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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. When preannounced product is delayed, firm may
demand and create the need for retailers’ adaptation in its favor. This study seeks to explain
a retailer’s adaptation to product launch delays. An empirical analysis based on 151 3C
retailers in Taiwan showed that market dominance of the announcing firm, the expected
length of delay, reason for delay, and product relative advantages indirectly influence a
retailer’s adaptation through their effects on retailer’s perceived market tolerance. The
market dominance of the announcing firm and the expected length of delay through
perceived competitive elasticity as the key mediator also determine a retailer’s adaptation.
Additionally, the direct influence of category importance and the expected length of delay
on a retailer’s adaptation are significant.

[ Keywords ] new product introduction delays, marketing communications, retailers’
adaptation
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T e 1) e (B SRS SR = AR EE 545 3K (Kumar & Motwani, 1995; Nevens,
Summe, & Uttal, 1990) » KL » i S0 EE w8 8 ot B 228 ol A Bl B T FRp e o T R S AL
TG - MR HE T ELE IS B2 a0 - B E =R e # i AHRAZEH (Eliashberg
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S EHE B 1T Ry (Eliashberg & Robertson, 1988) ~ Z= 5 &1 TH) (Heil & Robertson,
1991) ~ W5 5B EE e & EBLER (Schatzel & Calantone, 2006) » DL 52 (Lilly &
Walters, 1997) 5 -
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DAEAESAHEH - ELESRERTHIZRE - AMD HD6900 SA%EE-RIRAL 2010 4F 11 H EARZER -
BT an A HHER 52 - SCRRERE T FE G 1 22 EE i HCFTAT (Chryssochoidis & Wong, 1998;
Hendricks & Singhal, 1997; Rosas-Vega & Vokurka, 2000; Wu, Balasubramanian, &
Mahajan, 2004) 15 [ 2% 1) & [ A& - B S S EBHENE PSR A E (Wu et al,
2004) - KRG TS {EE K (Hendricks & Singhal, 1997) » (B IR #7 (Hendricks &
Singhal, 2008) ~ £+~ (Hendricks & Singhal, 2008; Rosas-Vega & Vokurka, 2000) °
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TR ~ R - Hggn] SERYE AR - Fodv - 355 nT RE B L AHUE A E (B B PR 3R
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Cannon Ed Perreault (1999) & F=RE {25 € 7758 (Relationship-specific Adaptation)
AR R AT AR A TR TEBFE (Process) ~ E i (Product) FIFEFE (Procedures) 7
S HEIFT AT HAY#%E © Brennan » Turnbull B2 Wilson (2003) Bl F58 Ry f% R 57 & 55—
AR EFFEE - (A BFHSEH B 1T HEHBE IETE D - SIS - &
S DU e S —RHAR TR L - R INE FZAH AR AU FE [ (Brennan & Turnbull, 1999) » {H
e 30 e B AT [ R A T BRI - 0 T SRR IR - A B IR R AL 1% I B R (Hallén,
Johanson, & Seyed-Mohamed, 1991)

LGP EF A S ERIR - ERLER R R LRI - SEREURFRE
B AEFF B RAGR - FES ERIDGRET T fy - DU B L& p S AL B R & I SUE - MESE
PAFRAE RARR G 7 - IR S HA SRR - S BB E R PR BEHER
75 e 5 A HA R e PRE A FEFE e IRF » AT FE g 3R Rg ~ ZEHA 2 LB AE HEH S N 5 S5 R
R FHE AT REEER TS - BT -

BTG » FEFEHE R HIEESLNEZE - TiSA P EIEEE & 5L
AL SFF  BAfFEEE 22 - EE LR A ISR - WERE IR TS - Bl
B $257 % (Schatzel & Calantone, 2006) * iM% MMM BE SR - MIFRHSAAE
& o M E B Ly S A DR - AIRE B ERGE AR TR - Bl
G RAT (Matsatsinis, Grigoroudis, & Samaras, 2007) * [ BI M pE BRI E 1T Ry ©
B —  HARAFENHN  FTERSRTH TR A ELAEEMA BRI -

RSB TFHEIM S+ [ HASE S - ST 2R e B R R - A
BIeHEHT AL ~ SRR A AL S SEFEIEE o RHFT2255 Kohli (1999) #& -
FUE B % (Competitive Elasticity) Ry S+ [ ¥ 5 fth i re R fioe 2 i A B 7H 25 3HUEL
FTER AN S A« BB o PRI - (2815 8N 2 - BB TS - ZERGF
[H ¥R 2w A ] o MARIEEIRAFERE W (Resource Dependency Theory) * BE{RIKFEE
R A AZHAEE 772 5 AKFE R HERT R LR DUE U A %% (Ganesan, 1994) @ {KFEF2 LS
F R R R A AR R - & e 2 59— 7 Z E3K (Hald, Cordon, & Vollmann,
2009) - Bt - EESERERE N FB IR 0 nJREZ N EHKIET K E Ry Bl H g
P ETERGR - DIE R A % - 2V B B I rE 75K » SREEC &5 - tHE
by SRR RN R TR )N+ BB & AR HA R pE RN A B AR RS A S -
B EEREE - M5 2 PR S E R A BT T - R B L A E R
P A R B (- PR & FE it s RIRE T -

B =: HARPFENHN  TERTRFELRLAGEEMA & @ HME -

B AR Rl 3 S TSRO~ AR BHE LR e A B S N A R B i A
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M5 SZFC M (Market Dominance) FE8 i i 1257 & 78 dn 28 5l o BT BT HY5 FHHE
(Competitive Power) * St EHEH TS + 7] AT E RIFHIEEE - EHZ MBS
TEEHE - ARG 2 SRR A SEEE ML (Eliashberg & Robertson, 1988) © Kasulis
Morgan ~ Griffith ¥4 Kenderdine (1999) R 7558 7] (Market Power) 2 FBERE 5. 7353
7+ R HFUE R MR e B B E RS E AL EER 1 - HEE RS
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(Buchanan, 1992; Farris & Ailawadi, 1992; Keith, Jackson, & Crosby, 1990) °

SLHE TG - FEER S TR BT E A (Competitive Equity) #8025 - #iif
FyEESESCHE (Calantone & Schatzel, 2000) » A& AT HER 27 FEAUE » HATBHEEAYZE L
EHEEES - ST (Kreps & Wilson, 1982; Weigelt & Camerer, 1988) » 1E[X%H
LR R AE AT B S T TH R B R SRR RS - FTBER R B - RIE A
IEHAERA: - TG A RS  EZErEEA S S W E B A =y - ¥
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Ao E e aEK -
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WEFEREIEE -
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EEBEATSE LR EE A (Wu et al., 2004) » 5 EESLHE BRI ER 6 - DL
B 1350 2 e B B, - PR ES  IMANBE R R NGRS N B T B - R/ A A
RHEIRMESETTZ - BN T - BFE RO BT HE CEEEGE - BIET
Ry EEE - Bowman B Gatignon (1995) Bl18G 2 Mk pd TS5 G R s - nIHEE E%
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EERGAERE DI ER ZFEE - RIREZ IR B B - (R E R E M
FHEHESS ~ EHAZE S (AR ) HEEMERE - AT E AT E IR B RS AT
SR E ~ BRI 2 MBS AS A S (SE) EERIER e -
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2 i PH R B R LA i B T L 2 B A2 2 (Rogers, 1983) @ BUHE B H =
R AR S (MIEALRR ) L FNRELEHE - HIR RH & Bl T g - BHE E0RES
i AENEERETE 2B FARNERHEEES  BFRESMHEREE > mIEERE
PELE -

A AHEHE B ES - A AR B R E(E B 2 R E R K - Kohli (1999)
Mg E TSl B THS Ean LU A E M B iR E B3N - HBEESFEEAES - [
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s MEERGHE N TSR E S - A S EEE FE T R -
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iAo

Kuester ~ Homburg Ei Robertson (1999) + Robinson (1988) » LAKz Waarts i Wierenga
(2000) ¥H2 K BT AT ZE B B PR » Py [RERY BT S R i Y » Shankar (1999) HIf
FEHT E BB A - SEANESEIFTEE - K8 S BT Ry DAGE - AN
FEAREAA R o 1 E e B AR S BB S B - B R S AL - B A
HREEEZ T FTE  BEBAHER » e AR 2 2261 BREUSCE TR -
A AR B E AR B B A T - FERGHL & ARG R 75 K AUAE RN i -
B AR ARELES AL FEHAFEERFREEEL > FERZHA

BEFELETEE -
(=)EHE S (hR) T2M

Kasulis et al. (1999) smift iR JIIE - 845 H (L HERGRE T IR IR H AT & 2 2 i
HHH EER RIS E Y - WEERN S - MErEmEaEE - HHTRE R
e 5225 F 1A (Buchanan, 1992; Farris & Ailawadi, 1992) » .2 - {LfERGHE S ARg5 - @
RETR R AR DVENE ErG & 1F -

FHARARE YN ER e A Y Bl A& TR - B EIREEAE A2 (Anderson
& Narus, 1984) » HACKEFAYH M A AEAZ ERYSZ BT & (Etgar, 1976) » W% EEE
77 (Channel Power) B[ Bt H 5222 M pE Al B IR SEELAYEE ST (Frazier, 1983) @ & HAE
JIRIRIE - R el BV H A AR T 5 - DA e H L H A (Hagberg-Andersson, 2006) © 4E
A (MR ) EEMFHER A EIAEFZES () BE REZEMEE 2T EM
HE (k) - BRI E 2 ES () EEEREE H A P EN G R EE
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T AR MR R (KRR S - BIBEA B S A I Y - T ERG R R R % - S
JEERRE - M R EFE EERE ZEMEH (W) TEEHEERZTR
F FHRE (Kasulis et al., 1999) » DRI a2 HH 25 A B H R0 ] RE R A~ I B -
Bt  2HASHTERIERNAS  LAAR MY -

Mg~ ZEWIERE A

JEHARRE AN B AL S AR A F S P E AR BARE A R FE R ¥ (Hui, Tse, & Zhou, 2006) °
EIAM R EEUE @IS A QS 2 MR K BFEEIEE - THeHEFMREHZE
5 7 R P ) s B ) [R] IR L S BB AR - DAKGZ 38 T 35 4 20 P B g S o 1 2 e 2
K.
(—) A dg

BRI AEEAEREY - Wu et al. (2004) FHRRps4E HAEDE% ~ £ & BlRE ) =81 73 fradi B
A A AEHA_ETIRYEE A » Rosas-Vega Bil Vokurka (2000) &1 85 I A ZE M s A& e A
THHYEE - A 21% E/MNBRIZEATER » BG5S =% (Third-party) [ « THHHEFE
(Market Factors) BiAZ 25K (Customers’ Demand) * 2 AT R ZEL (15 79%) HIBHR N
FERIZE - B FEF l g  HE HE g T AR > Hendricks Eil Singhal (1997) $1%f 101 ZZ2EHA
ZEOHHELTERET - S BLE RrE AE HAR R A AR R ~ TA2EEpe 2 R oA E T
it~ EMIIREERBARFF G THE B EEEE - A DLRBUTFZ LR
Chen * Chung * Ho Ei Lee (2007) #% ZE 8 B HH 53 K 2 5] 5 7€ 7% A 32 (Firm-specific
Factors) HA#EHE ZE £ [K| 32 (Industry-wide Factors) * [fl] Prieger (2007) HIIfH iz i A HA Al
§% Ry /N &) (Firm-side Components) ELZF %A (Regulator-side Components) B3 * /N F)
TH] A HAFE TR 22 oL (R IR A2 S AR R T TP AR RIRE AL S AR - A T AR A I B A e A
A2 i T P& B VAR B 4 22X Chryssochoidis B Wong (1998) FTfEETE 215
i E A R Ei R R - ERESMEEREERIER « (NEREREERI R « 2 R B o

g e
EEIAREATR B A R B E TR SR (AN BRI ) - R A
BRI - HEHE S E RS IAMRE (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996) » [T A GE#E B H 2

rh AR RIS AR RS RCR - PR - QNSRS UL B = 1 1Y T R R T A 2 = 2 B
re A (R T A RO SRR (B - R EEDIZERY ) - B R R A R RER (M1 - BUNEE
BB AL RTRE ) o R P A S SR R P i M - L At St mT R E AR (R B
THE M IR R R A RERL R AT A B T A R R IE HH A 222 (Chen
et al., 2007) » BLiF - HEEEIAE RS - MEBEMEZRTSNET @ JFEEES
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BHEAN I HEREMEGEBARARLERNZRAZN  AFEHENESOERLER
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BB AT RERS A - B E S IR - KBS AEHA R - S E R TR IEN I
FCANERAR, » 50 P K -

A HAESBTEEMGHAETERAEEH &M% -

HR - IR AR RN - R EHE S WHEFRARGEA S EE - Rl 03
FETT ~ ARYEE A E A - HEE S AERFEAK » Hui et al. (2006) RIS ZFLHIE AL
[t (Perceived Delay Duration) ¥VHE EA L EHAMFE - (HE » & THR M EHARE ]
WA G FA MR n] RE SR A B SR s B TR A R B S R R - HE N E S RAE S
SERE/N - TRAEE VRIS EINEIR - AR o ME S R I E A R
TAEPH R A -

B+ HAESFBEFLERFMAER > THEZES)D  TEFABEEIK -

e e IR 2 BRI R 2522 - Lilly 82 Walters (1997) ~ Kohli (1999) ¥J45 H FESHF
BIRR » e TR S E L R ER R - B Rl 2 B E A TR T R BT
BT AL TR S RS o (A - THEMERAR AR TS R B S I R e O S B T
FE T AT ERE I B I S B A S - [ATL o RS ROR o 2 0 THETMAEHARG RS AT - SR
R Z R AR IR » B SEEN o SR R T S MR B A2 A RIS | - FEAC
EIEIAMG RIS TS &R LTSI AT REME R -

B+ —  FAESTFANLEHFRMAER > RFBRRER > TEFABEEIK °

S \MRLAE

— ~ WEERR A B 2 R A

AW LIRE BEIERS  @ENEM ~ HEEXEHRIFERHT - $UE Lt
FEFEMEE = B BREE T RF AR RIRTES) ; 5 - B
FEFETIFEHEMIASEY - & AR - SERGTE A S FENE - Mt
HRERE—EEF  TERFREAFAEXRIRESY S  BIEH S ERMNEE
Ve DL sert a8 - A EAN AR 2 E B (Wu et al., 2004) - LH > iE=
T 8 SE PR & B B e H 8526 - (R 2 oL A B R~ IHE BT R R DURAE
g B AlRefEE 2R LT - SEE RS A TERE -

TEFBEARN B ESER S - B NMWEF A - IEE e Emn S
AR ATt B 52 o S AT - (R 3 X AHBA SO {F % (Eliashberg & Robertson, 1988;
Kohli, 1999; Robertson et al., 1995) » FRHBIFEENE (Key Informant) HFEERBERIK
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Ui o IR e K F B FEE - AILPIAFIEE A » JEREERZ2HETEK
EE RIS o TR ERZEIE AR - RERBEEE - B EEE 0
BB (Kohli, 1989) o ARACIR FH AN R Z 58 & k28 - MEREAITIEE - $HES
b H 5 g ] B 2 i 45 e P I 6 PR BT B BV L HEMESCE R AL 2 B R -
MEREBOT R NERH - T AT S - EHEW  S2EEAOEZEME > D
TUSZErGZah ik - S THE I - REHER 162 (6 - RS 1107
BREAER 151 {7 - BEAREUTH - H 75.5% ZZERN LT EEE 4 4 - HAfSCH
56.3% FEECRIL 7 FLAE - FEREHADIEMAERZ - 15 61.0% °

o WEEE

AnFerFERE R - AEHAE A R B AR AR N A = 7 PR E T MR e A HA B
R I P R B PSR AR R AN A TS A A TR R B o AR
PRIZR FEAE ARG P T35 SO 14 » ZEHAZE AL R 32 49 e e AR BT 35~ I & ()
2 AEEARHE N A RIS AR B P B THET AR SIS PR R A R = - (T RIS ENY - 25
Wu et al. (2004) {Ei%: » sEZeiZEREBLEERWFEATIREEL T » foll— K E L
FF - DURAEGRE R E R - 280 E s 20 FREIHFHE NS /3o -
ERHTCHRESZERNER (1=IFENEE ~ 7=IFFRE ) » m&(E EE %
AT ERREENN TR 1 Al -
(—) T3 X EH

7 855 = Bc 4 45 1 g P A 428 51 28 o P g RE Dl R 2L Y 558 55 E D (Eliashberg &
Robertson, 1988) » #jm #2227 Wu et al. (2004) = » sEZ S ERE L A LIS
P R A A HA 2 S E R T A Y (1) 251 (Perceived Dominance) i (2) SEE R
(Perceived Leadership) °
(=) Aata g%

2 i A A B R FOAH R A E 238 A oL < (R - T 252255 Kohli (1999) /7
= S FE PG R A I A AR R A E B TR T B 2 () e R E
(2) e TR - DUk (3) (B3R -
(Z)EHER (S)E2H

FEFAE ML (fnhR ) BRI G R AR ES () BERTERHEEZ
FEHEMEH (k) » REERGH 2 R < ERRE - At - &S
ZEH CEE ARG . SERATR - 5H5 (1) B2 (kR ) B2 ~ (2) BIRZMERE (i
) ZHRHERE - DURe (3) ZEHAE e & BN H OB Z I EMER] - Hp - 55 (1)(2)
THE PEoH AL BN s - IR S Ere B M KBS - B () THAISH AR
Eih eSS RS REEREEEZ T EE - EH IR E SEEBRIENHEZ
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FEESM (GuhE) B IARREIHMREE R E RN - RS ERH L RE R -
(W)

AEHHIE T AR R s T HE R T & 5 B EF 227 Hui et al. (2006) @ £FRACEL
REEEERER  FXZErIAIRZ KA S 3% 4= - IR ) A g e m T #2211 A
# (=1) sigRG A A eI TE R (=T) -

(&) Azt eFrM ks

FHR ZE SRS F rl pEA A B 2 52 - RS @ tHE IEEHE - R - FE el s &
TEHA I - PRTEG T Z AL AR - PHER RS 2 SE FP AR R ZE L PE H Z ZE A AR RE (= 1)
B (=7) °
() THEZE

MGAEAEREEE TSN E SR Wi EFs%E
Schatzel B Calantone (2006) PTG HARTEER & » WEITEIE » FEX BRI
BEHEHE S (1) B (2) SRR ~ 3) RE -

(t)#mFRM

223 Kohli (1999) $RE 872 it 7H &5 IR P FUE 2 B s RS - ANHIF 8 R S0 14
TE 3% Ry T A TS o A aL AR B SRR R BRI SO AR - Y - 3BTRS
ISR - FHE E R IR E R - HAAE S (1) fEE B ETTE) (40
e TS, e AL ETHERESE ) - DU (2) (R SHTEE) EA R ERFERE -

(AN EEHAEE

223 Brennan et al. (2003) T S FE S » AWF2EE S 6 i = E 2= A H i B
PR FEAEEA S » FTERENAIEIE ~ OB RS - Ely - S ZERIeE BIEE K
AR - 1R () R HBEERHEEE - Q) HIEEEEER - 3) iR EEE
M o B S A5 PR SR Y35 )

= RIS R B 47 A

iy BB T - R EERE ER 22 51T (Confirmatory Factor Analysis) #2337/
HIFEH ~ S\ SR pE A B A E BRAF (2 = 161.79, df = 109, p = 0.00078; CFI =
.96; GFI = .90; NFI = .89; NNFI = .95; IFI = .96; RMR = .044) - i & SEIEEUE(L {28 (1)
EFEES (R 1) BEE p < .01 WYEEE/KYE - i RIREHE (Convergent Validity)
FEYE (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) « 534k » 2547802 SMCs ~FEME I B R 5 B 1% .73
EnnAHEE S 64 ~ ZEHAZE &L (SRR ) EHEEME 61 ~ THESE AR 78 » HiFtH M 81 =
EREFEE 73 - R 50 » BURES RITEA M E S e S RS S TR - [FIRER
BHLIS S LA - #8313 % (Discriminant Validity) 232 heHE /R TEAE s & 2 AHRA 1R
B EREE T - o5 M TE RS S R B PH BRI CR BTG 1.96 E R UERR & EREE IR M= 1+ JY

218

W 1213-AKEFF-41Z indd 218 2012/12/20 T4 02:45:38 (



2= ﬁ% %23 A% 14

ForleE BAER  FaE Al (Smith & Barclay, 1997) @ #&Hft SR 2 £
L ER (R 2) - ENEERERE - Sl EEE A —EZUE (Cronbach’s )
JEHR .82 2 91 » HyEfit 70 /K¥E - BURERERE (RED -

*1 BESHERRREHERR

B T EREIE t) a
1. BEZREHIE M 2R (B ) EhmhEEEE T - .79( 9.50)
TS AR ) 84
2. BEHAKILHRSE M2 R (M ) AThinEESE - .92(10.99)
1. RN EES @ ZALHEREEESEIYEE - .79(10.71)
EmEEHER 2. IR EER R XLHHERFEAEEESTK - .76(10.30) .84
3. HERMRIREER  IXEHHEREEREZER - .85(11.87)
1. BBERRMEERE M4 2 R (S ) HE AT MSIEFEEE - .81(10.78)
EHRE & (G .
;gi (R%) 5 s AR S S R 2 A8 (BT ) - 85(1157) .82
3. BXEHESEBREARIEEZENERLER - .67(8.61)
GEHATE R 1. BRREHASE M3 F A B BN rl R G R ZR/ TrliE 1.00(17.32) N
( AATHZEEIE ) HIMERSR o ' ’
FEST AL HARFRE 1. MEERFL R E SFER P EMAEHIZG] - 2 KL HBRFEAEY £ 1.00(17.32) .
58 BrE/ R o ' '
1. BMESs A RRE 4 - JH BB HEERDFEIFS EEME - .89(13.64)
TMBEBE 2. BM#ESEHEHEHRSE 4 - JHB (MR EERSERMED - .89(13.48) .91
3. BIMEEEAEMEHRE M » SHEESHZERZAMEMHEES - .86(12.78)
1. $THIRRRAEERSE 4 - M SEMRIEHAET 218 - EfthiFER
IRFAERENE S B FESTE) (AR SEHE LT E S ~ B ES .88(11.03)
S aE 4 EHEREE) - 89
2. TR EAE Y 0 S SR AE AR B - RS ER 91(11.44)
RFLIRE(EEHTTED - LIFEGHERKS - ' '
SHEICIERIRE ¢ © B A RIRIT BN S R IRRE R S
1. ir%ﬂ:l:?z_,ﬁ%ﬁt BEAREMGREIEME RIEFEEAME 89(13.35)
E_ o
i} 2. $TESLEAEHRSE (4 - B AR B EIRZ M RIRER S8 -
TEGHBEE 83(11.97)
ErEEEE SRR, - 83(11.97) .89
SHIIES Y - BARREGBYRESRERESEE
3. $THILAEERE M - B ARG MRS IR SRR ETF 85(12.57)
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MEHBESL  AEHAIEM

Hig = FEEHEERR i TES
BHE)E (AT SEEEE
s fammes () E TR e PR e mae
= )
1.00
e B
45 1.00
ESAHES  (08)
[.29~.61]
.34 .39 1.00
EHAE S
(.09) (.08)
(BHREEE )
[16~.52] [.23~.55]
-.01 -.02 .02 1.00
EApRE (R (o9 (o9
AT ) ' ' '
[-19~.17] [.20~.16] [-.16~.20]
_ .09 .04 .02 .02 1.00
ST A HAR RS
45 (.09) (.09) (.09) (.08)
- [-.09~.27] [-.14~22] [-.16~.20] [-.14~.18]
.23 .06 .26 .05 .20 1.00
eIl (.09) (.09) (.09) (.09) (.08)
[.05~.41] [-.12~.24] [.08~.44] [-.13~.23] [.04~.36]
.31 .31 14 .16 -1 .05 1.00
HIERRE (.08) (.09) (.09) (.08) (.08) (.09)
[15~47] [13~49] [-04~.32] [.00~.32] [-27~.05] [-13~.23]
.23 .34 .37 .16 -1 .35 47 1.00
TEEREE  (09) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.09) (.08) (.07)

[.05~.41] [18~50] [21~53] [00~.32] [.29~.07] [19~.51] [.33~.61]

i AR TARFABEEZERRE 0 () AAERARBIEER [ | AAERRBZEEER » i
BIRELDE 5% FaEIKLE ©

A AR T2 &R B B =0 (Self-report) B & HEIT I EE - RUFEFEILFE k8 R
(Common-method Variance) [f]/& (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) - FHEERILEER - &
Harman B E - fRERNS TR R A is B A NHEA R EEAR 1
B EE T 74.83% » B—IEATE B R R B & {5y 28.79% » AR IL[E] 7%
RS ASE 2 -
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E2 ~ RGBSR

AWRFRE L —TEEREY - EEREERY - A LISREL 8.51 #ils /T G 12
Htr - AEREUR (FLF 3) BAIFLEE B4 (02 = 172.71, df = 116, p = 0.0005; CFI =
.96; GFI = .89; NFI = .89; NNFI = .94; IFI = .96; RMR = .056) * [fj FHIZU4E( b (R ik B B
e EZH - EEERAE TS I E LA DR SR RN (S =040,p <
01) e —EEF - (B2 - TERAIE R F R HFEEF A ErZERR B
=0.30,p < .01) » E{EE% —FHHEIFESZ -

AR P TG I S B EM AR TS AR E R EMEERE (y=025,p <
05) > MFSZERFEEIES - REk =KL - (B2 @ A S -
5 [ A B SR ATE) (p = 0.26, p < .05) » [EIEEAIREMF B ERGAE A& FiEE - )
SN AVAD

MBAREIAE LR - EMfEEESRS  SERNEZTESAELERS (y =
0.25, p <.05) - TIREMRIILIR ERALEE - (B IS 23T - AR B Tl 2 Bk
THIH (y=-0.03) » BEESPAL  ZEHARE L (A0hE ) BB S ERG I S 2 IR H
SN A (y=0.27, p<.01) » RERERIT -

FRIEHAFRE NS T - 2 BAE AR A W s A S 2 R R - TS A DR
K (y=0.15p < .05) > Bd{EE/\FTREFEME - MIEGTEHARF R n] S S SR E AL H
PR ENRE (y= —-0.12, p < .05) » RAEEHTTSALEZARTZE (y= -0.12,p
<.05) - M EEERGTEEREEN » R LB R TEOT - 5590 » THETEIARF R X
£ ME—0TEI - SEREAERFBERR (y = 0.17, p < .05 (HERERENRT
ZERG IR E Mg - I - B\ER 80RO - BN E - MRS EE
) 2 50 JE T 2 A (Total Effect) 5 -0.117 » FoRTEHEIR AR - ZEREGIHE
JEE PR
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k3 RBIBRESWRER

FERBRRTE {hETREN t{E ERsEfER
Be— BRIV E-TERREE 0.40 5.07*** S
B - HEGFEE T EERAEE 0.30 3.69*** biskis]
BRE%=  MEmiSXE - MNEBHIERTE 0.25 2.24** iF
FRE%IY : i AL B R e 0.26 2.18** B8
BRERA  EREHEZ -MMEBHIBEREE 0.25 2.21** =iF
BREEN | ESEMHER BT FE M -0.03 -0.25 iEfe
BRE%t  HIESR (R ) EEH T ERREE 0.27 2.96%** i
REXJ\ © AEEHRIRE ( A AliRFIE ) B HISRTE 0.15 2.18** SZc
BRE% N © FESTIEHARS R RG-S ESAEE -0.12 -1.83** %
BRE%+ : TESTIEHRS R RE—HEHIBRTE -0.12 -1.75** %%
BRE%+— : FAEHEHARS R R4S~ AN B s FoE 0.17 2.22%* ERD S 3F
X?=172.71 (p = 0.0005, df = 116)
CFl = .96
GFI = .89
NFI = .89
NNFI = .94
IFl = .96
RRMR= .056

Tip<.05 ":p<.01-°

59N AHFTEZ K] MacKenzie (1986) @ #5525 T R BERE AT HR T USRS E » 5L
RTINS - R A g7 N S E R 2 B B RR - R
FEZEBEREEENE (2 =0.16,df = 1) » SRFAEE IS IAAEN (£ 4) s X
{E IR IR R N A ZE SR AH EHE B R B ERG R 2 2 B - MR AR SR i A e g
BB ARG REE AR (=222, df = 1) (£ 5); B= - HISHEEHAE th 2 S ErG R
JE 2 SRS TR - FERIRE] (2 =127,df=1)(F6) -
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x4 HmPFEE HEREUNTESREEERTEZERE

FERBERAS THETIRES t{E
MBHISEDE>TEHHEE 0.41 4.96%**
MBI FEME>TERAEE 0.30 3.66***
s Rt MEMISEEE 0.25 2.26**
R P T s BT 1t — AN m SR 0.27 2.19*

WSS E > T EEAEE -0.04 -0.40
ELEEHER > MEBHIEREE 0.25 2.21*

ESAEHE R AN B R F M -0.03 -0.25
IEHAE S (A ) BRI ENREE 0.28 2.91%**
JERRFRE (ARG ) > REBTISETE 0.15 2.18*
FRETILHARS R RG> T ESREE -0.12 -1.79*
FRRTIEHRAR R RFE~MB ST T E -0.12 -1.76**
FRETIEHART R RAE—AIE i FoE Lt 0.17 2.22**

X*=172.55 (p=0.00042, df = 115)

CFl =

GFI = .89
NFI = .89
NNFI = .94
IFI = .96
RRMR= .056

“ip<.05 ":p<.01-°
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x5 BMFPEE EnAHERNTENREEERTZERE

FERBERAS THETIRES {8
MBHISEDE>TEHHEE 0.36 4.46%*
B P> T ERAEE 0.31 3.81%**
s Rt MBS EEE 0.26 2.25**
TR 5 2 B M — RN R st 0.26 2.19*
ELAEEHER > MEBHIEREE 0.25 2.15*

EERAEEHME 2 RN -0.04 -0.33

ELRHER ->TERREEE 0.16 1.53
IEHAE S (&EE ) BRI ESREEE 0.21 2.15%*
JEERFRE ( ARHEHIYE ) > HEBTISETE 0.15 2.17**
FRETIEHARS R RG> T ESREE -0.13 -1.99**
FRETIEHAR R RSB HISETE -0.12 -1.75**
FRETHEHART R RAE—~MIE i F ot 0.17 2.21**

Xx°=170.49 (p = 0.0006, df = 115)

CFl =

GFI =.90
NFI = .89
NNFI = .95
IFI = .96
RRMR= .054

“:p<.05 ":p<.01-°
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K6 BIMY ENEONTERBEEERYERE

A {HEHREL t{E
MBHIZARE-~TEFRAEE 0.39 4.87%*
HMEFRFEME>TERAREE 0.30 3.67***
e s B HIEENE 0.25 2.24**
TS X AL~ A R E R 0.26 2.18**
ESEHER-NBHIEATE 0.25 2.21%*
EmEEHE R ANE T T -0.03 -0.25
MEHREG (SRR ) EEM T ERREE 0.27 3.00%**
AEHRIRER ( A AlZEFIE ) > MBHISARE 0.15 2.12**
REHRIRER ( A AliZEE ) > S EEAEE 0.07 1.14
JESTHEEARS R RG-S ERFREE -0.12 -1.88**
FESTIE AR RS- MEHISAVE -0.12 -1.75**
TEETIEHRRF B RAE > AN B R F 8 0.17 2.22%*
Xx?=171.44 ( p = 0.0005, df = 115)

CFl = .96
GFIl = .89
NFI = .89
NNFI = .94
IFI = .96
RRMR= .055
*:p<.05 ***:p<.01-°
b~ {EEmEREE

R SR A0 A AR A S BRI - ZE s n] REf Bk ra pR I A e RS B - AT AR TS A

SUE > HFTB B ZIiee B A HEEME - AW Z E R B R e rg - AR5
anEIEEE N EFRNFR - DRSS w2 » SiFEits > JUEFEE -
PR R am R R fRHVE B E B AR - b SE IR F LR AT ST 1A -

o S i
(—) BB T3 & R TE A AGEZ MR

RN TR E R A R R M R i B Rl 2 E T SR A - SR EEE
P ARE R - AR CRE R e 5 AR A S R B A (T RE R O o (HER R
T B Al AT RE R DA AR IR T Ry - PERS B ERER TR - S8 AR PUAS SR Ay AT
RE L RIE FR R e T S5 (2 f sy - FOT A o BT B S N P RUBE MEROR - B H S
AFESHEARRT - BT DS T EEERM S - eEiR e AL - B (R SH TR
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o a] I 2 FARR e TR B - MRS M N 58 - IR e FHaliRemBh - Heil
Eil Walters (1993) ~ Robertson et al. (1995) B[l$2 i Frall ot ica M anss - BElE s
BUE MRS - BRI N ER RS o 2 HAEER R TS AL S - R A S RE
SOERB T TRy BB BB A B AR SR ER A A - nI R S Rt E AR -
It - S HEAEBR R SOER AN B -
BTG E A AR s - W E AN TR - R EMSEEE

& 753K (Simchi-Levi, Kaminsky, & Simchi-Levi, 2003) » FRIFEHAZATEE - B{EER
FRAHTF o (BSE - 3T E i H R s 2 AR BR B 2 OB R - FERGGIRA
TRWT R A Fr 2 A 77 - B SR - MR EAE & - BEEU A R A Re R A
Ry B 550 T B AR AE B SR PR AR Z U S BT iy - 2266 R o 1 S Y T 85 3 1B B R
R AR T B E BT R 2 B TR 2 2 T OB R S (K - 550 5 1N T Rl
(BB f i R ERZAE ISR AR HE T A o~ (305 & - BB s FHaHE. - o
WEFEIL 2 - FHOHER T - A T5E (Kohli, 1999; Schatzel et al., 2001)
ZEE A BB TISEE - LAMGEERLIRERE SN - EEEEE - I
T B {12 {6 30 FEE e s DA B © B IEL - Sl AN [F] - R B B R R B i i Z B
() AREHETHTEHAEE I MEEDE

A Fers KA Z E R A R - TS E A EHE S e 2 2 R AR A R
R - ARERE - WERRIEEER O - ARSI R EH T - HrEWes
KM » RIS R I T - T ZE R Rl a5 Rer - SERE RS - DR S
R I EH e 2 BT T B AR o

SR » 7 S RH S L S T M s R (R AR BB - BRI E B8
ME @ EmEE RSN E B S Y E B3R - B AR S A AT RE I R 55
FEREEIN S - 2% AR RS T 5 O 3 Hs 5 S A T R W s B P e iR 2 - B H
[T T35 SR PR i e et R RY - BBERZEE s E B B FF R3S - (s Bk b
{EE R/ N RS - BB S E L RER S (B HE B F B - HHEE8EIR - 2R
5 IR IE - ILEGTF & Heil B Robertson (1991) BAEL - H TR FHE BB ML R FA YL
AR R R O AR A AR IR - A AH MRS N R USRS - N EE I
R T e T Ry -
(Z)EMES (S EZAHTERAGRZ AENBE

HEEMEINS - EEFREN I (M ) AL SEER > HRFErEE
HARFEM R - B a MoK - AL B SRR AGE T R Ry T Re = - AT &
THESE TR - RIIEEA B IR S E BOREFAYRH I AR SR )& - TR
Ko BRI RIEH AR TR DU E H LB 2 (Hagberg-Andersson, 2006) » FH 3
IEHAE MIEREEFM ENHEHER - TEMKEFRZTREHE (Kasulis et al.,
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1999) - FAEAZEREK -
(W) T EFFAEEZHBENRDE

SELES R e % A A B R Y TR R B A A T PR ANMERIZR T - BERFT AR 2T
BR D ERE AR SRR RS - Bitner (1990) 5 HI B IHE & 2 R IR 4 35
THREFEE RS RS ARG - FE ARG ARV ZEHIE# S - Hui et al. (2006) B
IR E B R IR O R R 4G A IR 5 £ A = T e R (R SR IR AR AR e B A7 PR
1K - BRI IE I R A A~ REEE « MBI T - BRSBTS S 221
b AR - BB R FE AR HA B 2 T RETE R
(R) At ke T EFRAEEIHEE MRS E

THET AR IR W B E i S E A BB BN - MR aHEERAETHSA
A DURGH o 2 MR B RAR S HEA - SE B 7| - THEMEHAR AR
TR E AUE - FTREERIE IS N ZERG R IE BN TE A = T E -

MRS 5y - THRMEHIR R - EE A S HHEE R ENE - SR
Hui et al. (2006) WFFCAERABRT - & S E A TS A S S BARRY - FEE R -
AN - M R S BE AR BRI R S 2 BRIATER R EIABIE T » miFEhE
P26 - RIS RER I HH BRI T Ry - MRS - SERGFHEEAR - 15
Z o MBS S S E R R 2 R B T D B R - BE A TSR A 2 M
RRAAR » A GERETHET AR AN S S E e i S 2 B E R R - BPE AW
FEE (-0.117) - BIEEREM S - TERMHEHIR AR - SEr i H IR R s -

T EHBEN

AW FETRET A B RS ~ AL EE R E N EFRE - UG [BEHSE L
0 R 1 5 5 e A MR A U S B P s B LA SR — P m oy B o s o A2 201 )
FEHES  EatRfEEREIEE - SEFERFEEE - S| > A EEERE
FIRRRAAE R - PRI 5k - T REERE % - DA s R R R -

LR T > TSI - KRS E S S S A E R - RIS [
WHBER T FETTE) - & s Al e EZ ERg i INFE R - R - EREER - &
BRI EHE LS ERE - ST ErG R EA TSR - FIAREME - 5550
FEN A B B EREIHEHEE - rTEE HAREET) - SINNZ RGBS - fH
AR AR - BRAES EMRERE K -

ERIEHEREMEE A Schatzel et al. (2001) TS - BEARIGMETHEEEN - BiE
WIERE R AR BB R B A M e S AT PRI R R 3R - TS A DR o T AT R DA
BRI  THRMEARF R - R ZE R 2 ERECR - B TS
BRI RN > BN EESTE 15 2 W RRETR
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2 FERIL SRR -

ZER AN - MR - AT SRR T ST - AR A
B TGS EEEMNFE AR DUEE R - THRMEIHIS R FE R NS - &Y
i HES [BEATHS AT - BFERIENERIEE - DIREREE -

HITSEES - AEES AR ZE RIS AR R A L e A
ATPERIERSR - FERNR. TSR QRS - Al RIS IEEE - mEREEZE
NEESL ~ SRR — B AIEIER - SERIER S ETR K - SRIAEETE - DR
PEFEIRA £ - TS IE SR PR AT 5 [ e I B e F O BT Ry - (R Z s i
M o BERTHFHEIHR AR - R RERTEES [REAYE: IR TE) - & Epa i e i i
S - HERAER ST - FIREFRE LR - TS E LN - BEINE
A SRR =R & -

=~ WP B R AR S At

AWFEfE < R E PR 22 ] - FEAE T S R R &S BF
FEARRE - DENEZ BT EE EI AT HESE DRI - X - AR
RS S CEEE - DIFERE TR - 50 FrAMeE RZEFER - A
ek - RUE a7 EIR ] (Kohli, 1999) o 11 /Ry 5 28 st B e AR T #0: » K
WP FEE SE m R S ER s 60 - B A AR R 2 A S T

ZIRRBT PR B R R - BRI S S EY - 5B —  FEMASAAREE
B HPFRIRRAE TS PRS- AN BRI - SEERE RO - TR
IESHEAE - EREVREREGHEC IS - BHIEIRRE SR - AR ERE
PREGHE T Ry - S 2 - IWATREBUR A RS ZHE ST )« AHFZE i 32 TR AR DL ER B
BB EREZ » (5 61% @ HEHCEFAIRRSE S - SR EREE P8 iy
REAET S S AR ST - SERPTHEER - AREEZ EriS s BB R S MR
EAA T RACTSHE IR o T EradlE =R - 552 F RN = ey
A2 1T I BB (R B - Wi L 2 B Rl B L s B RCR » W ATE AN R BdiE g B
FERMEERAR T - FERMmE TSR RN BRI A - =
RARWTSE Al PRET 38 A A 2R 1 Z E L P T Y (I RAR R ) BB Sl M B
e A FEE R (R R T RO AR A - LB RS I - R R RE AR B A g R
MERRE IR IR OR - (HAERZE BRI £ 77 B A I H N Z R T R
B TTRENHAE - B - HRNT B E R EMEE S - M s R Sy
AT FE R E PR TG 18 i SRR AR T BN AR AR - DRSS H R SR
IR IEI R R - EE A RIS IEEE - B - AR ER Z E e =
PR SRS TR A - W AR A MEAE I SR 1 - B E R P 32 AL AV AL BIRA 1% -
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Explaining Retailers’ Adaptation to Delays in New Product
Introductions

Hsuan-Hsuan Ku, Professor, Department of International Business, Soochow University

Ya-Ching Kao, Master, Department of International Business, Soochow University

Purpose/Objective

When product life cycles are short, product competition is intense and the pace of
technological innovation is rapid. The company that gets a new product to market quickly
can typically demand a premium price, gain market share, and earn higher margins (Kumar
& Motwani, 1995; Nevens, Summe, & Uttal, 1990). 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 it effective to pre-announce new products
and services prior to official launch as a marketing strategy (Eliashberg & Robertson, 1988;
Lilly & Walters, 1997; Robertson et al., 1995). The aim is to encourage current and potential
customers to postpone their intention to purchase a competing product (Kohli, 1999). This
tactic may have the secondary effects of: stimulating sales in complementary product lines;
deterring competitors from entering the market segment; engendering positive opinions from
market participants and market influencers regarding the firm and its intention; and gaining
access to efficient distribution systems (e.g., Lilly & Walters, 1997; Robinson & Fornell,
1985; Schatzel & Calantone, 2006).

However, very often we see how companies fail to deliver their new products on the
promised introduction due dates, especially in technology-intensive markets (Bayus, Jain, &
Rao, 2001; Rosas-Vega & Vokurka, 2000). When preannounced product is delayed, firm may
demand and create the need for retailers’ adaptation in its favor. This study seeks to explain a
retailer’s adaptation to product launch delays. In particular, treating perceived competitive
elasticity and market tolerance as the key mediators, it examines how a retailer’s adaptation
may be affected by sender-related (market dominance), product-related (relative advantages
and category importance), and signal-related factors (uncontrollability of the delay and

expected duration of delay).

Design/Methodology/Approach
The study uses data collected from questionnaires filled in by 151 3C retailers located

in Guang-Hua shopping districts and that of Taipei Main Station. Two considerations
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motivated the choice of the context of the telecommunications, consumer electronics, and
computer hardware and software markets. 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
work upon retailers. Furthermore, Wu et al., (2004) observed that product development and
the external business environment factors vary widely across industries, while Kohli (1999)
recommended limiting the scope of data collection to reduce the effects of extraneous

factors.

Findings

Empirical data analysis showed that a retailer’s adaptation was indirectly influenced by
market dominance of the announcing firm, the expected length of delay, uncontrollability of
the delay, and product relative advantages through their effects on retailer’s perceived market
tolerance. The hypothesized positive relationship between market dominance of the
announcing firm, uncontrollability of the delay, or product relative advantages and retailer’s
perceived market tolerance received strong empirical support. The expected length of delay
showed a significant negative relationship with retailer’s perceived market tolerance.
Furthermore, the higher retailer’s perceived market tolerance, the more adaptive a retailer
will be in response to delay signals.

The market dominance of the announcing firm and the expected length of delay
through perceived competitive elasticity as the key mediator determine a retailer’s
adaptation. The first possible influence on the perceived competitive elasticity to be
investigated was a sender’s market dominance. Its positive impact was obvious. The positive
effect of the expected length of delay on perceived competitive elasticity also got strong
support. Contrary to expectation, the higher the perceived competitive elasticity, the more
inclined a retailer would be to adaptive in response to delay signals.

Additionally, the direct influence of category importance and the expected length of
delay on a retailer’s adaptation are significant. The results indicated a positive relationship
between the category importance and a retailer’s adaptation. As to the influence of the
expected length of delay on a retailer’s adaptation, the findings supported the assertion that a
retailer was more likely to be adaptive when the time needed to deal with the delays was

shorter.
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Research Limitations/Implications

This study sought to develop a structural model to explain the antecedents of a
retailer’s adaptation to a new product introduction delay. Its intended purpose was to be a
framework to guide decision-makers with respect to adaptation behavior and thus help them
take a more organized approach to a complex decision of considerable strategic significance
by isolating various factors.

For retailers, the findings of the study drew attention to factors related to sender,
product, and the delay signal that influence adaptation decision. From the perspective of
managers in the announcing firm, in order to minimize possibly negative effects, they should
work out strategies to induce adaptation behaviors.

The findings of the research and their managerial implications, still, have certain
limitations. Each of the findings represents an opportunity for further research. First, 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 and
generalizable evidence. Second, refinement and expansion of the scales used, most of which
were transferred from earlier studies, would be a worthwhile methodological development in
future research. Third, it focused on retailers of single operation whereas, in reality, chain
stores are more prevalent. Future research could examine the moderating effects of channel
power on retailers’ adaptation decisions. Fourth, for future studies, a model that explores the
role of dual relationship between announcing firm and retailer in retailers’ adaptation should
be examined.

Lastly, 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
common, especially in the high-technology sector. A closer examination is required of the
ways in which retailers manage their adaptation responses during the repeated introduction

delays.

Originality/Contribution
The managerial importance of launch signaling and pre-announcement of new product
introductions led to their being prevalent research topics in the extant literature: see, for
example, Eliashberg and Robertson (1988) and Hultink and Langerak (2002). From this

base, the phenomenon of introductions to the market being delayed beyond pre-announced
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deadlines has attracted the attention of management and policy researchers and
commentators. A related stream of research has examined the reasons for such delays (e.g.,
Chryssochoidis & Wong, 1998; Rosas-Vega & Vokurka, 2000; Wu et al., 2004), the use of
vaporware as a deterrent (e.g., Bayus et al., 2001; Haan, 2003), and the negative
consequences of failing to fulfill promised introduction dates (e.g., Hendricks & Singhal,
1997, 2008; Nevens et al., 1990; Robinson & Fornell, 1985; Urban, Carter, Gaskin, &
Mucha, 1986). Yet the existing literature has not so far systematically examined retailers’
adaptation responses to the delayed launches.

To fill in the gap, the study develops and tests an exploratory model to explain the
determinants of a retailer’s adaptation to a new product introduction delay. In particular, we
proposed a structural model, which incorporates perceived competitive elasticity and market
tolerance as mediators and explanatory variables relating to the characteristics of the sender,
the delayed product, and the signal to serve as a framework for management decision-
making. The results are expected to explain the strategic role of delay signal that influences

retailers’ adaptation decisions.
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