product introductions by focal firms affect the corporate 

value of competitors. The results support the market expansion hypothesis, which states that 

a new-to-the-market product signals new opportunities for rival firms in the new product 

category. This finding is consistent with our market penetration hypothesis that suggests that 

an incremental innovation poses a threat of cannibalization for rivals’ existing products.   

 

2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND   

2.1 The impacts of product innovation on launching firms and rival firms 

The impact of innovation can be assessed from multiple angles. Significant changes have 

potential to ripple through an industry, spilling beyond just the firm responsible for innovation 

to its competitors. However, these effects are typically contrasting, meaning what is good for 

one firm will have a negative impact on competitors. This study summarizes previous 

literature to explore the impact of innovation across profit metrics, market performance, and 

competition. 

The introduction of new products generally has a positive impact on the launching firm. 

Pauwels et al. (2004) found that new product introductions are positively associated with top-

line performance, bottom-line performance, and firm value in the long run and short run. 

Nevertheless, the magnitude of the impact varies by firms and product categories as the 

characteristic business strategies and consumers’ tastes and preferences. Sorescu and Spanjol 

(2008) considered the measurement of firm performance from a multidimensional 

perspective, which includes normal profits, economic rents, and total firm risk. Similarly, firm 

innovations are two-fold: breakthrough and incremental. Those innovations are relevant to 

new products launched by firms in the market to earn the market advantages over incumbent 

competitors. Findings reveal that normal profits and economic rents are positively influenced 

by breakthrough innovations, while incremental innovations significantly enhance normal 

profits only. Bayus et al. (2003) investigated the influence of new product innovations on 

profit rate, profit-persistence rate, and firm size. Their findings indicate that new product 

innovations significantly affect the profit rate and firm size, whereas the impact on profit-

persistence rate is not validated. The insignificance results from the ever-changing 

competitive environment of the PC industry, in which technologies are introduced frequently 

by competitors, which undermines the profit stability. Slotegraff and Pauwels (2008) and 

Hoskins and Griffin (2019) showed that new product introductions exert greater impact on the 

extent to which lower-equity brands achieve long-term benefits. Meanwhile, the obtainability 

of higher-equity brands appears to be constrained by stronger associations with the incumbent 

product lines, which hampers the willingness of consumers to change their existing habits. 
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Nevertheless, new product introductions are confirmed to be conducive to the long-term 

effectiveness of marketing promotions. 

In a study tracking the market’s true appreciation of innovation, Sood and Tellis (2009) found 

that average innovation events generate $49 million in stock market returns, but the total 

market returns are more than 13 times greater at $643 million for an innovation project. In this 

study, innovation is considered from the temporal perspective, which includes initiation, 

development, and commercialization stage. The impact of innovation on market returns varies 

by stages. Specifically, new product launch events have the lowest returns, while returns to 

development activities are the highest. Generally, the market favors new product strategy 

announcements by smaller firms and those with better governance mechanisms over those 

with worse governance mechanisms (Lin & Chang, 2012). In addition, investors look for high-

quality, pioneering innovations backed by plenty of advertising in large and growing 

categories. These result in returns which are seven times greater than those of minor updates 

(Srinivasan et al., 2009). More noticeably, the impact of three innovation stages on market 

returns of the launchers are greater than that of other competitors (Sood & Tellis, 2009). 

Announcement is a key element of this performance. Positive payoff can be expected when 

firms announce independent innovations or plans to ally with others for the same purpose 

(Borah & Tellis, 2015). Meanwhile, the outsourcing decision appears to reduce the payoffs of 

the focal firm (Borah & Tellis, 2015). More interestingly, the current outsourcing decision is 

arguably not dependent on prior consequent payoffs, while the decision on inhouse innovation 

is influenced by previous payoffs evidence (Borah & Tellis, 2015). Sorescu et al. (2007) 

investigated the impact of new product announcements on short-term and long-term financial 

returns of the announcers. They found that the long-term financial returns of the announcers 

are positively associated with new product announcements, while short-term payoffs are only 

positive when announcers are willing to provide the transparent and detailed description of 

the pre-launched products. Some of the trivial information have only been editorially checked 

at its face value, but they can be uncovered through diligent endeavors. Furthermore, it is 

indicated that the long-term abnormal returns could be gained in the period of post-

announcements if the market is adequately informed about the innovation progress by the 

announcers. In addition, the moderating effect of the announcers’ credibility on the link 

between new product announcements, short-term and long-term financial returns is confirmed 

in this study. 

Although product market performance may suffer slightly when firms deploy an innovation 

ratchet strategy, the stock market prefers it – particularly with public firms (Moorman et al., 

2012; Wies & Moorman, 2015). In this study, the timing of innovation introduction exerts a 

two-fold effect on firm performance. On one hand, it may increase the stock returns of public 

innovators. On the other hand, the product market payoffs are sacrificed. Therefore, the impact 

of innovation on an announcer’s performance is arguably determined by the frequency of 

innovation introduction, which is shaped by the corporate innovation strategy. Unsurprisingly, 

the stock market favors the announcing firm over competitors throughout the development 

process (Sood & Tellis, 2009). Most recently, Wang (2019) has investigated the impact of 

radical and incremental innovation on the firm performance of small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs). Findings indicated the positive impact of radical innovation on firm 

performance, while exploring the negative impact of incremental innovation. 

Competitors see significant negative valuation and wealth effects upon the introduction of 

new products in their industry. Share price response is least favorable when frequent 

announcers introduce new products and when there is a large wealth effect on announcers. In 

relation, smaller rivals and highly-leveraged firms with better investment opportunities and/or 
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those in concentrated industries tend to see the biggest wealth losses. This is especially true 

for firms in technologically-based industries, as these firms tend to see the most significantly 

negative wealth effects. All this suggests that innovation spillover is not enough to counteract 

the negative effects on competition (Chen et al., 2005). When innovations are primeval, 

however, wealth effects improve slightly (Chen et al., 2005). The research of Aboulnasr et al. 

(2008) on radical product innovations shows that a competitive response is most likely with 

large or market-dependent introducing firms. Mahajan et al. (1993) suggest a parsimonious 

diffusion model to assess the overall impact on sales and market size because it explicitly 

incorporates word of mouth communication effects and substitution dynamics without 

requiring long time series data. Akhigbe (2002) examined the impact of new product 

innovations on the rivals’ market value. Findings reveal that, upon the announcement, the 

introducers would achieve financial gains, while those of incumbent competitors may be 

undermined. Most importantly, the short-term innovation spillover does not alleviate the loss 

of rivals’ competitive disadvantage. Nevertheless, persistent competitors may revitalize their 

performance thanks to the alternative innovation or imitation in the long term. Mutlu et al. 

(2015) considered competitive strategies as the sequence of actions taken to mitigate the 

competitive disadvantages vis-à-vis their incumbent competitors. Stock market returns are 

employed as the measurement of firm performance, thus becoming the determinant of the 

competition decision-making process. In line with this logic, new innovations, which cause 

competitive disparity between announcers and other rivals, are the initiator of market 

competition as the result of shrinking stock market returns. Chen et al. (2005) investigated the 

relationship between new product introductions and a rival’s performance from the 

perspective of the wealth effect hypothesis. New innovations could either expand the current 

market size (market expansion effect), which enlarges the potential for both announcers and 

other competitors, or lessen the attractiveness of rivals’ current products and services, which 

causes subsequent loss due to the switching behavior of current consumers (market 

substitution effect). Findings reveal that the market substitution effect is larger than the market 

expansion effect, which results in the net negative effect of new innovations on rivals’ share 

price responses. Industry and firm characteristics are used to moderate the impact of new 

innovations on the share price responses. Firm characteristics include firm size, investment 

level, debt opportunities, and R&D intensity. Aboulnasr et al. (2008) argued that radical 

product innovations trigger competitive reactions, as a result of a decrease in rival firms’ 

performance, especially those of announcers, which are large and market-dependent. Findings 

presume that the impact of launching new products on rivals’ performance is considerable and 

should be considered by the innovation managers. The gains from introducing new products 

could be offset by the loss resulting from competitors’ reactions. Thus, the performance 

assessment of new product introductions should encompass the rivals’ financial value creation 

and contraction, which are caused by the introduction. 

All this considered, it is unclear that innovation has a positive impact on the announcing firm’s 

profit metrics and market performance and negatively affects rivals. The short-term benefits 

offered by pre-announcement can be converted to long-term financial gains through frequent 

development updates, particularly with regard to breakthrough innovations and brands with 

low equity. Smaller rivals and those in concentrated industries will be hindered accordingly, 

as evidenced by negative effects on share price and wealth, and innovation spillover is not 

enough to remediate this. In sum, new product introduction favors the innovator. 

2.2. Hypothesis development 

2.2.1 Impact of new product introduction on rival firm’s stock returns 
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The market compression and entry thresholds theory holds that a new-to-the-market product 

signals new opportunities for rival firms in the new product category (Aboulnasr et al., 2008).  

We argue that the value effect of new products introduced by the focal firm on the rival firms 

will be conditional on the type of product and the rival firm’s ability to respond to the new 

product introduction. Specifically, radical innovation signals new opportunities for rival firms 

(i.e., market expansion). The first hypothesis is that the benefits of new product innovation 

may spill over to competitors within the industry. Spence (1984) uses this hypothesis to 

explain why spillovers of R&D expenditures may benefit rival firms. Since new product 

innovation may be viewed as enhancing a firm’s competitive position, it may emit positive 

signals about the firm. Rival firms will attempt to keep up with the efforts of the new product 

firm by imitating the new technology. Chen et al. (2017) indicated that the likelihood of a firm 

enhancing and introducing new products is magnified by the R&D intensity of incumbent 

competitors. In addition, the relative firm size, relative firm performance, and strategic 

homogeneity appear to either strengthen or weaken the link between a firm’s R&D activities 

and its rivals’ reactions. In line with this logic, the moderating effect of firm characteristics 

on the link between new product introductions and rivals’ financial performance appears to 

be significant. If investors believe that new product innovation signals favorable news for the 

firm, and that rivals will benefit as well, then spillover effects are possible. The spillover effect 

causes a positive change in the market value of rival firms at the time of the new product 

announcement. This is consistent with the notion of introducing a new product in a ‘blue 

ocean’. Introducing radical new products also creates competition that may affect existing 

products. However, the competitive effect should be compensated by the spillover effect, 

resulting in more positive abnormal returns. Furthermore, Pekovic et al. (2020) argued that 

innovation activities could facilitate the cooperation between the innovators and their 

incumbent competitors. Despite findings not supporting the positive payoffs of the innovators 

from such cooperation, it could be deduced that the spillover effect has encouraged rivals to 

establish cooperative agreements with the innovators as a result of changes in their financial 

returns.  

In addition, incremental innovations signal less market opportunity, but more competition for 

rival firms. A competing hypothesis to the spillover effect posits that rival firms may be 

adversely affected by the new product innovation. The research of Pekovic et al. (2020) and 

Chen et al. (2017) has implied that the negative effect of new innovations on rivals’ 

performance could exist, which consequently forces them to enter cooperative agreements 

with incumbent competitors. According to the research by Yuan et al. (2020), firms that 

introduce new products may obtain a distinct competitive advantage over rival firms because 

of their pioneer products. If consumers prefer the new product to existing products in the 

industry, the firm will experience an increase in demand for its product. In a perfectly 

competitive industry, the increase in demand would have no economic effect. However, with 

imperfect competition, the new product firm would gain and rival firms may be adversely 

affected by this change in demand. If the new product announcement signals information 

about the demand shift to investors, such a signal may exert a downward pressure on the 

market values of rival firms. This is consistent with the notion of introducing a new product 

in a ‘blue ocean’. This does not create new opportunities for rival firms. In the worst situation, 

it even leads to the negative value effect on the rival firm. Kaul (2012) argued that the rival 

innovation appears to force firms to change their corporate scope, which implies that the new 

products launched by any firms in the industry could reverse the competitive position and 

decrease the financial returns of the others, which ultimately results in the changing decision 

on corporate scope. For larger rivals, the launching could increase the stock returns and the 

current market size, which implies that the market substitution effect could be offset by 

obtaining benefits from the market expansion effect. Meanwhile, for smaller rivals, the new 
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product introductions could initiate the switching behavior of their current customers because 

of the lack of resources and capabilities to catch up with the larger innovators. McGahan and 

Silverman (2006) explored the possibility that the effect of rival innovation on a focal firm is 

significantly positive. From this discussion, we hypothesize the following: 

H1: (a) New product innovativeness has a positive effect on a big rival firm’s abnormal return, 

but (b) has a negative effect on a small rival firm’s abnormal return.  

2.2.2 Moderating effect of the rival firm’s brand advantage (high vs. low brand equity) 

Kim et al. (2018) have considered brand advantage from a multidimensional perspective, 

which includes brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand image, and brand awareness. Findings 

reveal that the aggregated brand equity appears to increase the financial performance. Loyal 

customers are less likely to switch to products and services provided by competitors. This 

implies that the negative effect of rivals’ new product introductions on a firm’s sales growth 

and financial performance could be mitigated by its customers’ brand loyalty. Similarly, brand 

awareness and brand image are positively associated with firm performance, which implies 

that the brand equity is an important contributor to the financial performance. To some extent, 

it could be argued that brand equity would hinder the negative effect of industrial shocks of 

smaller firms while magnifying their positive effects on bigger firms. Rival innovation is one 

of the major industrial shocks of the external environment. Similarly, Wang et al. (2017) 

pointed out that brand equity could enhance firm value and performance in high-tech 

industries which are the fertile ground for innovation activities. Most recently, Rahman et al. 

(2019) have posited that brand equity appears to enhance future firm performance, which 

implies that shareholders tend to expect larger firms with lower brand equity to develop in the 

future. This may strengthen the positive impact of innovations on firm performance of rivals 

with higher brand equity. Moreover, in the case of smaller firms, higher brand equity and 

better firm performance could help shareholders believe that those firms would be able to 

overcome the challenges relevant to rivals’ product innovations. Overall, smaller firms of 

brand advantage are more likely to be better protected from the loss relevant to competitive 

disadvantages as a result of rivals’ innovation, while larger firms are more effectively fueled 

by established brand advantages to benefit from the rivals’ innovation spillover. Thus, we will 

test the two-fold effect of brand advantage on the link between new product introductions and 

the performance of small and big rival firms.  

H2a: The positive effect of product innovativeness on a big rival firm’s abnormal return is 

stronger when the firm has a brand advantage. 

H2b: The negative effect of product innovativeness on a small rival firm’s abnormal return is 

weaker when the firm has a brand advantage. 

2.2.2 Moderating effect of the rival firm’s media advantage (media coverage, social media 

engagement) 

Karjaluoto et al. (2016) have indicated that participation in social media could improve firm 

performance. Social media engagement enhances customer involvement, customer loyalty 

and customer satisfaction, which consequently increases firm value and performance. To that 

end, big firms could benefit from their media advantage to increase gains from the market 

expansion effect caused by the others’ new product introductions. They could use social media 

to attract new customers by advertising their future innovative products. In the case of smaller 

firms, media advantage could help retain current customers by advertising promotional 

packages, intensive customer service, and future cooperation on innovative products with 

larger firms. In other words, the market substitution effect could be curbed by the media 

advantage of smaller firms. Wang et al. (2023) explored the fact that negative media coverage 
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could decrease firm valuation of the controlling shareholders. Reversely, authentic positive 

media coverage is expected to enhance the firm valuation. Muninger et al. (2019) have 

investigated the firm’s objectives of using social media in the innovation process. Findings 

indicated seven objectives of using social media as a channel to obtain complementary 

innovation resources and capabilities from the community. This implies that media advantage 

could help innovators enhance their innovative products and services in the innovation 

process. In light of this argument, big firms could employ their media advantage to benefit 

from the market expansion effect, while smaller firms could be able to catch up with the 

announcers in the innovation process and mitigate the market substitution effect by 

communicating their promising innovation projects to their current customers. Overall, media 

advantage appears to accelerate and enhance the innovation process of rival firms, which 

ultimately improve firm performance and valuation. Thus, we propose the following 

hypotheses: 

H3a: The positive effect of product innovativeness on a big rival firm’s abnormal return is 

stronger when the firm has a media advantage. 

H3b: The negative effect of product innovativeness on a small rival firm’s abnormal return is 

weaker when the firm has a media advantage. 

2.2.3 Moderating effect of the rival firm’s market advantage (mainstream vs. niche market, 

numbers of segments the firm is serving) 

Lee et al. (2014) have explored that bank portfolio diversification could enhance financial 

performance. In other words, the number of business areas is positively associated with firm 

performance. Diversification allows firms to allocate relevant risks to gain the net payoffs 

from their strategies. Because new product introductions are risky, a larger number of 

segments could allow innovators to reduce risks of those innovations not appropriate to 

consumers’ tastes and preferences in certain segments. Thus, firms with a large number of 

market segments could benefit from cross-subsidization when introducing new products. 

Bhatia and Thakur (2018) and Gyan et al. (2017) indicated a significant positive link between 

industrial diversification and firm performance. In their studies, industrial diversification is a 

firm’s strategy to extend its current product portfolio and market segments. Industrial 

diversification is based on innovative activities, which allow the introduction of new products 

and services for new segments. Therefore, it appears that diversification, which facilitates firm 

market advantage over its competitors, enhances financial performance and firm value, and 

consolidates the link between innovation and performance. Overall, market advantage could 

help big firms benefit from the market expansion effect because a diversified product portfolio 

could satisfy a wide range of segments, which allows those firms to gain larger market share 

and obtain high financial returns. In the case of small firms, market advantage allows cross-

subsidization, which mitigates the loss in the product or service facing the threat of rivals’ 

new introductions. Thus, we will examine the following hypotheses: 

H4a: The positive effect of product innovativeness on a big rival firm’s abnormal return is 

stronger when the firm has a market advantage. 

H4b: The negative effect of product innovativeness on a small rival firm’s abnormal return is 

weaker when the firm has a market advantage. 

 

3 METHOD  

To test the propositions, we collected data on eWOM, product innovation, and control 

variables from the Infegy Atlas social media analytics platform, Eoustics, Datamonitor 
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Product Launch Analytics, Center for Securities Sources Prices (CRSP), and COMPUSTAT. 

Table 1 summarizes information about the data sources and methods of measurement in this 

study. We took several steps to establish the study sample. We started with the collection of 

data on new product innovation activity in the United States for the period 2010−2020 from 

Ecoustics and Product Launch Analytics database of Datamonitor. Both databases store 

information about new products at the time of market launch, including product name, brand, 

product description, image, price, and delivery conditions. In addition, data regarding positive 

eWOM and negative eWOM were extracted from the Infegy Atlas database by the research 

team.  

The sample includes businesses that are publicly traded in four business lines: food, drinks, 

computer-related products, and telecommunications. The standard industrial classification 

(SIC) codes are 0100, 2086, 3571, and 3663, respectively. These fields are suitable research 

contexts for the topic for two reasons. First, the products of these industries play an important 

and essential role in the life of a typical customer, and therefore it is likely that customers will 

be more willing to express their feelings about those products on social media sites. Second, 

these industries include both tangible (processed and manufactured goods) and intangible 

products (services), which enhances the generalization of the research findings. The sample 

size of the study is 2,451 firm-year observations from 181 enterprises in the period from 

January 1, 2010 to December 31, 2020. 

Tab. 1 – Variable description 
Main variable Measure Source 

Product 

innovativeness 

The ratio of radical new product to incremental 

new product introduced by the focal firm in a year. 

Ecoustics  

Datamonitor’s Product Launch 

Analytics 

Product breadth The number of radical and incremental new 

products introduced by the focal firm in a year. 

Ecoustics  

Datamonitor’s Product Launch 

Analytics 

Competition Herfindahl industrial concentration index. HHI is 

the sum of squares of market shares of all firms in 

the four-digit SIC industry in the year preceding 

the focal cobranded product introduction. 

COMPUSTAT 

Control 

variable 

Measure Source 

Firm size Natural log of the focal firm’s total assets.  COMPUSTAT 

Market value Natural log of the focal firm’s market value of 

equity. 

COMPUSTAT 

Financial 

leverage 

Ratio of long-term book debt to total assets of the 

focal firm. 

COMPUSTAT 

Dividend Ratio of cash dividends to market value of equity 

of the focal firm. 

COMPUSTAT 

Sales Ratio of sales to total assets of the focal firm. COMPUSTAT 

We assume that businesses can collect social media data from independent intermediaries or 

research departments affiliated with the business itself. Independent intermediaries like Infegy 

Atlas and Datamonitor provide customer sentiment data at a relatively affordable cost. As a 

result, businesses do not necessarily have to put all the effort into collecting and analyzing 

data on their own, which cuts down on data-related costs reasonably. Therefore, we assume 

that businesses will take advantage of independent intermediaries to acquire data related to 

social media. We collected data related to customer posts about rival businesses during the 

research period from Infegy Atlas’ social media analytics source. Infegy is an American 

enterprise that uses data mining software to collect millions of conversations on various 

communication channels of social networking sites. There are more than 500 businesses 

registered with regular access to Infegy’s database, of which 108 are listed on the S&P 500 
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stock index. Most of the companies ranked in the Fortune 1000 use Infegy’s database through 

registration of the company’s own access rights or of market research and business consulting 

firms. Infegy uses data mining algorithms related to search, classification, clustering, 

association and the application of natural language processing techniques to conduct 

sentiment analysis. In order to draw deeper discoveries on the research topic, we examined 

actual survey data collected from U.S. businesses’ marketing/brand/product/social media 

managers. 

The following models were analyzed: 

(1) Product innovativeness (breath)it+1 = α0 + α1 Rival brand advantage it + α2 Rival Media 

advantage it + α3 Rival market advantage it αicontrolit + it;  

(2) Product innovativeness (breath)it+1 = α0 + α1 Rival brand advantage it + α2 Rival Media 

advantage it + α3 Rival market advantage it + α4 Rival brand advantage it x Product 

Innovativeness (breath)it + α5 Rival media advantage it x Product Innovativeness (breath)it + 

α4 Rival market advantage it x Product Innovativeness (breath)it + αicontrolit + it. 

According to Petersen (2009), we gathered all standard deviations by enterprise in these two 

models. Mediation analysis procedures from Zhao et al. (2010) and Hayes (2009) were 

applied. 

4 RESULTS  

From the results presented in Table 2, we see that the positive relationship between New Firm 

Innovativeness on Rivals CARs is at the 5% statistical significance level. In the context of Big 

Rival CARs (model 1a), there is a positive relationship between new firm innovativeness and 

Rival CARs with statistical significance p<0.001. In addition, there is a positive relationship 

between rival market advantage and rival CARs with statistical significance of p<0.05, which 

confirms the hypothesis H1 is accepted with statistical significance of p<0.001. Also, in the 

context of Big Rival CARs (model 1b), we also found an intermediate relationship of Rival 

media advantage between Firm innovativeness and Big Rival CARs and another intermediate 

relationship of Rival market advantage between Firm innovativeness and Big Rival CARs 

with statistical significance of p<0.05. 

 

Tab. 2 – Impacts of New Product Innovativeness on Rivals CARs 

 Big Rival CARs Small Rival CARs 

 Model 1a 

(Main effect) 

Model 1b 

(Full model) 

Model 2a 

(Main effect) 

Model 2b                             

(Full model) 

 Coeff  S.E. Coeff  S.E. Coeff  S.E. Coeff  S.E. 

Intercept .067 ** (.020) .074 *** (.020) -.118 *** (.028) -.127 *** (.028) 

Firm 

Innovativeness 
.066 *** (.007) .077 *** (.020) -.095 *** (.010) -.100 

*** 
(.029) 

Firm 

Innovativeness × 

Rival brand 

advantage 

   .049  (.026)    .071 

* 

(.036) 

Firm 

Innovativeness × 

Rival media 

advantage 

   

.042 ** (.013) 

   

.049 ** (.019) 

Firm 

Innovativeness × 

   .008 * (.004)    -.013 
 

(.059) 
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Rival market 

advantage 

Rival brand 

advantage 
.016 † (.008) .010  (.009) -.023 † (.012) -.014 

 
(.013) 

Rival media 

advantage 
.009  (.006) .008  (.006) -.012  (.009) -.011 

 
(.009) 

Rival market 

advantage 
.004 * (.002) .004 * (.002) .007 ** (.003) .006 

* 
(.003) 

Control variable             

Firm brand equity -.001 *** (.000) -.001 *** (.000) .002 *** (.000) .002 *** (.000) 

Firm niche market -.076 *** (.005) -.076 *** (.005) .123 *** (.008) .122 *** (.008) 

Firm Cobrand .001  (.006) .001  (.006) -.001  (.009) -.001  (.008) 

Firm age .000 * (.000) .000 * (.000) .000 * (.000) -.001 * (.000) 

Firm high-tech .025 *** (.007) .026 *** (.007) -.018 † (.010) -.019 † (.010) 

Firm market value 

(log) 
-.002  (.001) -.002 † (.001) .003  (.002) .003 

† 
(.002) 

Firm total assets 

(log) 
.003 * (.001) .003 * (.001) -.004 † (.002) -.004 

† 
(.002) 

Industry dummy Included Included Included Included 

Year dummy Included Included Included Included 

No. of 

observations 

1,556 1,556 1,556 1,556 

Chi-square 272.614*** 286.735*** 307.846*** 319.078*** 

  Notes: *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, †p < .10.  

However, in the context of Small Rival CARs (model 2a), we found the opposite result with 

a negative relationship between new firm innovativeness and Rival CARs with statistical 

significance of p<0.001. In addition, there is a positive relationship between rival market 

advantage and rival CARs with statistical significance of p<0.05, which confirms that the 

hypothesis H2 is accepted with statistical significance of p<0.001. At the same time, in the 

context of Small Rival CARs (model 2b), we also found an intermediate negative relationship 

of Rival market advantage between Firm innovativeness and Small Rival CARs with 

statistical significance at p<0.05. However, the difference from model 1b is that the 

intermediate relationship of Rival market advantage between Firm innovativeness and Big 

Rival CARs is not statistically significant, which should be cautiously interpreted. This 

finding is consistent with Shen et al. (2018) and Vo et al. (2017), since the meta-synthesized 

dataset was carefully checked and the discrepancy was replaced. Thus, the biggest difference 

between the two models 1 (1 and 1b) and 2 (2a and 2b) is the positive impact between firm 

innovativeness on Big Rival CARs in model 1 and the opposite effect between firm 

innovativeness to Small Rival CARs in model 2, which shows a unique approach in forming 

business strategies in two groups of businesses Big Rival and Small Rival, especially in how 

to behave when businesses innovate. 

Finally, we performed a robustness test to test the impact of new product innovativeness on 

Big Rival CARs (3a, 3b) and Small Rival CARs (4a, 4b). The results were similar and 

consistent with models 1 and 2 (Table 3). Specifically, the biggest difference between models 

3 (3a and 3b) and 4 (4a and 4b) is the positive impact between firm innovativeness on Big 

Rival CARs in model 3 and the neutral effect between firm innovativeness to Small Rival 

CARs in Model 4. 
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Table 3 – Robustness Test: Impacts of New Product Innovativeness on Rivals CARs (new measure of innovativeness) 

 

 Big Rival CARs Small Rival CARs 

 Model 3a 

(Main effect) 

Model 3b 

(Full model) 

Model 4a 

(Main effect) 

Model 4b                             

(Full model) 

 Coeff  S.E. Coeff  S.E. Coeff  S.E. Coeff  S.E. 

Intercept .028  (.020) .053 * (.022) -.060 * (.028) -.102 *** (.031) 

Firm 

Innovativeness 
.022 

*** 
(.002) .009 † (.005) -.032 *** (.003) -.012 † (.007) 

Firm 

Innovativeness × 

Rival brand 

advantage 

   .024 *** (.007) 

   

.036 *** (.010) 

Firm 

Innovativeness × 

Rival media 

advantage 

   

.004 

* 

(.002) 

   

.017 

* 

(.003) 

Firm 

Innovativeness × 

Rival market 

advantage 

   

.009 

* 

(.004) 

   

-.013 

 

(.009) 

Rival brand 

advantage 
.017 

* 
(.008) -.032 † (.017) -.025 * (.012) .050 * (.024) 

Rival media 

advantage 
-.004 

* 
(.002) -.001  (.006) .007 ** (.002) .005  (.008) 

Rival market 

advantage 
.009 

 
(.006) -.008  (.013) -.013  (.008) .011  (.019) 

Control variable             

Firm brand equity -.001 *** (.000) -.001 *** (.000) .002 *** (.000) .002 *** (.000) 

Firm niche market -.073 *** (.005) -.073 *** (.005) .118 *** (.007) .118 *** (.007) 

Firm Cobrand .003  (.006) .003  (.006) -.004  (.008) -.004  (.008) 

Firm age .000 * (.000) .000 * (.000) .000 * (.000) .000 * (.000) 

Firm high-tech .024 *** (.007) .024 *** (.007) -.017 † (.010) -.017 † (.010) 

Firm market value 

(log) 
-.002 

 
(.001) -.002  (.001) .002  (.002) .002  (.002) 

Firm total assets 

(log) 
.003 

† 
(.001) .002 † (.001) -.003 † (.002) -.003  (.002) 

Industry dummy Included Included Included Included 

Year dummy Included Included Included Included 

No. of 

observations 

1,556 1,556 1,556 1,556 

Chi-square 308.574*** 321.894*** 351.875*** 366.766*** 

 Notes: *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, †p < .10.                  

 

5 DISCUSSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS  

Our study provides quantitative evidence of the innovativeness and determinants of 

innovation as well as the performance of firms in the United States. Our findings should help 

firms find some important factors to drive their business success in the future.  
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First, we are familiar with the topic as well as product innovativeness and big rival or small 

rival. Second, we initially collected a small sample and conducted preliminary tests before we 

wrote a proposal. The results support our hypotheses. Third, the sample mainly used in our 

project is the secondary data collected from private and public data sources, including Infegy 

Atlas social media analytics platform, Ecoustics and Datamonitor’s Product Launch 

Analytics, the Center for Securities Prices, and COMPUSTAT. We also supplemented our 

research by collecting survey data from U.S. marketing/brand/product/social media managers. 

Research on the impact of firm innovativeness on Big Rival CARs and Small Rival CARs is 

still at its nascent stages (Urquhart & Vaast, 2012). This study fills this gap by examining how 

firm innovativeness drives firm competition. Our contribution to the extant literature is 

twofold. First, this is the first empirical study investigating the impact of firm innovativeness 

on Big Rival CARs and Small Rival CARs. Second, we quantified the impact of innovation 

on market capitalization (i.e., value) of U.S. firms. 

5.1 The role of competition 

When competition increases in a market, firms must pay more attention to the forces at hand 

in order to ensure their success. Managers may shift their mindset in order to sustain their 

competitive advantage in the marketplace. CEOs may be more likely to pursue behaviors to 

increase innovation in more competitive industries (Galasso & Simcoe 2011). In order to 

effectively compete, producing imitation products may not work, unless the firm decides to 

follow a cost-leadership strategy. Therefore, an optimal strategy to compete in the market is 

to increase innovation. Thus, as competitive intensity increases, most firms decide to increase 

their innovativeness (Rubera & Kirca, 2012). With the pressure to innovate more frequently 

and create more radical products, the signals to produce imitative products decrease in 

strength. Therefore, when rivals receive increased volume of positive eWOM in highly 

competitive environments, focal firms have less incentive to produce imitative products due 

to the competitive intensity.  

Competitive intensity leads to more market-based innovations (Zhou et al., 2005), whether or 

not rival firms are receiving praise from consumers through eWOM. In highly competitive 

environments, firms must maximize any opportunities to improve their market position. If 

firms become harsh in their position and neglect innovativeness when rivals are failing to 

succeed, their competitive advantage can quickly erode in competitive environments (Menguc 

& Auh, 2006). Therefore, when rival firms receive negative eWOM signaling that they are 

not meeting customers’ needs, focal firms must take advantage of this opportunity to improve 

their position by increasing innovation. This effect is more prominent in more competitive 

industries, since rival firms may engage in investing in heavy advertising, engage in price 

wars, or develop new radical innovations (Porter, 1980). Therefore, the impact of positive 

rival eWOM on focal firm innovativeness and innovation breadth is magnified by the level of 

competition.  

5.2 Rivals as leaders or followers 

A firm’s market position can have a large influence on the strategic decisions of its managers. 

Larger firms tend to react slower regarding the speed of innovation responses. However, larger 

(leader) firms may have more flexibility with increased resources available for more 

innovative projects. When the rival is a leader, follower firms are often responsive in nature 

and may enact a price-fighting strategy (Shankar & Malthouse, 2006). Introducing a price-

fighting strategy implies that follower firms produce more imitation products in order to 

compete with the market leader. Therefore, when a rival firm is a market leader and receives 

large volumes of positive eWOM signaling customers’ satisfaction with their products, focal 
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firms may engage in increased responsive behaviors. Therefore, the increase in innovation for 

focal firms is more pronounced when rivals are leaders and focal firms are followers.  

When rival firms are leaders, focal firms have a heightened sense of urgency in order to take 

advantage of the competition. If rival leaders receive increased negative eWOM, this signals 

that consumers are unhappy with their products, providing increased market opportunities for 

focal firms. When market opportunities are high, firms are more likely to shift resources to 

explore new competencies (Atuahene-Gima, 2005). By exploring new competencies, firms 

engage in increased innovation activities and produce more radical innovations. Follower 

focal firms benefit more from increased innovation actions, since increased action by 

followers has a significant negative impact on the performance of rival market leaders (Derfus 

et al., 2008). Bureaucratic factors may lead to questionable written work, signaling the 

moralization of pseudo knowledge. Follower firms will also see a strong perverse halo effect 

where negative eWOM of the rival leader firm will have an extensive spillover effect on the 

follower focal firm (Borah & Tellis, 2015). Therefore, larger follower firms must ensure they 

distance themselves from their rival leader firms by increasing innovation. These follower 

firms want to continue to diminish the leader’s position and to take advantage of the 

opportunity to overcome their rival firm. 

 

6 CONCLUSIONS 

In highly competitive business environments, companies must capitalize on available 

opportunities to enhance their market position. If an enterprise becomes complacent with its 

current position and disregards its capacity for innovation due to subjective assumptions that 

rival companies are failing, its competitive advantage will rapidly diminish in highly 

competitive markets. Negative eWOM received by rival businesses is indicative of their 

failure to meet customer needs. Consequently, focal businesses should seize this opportunity 

to improve their market position by intensifying their innovation activities. However, the 

impact of product innovations launched by focal firms on their competitors remains a subject 

of inquiry. Therefore, the objective of this study was to examine the extent to which new 

product introductions by focal firms affect their rivals. The study employs data from 2,452 

new product announcements in the United States, spanning the period 2010−2020, which were 

collected from Infegy Atlas, Eoustics, Datamonitor Product Launch Analytics, CRSP, and 

COMPUSTAT. The findings support the market expansion hypothesis, which posits that the 

introduction of a new-to-the-market product signals new opportunities for rival firms within 

the same product category. This finding aligns with the market penetration hypothesis, 

suggesting that incremental innovations pose a threat of cannibalization to existing products 

of rival firms. The quantified effects of innovation on market capitalization presented in this 

study contribute to the understanding of business competition research. Additionally, the 

study reveals that when a rival firm holds a dominant market position and receives substantial 

positive eWOM indicating customer satisfaction with its products, focal firms may respond 

by increasing their innovation efforts to differentiate themselves from the leading competitor. 

Despite its contributions, the present study is subject to certain limitations. Firstly, the data 

collected and analyzed were aggregated from a single country, thereby disregarding potential 

variations across different industries and national contexts. A more nuanced approach in 

future research would involve considering industry and country as moderators to elucidate the 

effects of product innovation and competition within social, cultural, and legislative contexts. 

Secondly, this research focused on a limited set of factors. Consequently, future studies could 

incorporate a broader range of innovation indicators, such as upward and downward product 

line extensions, to further explore the impact of innovation characteristics on competition. 



 

135 

https://doi.org/10.7441/joc.2023.03.07 

References 

1. Aboulnasr, K., Narasimhan, O., Blair, E., & Chandy, R. (2008). Competitive response 

to radical product innovations. Journal of Marketing, 72(3), 94–110. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/JMKG.72.3.094 

2. Akhigbe, A. (2002). New product innovations, information signaling and industry 

competition. Applied Financial Economics, 12(5), 371–378. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09603100010007715 

3. Atuahene-Gima, K. (2005). Resolving the capability–rigidity paradox in new product 

innovation. Journal of Marketing, 69(4), 61–83. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.2005.69.4.61 

4. Bayus, B. L., Erickson, G., & Jacobson, R. (2003). The financial rewards of new 

product introductions in the personal computer industry. Management Science, 49(2), 

197–210. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.49.2.197.12741 

5. Bhatia, A., & Thakur, A. (2018). Corporate diversification and firm performance: An 

empirical investigation of causality. International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 

26(2), 202–225. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-04-2017-1149 

6. Borah, A. & Tellis, G. (2015). Halo (Spillover) effects in social media: Do product 

recalls of one brand hurt or help rival brands? Journal of Marketing Research, 53(2), 

143–160. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.13.00 

7. Chen, S. S., Ho, K. W., & Ik, K. H. (2005). The wealth effect of new product 

introductions on industry rivals. Journal of Business, 78(3), 969–996. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/429650 

8. Chen, T., Tribbitt, M. A., Yang, Y., & Li, X. (2017). Does rivals’ innovation matter? 

A competitive dynamics perspective on firms’ product strategy. Journal of Business 

Research, 76, 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.02.016 

9. Derfus, P., Maggitti, P., Grimm, C. & Smith, K. (2008). The red queen effect: 

Competitive actions and firm performance. Academy of Management Journal, 51(1), 

61–80. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.30708624 

10. Galasso, A. & Simcoe, T. (2010). CEO overconfidence and innovation. Management 

Science, 57, 1469–1484. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1110.1374 

11. Gyan, A. K., Brahmana, R., & Bakri, A. K. (2017). Diversification strategy, efficiency, 

and firm performance: Insight from emerging market. Research in International 

Business and Finance, 42, 1103–1114. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2017.07.045 

12. Hayes, A. F. (2009) Beyond Baron and Kenny: Statistical mediation analysis in the 

new millennium. Communication Monographs, 76(4), 408–420. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03637750903310360 

13. Hoskins, J. D., & Griffin, A. (2019). New product performance advantages for 

extending large, established fast moving consumer goods (FMCG) brands. Journal of 

Product & Brand Management, 28(7), 812–829. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-07-

2018-1932 

14. Karjaluoto, H., Mäkinen, H., & Järvinen, J. (2016). A firm’s activity in social media 

and its relationship with corporate reputation and firm performance (pp. 161–172). In 

F. D’Ascenzo et al. (Eds.), Blurring the boundaries through digital innovation: 

Individual, organizational, and societal challenges. Springer. 

15. Kaul, A. (2012). Technology and corporate scope: Firm and rival innovation as 

antecedents of corporate transactions. Strategic Management Journal, 33(4), 347–

367. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.1940 

16. Kim, S. S., Choe, J. Y. J., & Petrick, J. F. (2018). The effect of celebrity on brand 

awareness, perceived quality, brand image, brand loyalty, and destination attachment 



 

136 

https://doi.org/10.7441/joc.2023.03.07 

to a literary festival. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 9, 320–329. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2018.03.006 

17. Lee, C. C., Hsieh, M. F., & Yang, S. J. (2014). The relationship between revenue 

diversification and bank performance: Do financial structures and financial reforms 

matter? Japan and the World Economy, 29, 18–35. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.japwor.2013.11.002 

18. Lin, W. C., & Chang, S. C. (2012). Corporate governance and the stock market 

reaction to new product announcements. Review of Quantitative Finance and 

Accounting, 39, 273–291. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-011-0248-x 

19. Mahajan, V., Sharma, S., & Buzzell, R. D. (1993). Assessing the impact of competitive 

entry on market expansion and incumbent sales. Journal of Marketing, 57(3), 39–52. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299305700303 

20. McGahan, A. M., & Silverman, B. S. (2006). Profiting from technological innovation 

by others: The effect of competitor patenting on firm value. Research Policy, 35(8), 

1222–1242. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.09.006 

21. Menguc, B. & Auh, S. (2006). Creating a firm-level dynamic capability through 

capitalizing on market orientation and innovativeness. Journal of the Academy of 

Marketing Science, 34, 63–73. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070305281090 

22. Moorman, C., Wies, S., Mizik, N., & Spencer, F. J. (2012). Firm innovation and the 

ratchet effect among consumer packaged goods firms. Marketing Science, 31(6), 934–

951. https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1120.0737 

23. Muninger, M. I., Hammedi, W., & Mahr, D. (2019). The value of social media for 

innovation: A capability perspective. Journal of Business Research, 95, 116–127. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.10.012 

24. Mutlu, C. C., Zhan, W., Peng, M. W., & Lin, Z. (2015). Competing in (and out of) 

transition economies. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 32, 571–596. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-015-9419-y 

25. Pauwels, K., Silva-Risso, J., Srinivasan, S., & Hanssens, D. M. (2004). New products, 

sales promotions, and firm value: The case of the automobile industry. Journal of 

Marketing, 68(4), 142–156. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.4.142.42724 

26. Pekovic, S., Grolleau, G., & Mzoughi, N. (2020). Coopetition in innovation activities 

and firms' economic performance: An empirical analysis. Creativity and Innovation 

Management, 29(1), 85–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12335 

27. Petersen, M. A. (2009). Estimating standard errors in finance panel data sets: 

Comparing approaches. Review of Financial Studies, 22(1), 435–480. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhn053 

28. Porter, M. E. (1980). Competitive strategy: Techniques for analyzing industries and 

competitors. Free Press.  

29. Rahman, M., Rodríguez-Serrano, M. Á., & Lambkin, M. (2019). Brand equity and 

firm performance: The complementary role of corporate social responsibility. Journal 

of Brand Management, 26, 691–704. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41262-019-00155-9 

30. Rubera, G. & Kirca, A. (2012). Firm innovativeness and its performance outcomes: A 

meta-analytic review and theoretical integration. Journal of Marketing, 76, 130–147. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.049 

31. Shankar, V. & Malthouse, E. C. (2006). Moving interactive marketing forward. 

Journal of Interactive Marking, 20, 2–4. https://doi.org/10.1002/dir.20057 

32. Shen, C. W., Tran, P. P., & Minh Ly, P. T. (2018). Chemical waste management in the 

U.S. semiconductor industry. Sustainability, 10(5), 1545. 



 

137 

https://doi.org/10.7441/joc.2023.03.07 

33. Slotegraaf, R. J., & Pauwels, K. (2008). The impact of brand equity and innovation on 

the long-term effectiveness of promotions. Journal of Marketing Research, 45(3), 

293–306. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.45.3.293 

34. Sood, A., & Tellis, G. J. (2009). Do innovations really pay off? Total stock market 

returns to innovation. Marketing Science, 28(3), 442–456. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1080.0407 

35. Sorescu, A. B., & Spanjol, J. (2008). Innovation's effect on firm value and risk: 

Insights from consumer packaged goods. Journal of Marketing, 72(2), 114–132. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.72.2.11 

36. Sorescu, A., Shankar, V., & Kushwaha, T. (2007). New product preannouncements 

and shareholder value: Don’t make promises you can’t keep. Journal of Marketing 

Research, 44(3), 468–489. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.44.3.4 

37. Srinivasan, S., Pauwels, K., Silva-Risso, J., & Hanssens, D. M. (2009). Product 

innovations, advertising, and stock returns. Journal of Marketing, 73(1), 24–43. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.1.024 

38. Teece, D. J. (2010). Business models, business strategy and innovation. Long Range 

Planning, 43(2-3), 172–194. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.003 

39. Urquhart, C. & Vaast, E. (2012). Building social media theory from case studies: A 

new frontier for IS research. International Conference on Information System, 8. 

https://aisel.aisnet.org/icis2012/proceedings/ResearchMethods/8 

40. Vo, L. V., Le, H. T. T., Le, D. V., Phung, M. T., Wang, Y. H., & Yang, F. J. (2017). 

Customer satisfaction and corporate investment policies. Journal of Business 

Economics and Management, 18(2), 202–223. 

41. Wang, D. S. (2019). Association between technological innovation and firm 

performance in small and medium-sized enterprises: The moderating effect of 

environmental factors. International Journal of Innovation Science, 11(2), 227-240. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJIS-04-2018-0049 

42. Wang, L., Hou, W., & Liu, Y. (2023). How do co‐shareholding networks affect 

negative media coverage? Evidence from China. Accounting & Finance. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.13091 

43. Wang, T. L., Tran, P. T. K., & Tran, V. T. (2017). Destination perceived quality, tourist 

satisfaction and word-of-mouth. Tourism Review, 72(4), 392–410. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-06-2017-0103 

44. Wies, S., & Moorman, C. (2015). Going public: How stock market listing changes 

firm innovation behavior. Journal of Marketing Research, 52(5), 694–709. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.13.0289 

45. Yuan, X., Guo, Z., & Lee, J. W. (2020). Good connections with rivals may weaken a 

firm’s competitive practices: The negative effect of competitor ties on market 

orientation practices and innovative performance. Asia Pacific Journal of 

Management, 37, 693–718. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-019-09663-3 

46. Zhao X., Lynch J. G., Chen Q. (2010).  Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and 

truths about mediation analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37, 197–206. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/651257 

47. Zhou, K., Yim, C. K. & David, T. (2005). The effects of strategic orientation on 

technology- and market-based breakthrough innovations. Journal of Marketing, 69, 

42–60. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.69.2.42.60756 
 

 

 



 

138 

https://doi.org/10.7441/joc.2023.03.07 

Acknowledgement 

This work was supported by National Foundation for Science and Technology Development 

(NAFOSTED), Vietnam (Grant No.: 502.02-2020.28). 

Contact information: 

Pham Thi Minh Ly  

Ton Duc Thang University 

Faculty of Business Administration 

Place, State: No 19, Nguyen Huu Tho street, Tan Phong ward, District 7,  Ho Chi Minh 

City, Vietnam 

E-mail: phamthiminhly@tdtu.edu.vn 

ORCID: 0000-0002-8001-8977 

 

Minh Tuan Phung 

Ton Duc Thang University 

Faculty of Business Administration 

Place, State: No 19, Nguyen Huu Tho street, Tan Phong ward, District 7, Ho Chi Minh City, 

Vietnam 

E-mail: phungminhtuan@tdtu.edu.vn 

ORCID: 0000-0003-0113-5874 

 


