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ABSTRACT

The timing of new brand introduction is a core strategic managerial decision involving the launch of new products via a brand extension or a new-name brand. In spite of the strategic importance of this issue, existing timing of new brand introduction research has been driven largely by a consumer behaviour perspective. Little research has attempted to examine the antecedents of timing of new brand introduction from a strategic, managerial perspective. This paper empirically examines the antecedents of the timing of new brand introduction. Specifically, it focuses on the impact of firm-based factors (market orientation and resource orientation) and market-based factors (competitive intensity and market turbulence) on the timing of brand extension introduction and new-name brand introduction. This study was conducted using an on-line survey distributed to key informants of multiple SBUs operating in the consumer goods industry. Moderated multiple regression was used to assess the relationships. The results show that, as hypothesized, market orientation leads to earlier new-name brand introduction. The results also demonstrate that competitive intensity strengthens the relationship between market orientation and earlier new-name brand introduction, and weakens the relationship between resource orientation and later new-name brand introduction, while market turbulence was found to strengthen the relationship between market orientation and earlier new-name brand introduction. Theoretical implications and managerial implications are provided, as well as a discussion of the limitations of the research and some possible future research directions.

INTRODUCTION
Since the publication of Lieberman and Montgomery’s (1988) seminal article on “first-mover advantages”, there have been a large number of research studies examining the drivers and consequences of timing of entry decisions. A much less-researched issue is that of the timing of new brand introduction. The timing of new brand introduction is a core strategic managerial decision involving the launch of new products via new brands such as brand extensions or new-name brands (Sullivan 1992). New brands are a mechanism by which firms can introduce new products into a market (Nijssen 1999; Sullivan 1992). However, the new brand introduction literature has been driven largely by a consumer behaviour perspective. No research has attempted to empirically examine timing of new brand introduction from an organizational perspective in order to identify those factors that determine when a firm should launch a brand extension and a new-name brand into a market.

This issue is an important albeit particularly complex one, as the decision of when to launch a new brand into a market is fraught with difficulties. As Schnaars (1986) asserts, different entry strategies are optimal for different firms and different market conditions. Introducing a new brand into a market earlier can be an expensive and risky strategy. Development and promotion costs of the new brand are high, and it can be difficult to determine the optimal positioning of a brand (Sullivan 1991). The risk of failure is considerable, as demand uncertainty exists due to the difficulty in accurately forecasting the size of the new market. However, introducing a new brand later into the market also has its risks, as the new brand is entering a potentially more competitive marketplace. It might have difficulty establishing itself against existing brands and would most likely have to incur greater advertising costs in an attempt to position itself, develop strong brand awareness, and gain market-share (Smith and Park 1992; Sullivan 1991).

In light of the complexity surrounding the timing of new brand introduction, it is important for managers to understand the factors that affect timing of new brand introduction, so that a firm is best-placed to introduce new brands into a market in such a way as to balance the risks of introducing the new brand too early with the risks of missed opportunities through entering it too late (Lilien and Yoon 1990). In other words, more research from an organizational perspective needs to be conducted to identify the impact of a firm’s external (market) and internal (resource) environments on timing of entry decisions.
Firm-based and market-based factors impact on a firm’s strategic decision-making process and influence the development of a sustainable competitive advantage. Each firm has a different configuration of resources and faces different market conditions; therefore, what might be an appropriate timing of new brand introduction strategy for one firm might not be appropriate for another (Fuentelsaz, Gomez, and Polo 2002; Lieberman and Montgomery 1998; Moore, Boulding, and Goodstein 1991; Schoenecker and Cooper 1998). Hence, understanding how both firm-based and market-based factors influence timing of new brand introduction can help a firm to make a better informed and more appropriate strategic decision on when to introduce brand extensions and new-name brands into a market.

Regarding firm-based factors, several authors suggest that a firm’s strategic orientation, in particular market orientation and resource orientation, play an important role in influencing a firm’s marketing and strategy-making activities (Chmielewski and Paladino, 2007; Gatignon and Xuereb 1997; Noble, Sinha, and Kumar 2002; Paladino 2006). According to these authors, a firm’s strategic orientation not only affects its ability to develop successful strategies, but it can also influence the nature and type of strategies that it implements. Yet, thus far, no study has investigated the impact that market orientation and resource orientation have on the timing of new brand introduction. This study aims to address this gap in the marketing literature.

On the matter of market-based factors, competitive intensity and market turbulence reflect different components of a firm’s external environment and affect a market’s attractiveness. So far, past research has found that a firm’s external environment can affect a firm’s strategy (see Day 1994; Tan and Litschert 1994). Yet, little research has empirically examined the interplay between a firm’s external competitive environment and the timing of new brand introduction.
The purpose of this paper is to address the gaps in the literature noted above. It does so by empirically examining timing of brand extension introduction and timing of new-name brand introduction from a strategic perspective. The focus is on identifying the impact that firm-based factors (market orientation and resource orientation) and market-based factors (competitive intensity and market turbulence) have on the timing of introduction decision for new brands (namely, brand extensions and new-name brands). Specifically, we investigate the direct effects of market orientation and resource orientation on timing of new brand introduction. We then examine the moderating effects of the market-based factors (competitive intensity and market turbulence) on the relationship between the firm-based factors and the timing decision.

This study has two key contributions. This paper will provide a greater insight into when a firm should introduce a brand extension and new-name brand into a market in order to maximise the likelihood of success for the new brand.
Second, by examining the timing of introduction of brand extensions and new-name brands, this study will contribute significantly to the body of literature on new brands. New brands are seen as key drivers of new product success (Broniarczyk and Alba 1994; Gatignon, Weitz, and Bansal 1990; Nijssen 1999; Smith and Park 1992; Sullivan 1992). The existing new brand literature has been underpinned by a strong consumer behaviour stance. While the consumer behaviour perspective is certainly important, other strategic influences have been overlooked. This study is among the first attempts to incorporate a more strategic, organizational focus in the examination of timing of new brand introduction.
This paper is structured as follows. The first section presents the conceptual framework. Then, a discussion of the methodology employed in this study follows. The third section presents the results of the moderated regression analysis. This is followed by a discussion of the key managerial and theoretical implications of this research. The paper concludes with the limitations of the study and some possible future research avenues.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Timing of entry refers to a firm’s decision on when to enter a new market. It involves the decision of whether to enter earlier or later into a market. Recently, the issue of timing of entry has been studied extensively in the marketing and strategic management literatures. According to Lieberman and Montgomery (1998: 1113), “faced with a decision about when to enter a new market, the optimal timing often depends upon the strengths and weaknesses of the firm’s resource base.”

New brands are a mechanism by which firms can introduce new products into new markets (Sullivan 1992). Farquhar (1989) argues that a brand’s equity imparts a competitive advantage to a firm, because the brand is used to distinguish one product from another by giving it a distinct meaning. As Nijssen (1999: 450) argues, “brands provide a launching pad for new product success.” Two key new brand introduction strategies that are increasingly being used by firms as a strategic tool for growth into new markets are brand extensions and new-name brands (Broniarczyk and Alba 1994; Gatignon, Weitz, and Bansal 1990; Nijssen 1999). Brand extension refers to “the tool through which firms introduce their brands into new product categories” (Sullivan 1992: 793). A new-name brand refers to a new brand name that is created for a new product (Sullivan 1991).
Figure 1 is the conceptual framework for the discussion that follows. Specifically, the conceptual model  consists of two sets of factors: (1) the antecedent variables that are hypothesized to affect a firm’s timing of introduction decision for brand extensions and new-name brands, including market orientation and resource orientation (the firm-based based factors); and (2) the market-based moderator variables (competitive intensity and market turbulence) that are hypothesized to strengthen or weaken the relationship between firm-based factors (market orientation and resource orientation) and decisions regarding the timing of brand extension introduction and the timing of new-name brand introduction.

-- Insert Figure 1 about here --
Market Orientation

A market orientation is an orientation whose strategic intent is an outward-focus. It is a demand-pull strategy. A market-oriented firm is market-driven and strongly related to the strategic orientation dimensions of futurity, proactivity, and analysis (Morgan and Strong 1998). A market-oriented firm is very aware of external market conditions and opportunities, and takes an outside-in perspective to strategic decision-making (Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Paladino 2006). A market orientation allows a firm to deliver  superior value through both an understanding of its customers and competitors, and an understanding of those capabilities which allow it to deliver superior customer value (Day 1994; Narver and Slater 1990).

Introducing a new brand earlier rather than later into the market is a risky strategy, as market uncertainty exists, the demand potential for the new brand is not yet established, and the development costs of the new brand are high (Kerin, Varadarajan, and Peterson 1992; Lambkin 1988; Lieberman and Montgomery 1988; Sullivan 1991). A brand extension strategy can alleviate some of these risks as it can leverage the equity of the parent brand (Broniarczyk and Alba 1994). A new-name brand, though, must build its identity and image from scratch, thus increasing both the risks and costs of developing a new-name brand and entering it earlier into a market (Kapferer 1997; Smith 1991; Sullivan 1991). A market-oriented firm is in a position to respond quickly to changes in its external environment by developing the appropriate new brand to meet the new market opportunity (either a brand extension or a new-name brand) and then introducing the new brand into the market before the competition. A market orientation enables a firm to be proactive and innovative and “to keep track of demand and supply variations in the marketplace and orchestrate appropriate responses to such changes” (Varadarajan and Jayachandran 1999: 134). A market-oriented firm knows and understands both their market as well as their own ability to respond to new external market requirements better than the competition. This is supported by Lieberman and Montgomery’s (1988: 54) assertion that “in order for a firm to become a first-mover or a pioneer, a feasible opportunity must present itself. The occurrence of such an opportunity depends on the firm’s own foresight, skill and luck, and that of competitors.” 
The preceding discussion suggests that a market orientation enables a firm to enter a market earlier with either a brand extension or a new-name brand because of their thorough knowledge of the market and their own capabilities, and because of a willingness and ability to be innovative and to take risks. The ability to be an early-mover entails a corresponding level of risk-taking. In light of this, the following hypothesis is put forth:

H1: Greater market orientation will lead to: (a) earlier brand extension introduction; and (b) earlier new-name brand introduction.

Resource Orientation

A resource orientation is based on the Resource-Based View (RBV), which looks at how firms use their resources to build a sustainable competitive advantage (Barney 1991; Collis and Montgomery 1995; Wernerfelt 1984). The RBV helps a firm to address “the fit between what a firm has the ability to do and what it has the opportunity to do” (Russo and Fouts 1997: 536).

With a resource orientation, competitive advantage “is rooted inside a firm” (Russo and Fouts 1997: 536), and is built around the internal resources of the firm and the ability of management to use these resources as a source of advantage (Grant 1991). The strategic intent of a resource orientation is to focus on the internal environment, with the external environment a secondary focus (Chmielewski and Paladino, 2007). It suggests that a firm takes an inside-out approach whereby a firm examines their existing stock of resources, and then looks outwards to see how these resources can be used to satisfy market needs (Verdin and Williamson 1994). In other words, a resource orientation implies a supply-push strategy.

Introducing a new brand into the market requires a thorough understanding of the market, as well as a willingness on the part of the firm to take some risks. As outlined in the previous discussion on market orientation, earlier entry increases the risks associated with market entry, because demand potential may not yet be established, nor may it be very clear how the new brand should be positioned (Lambkin 1988; Sullivan 1991). Likewise, the costs associated with earlier entry can be quite high, because firms may have to establish the market (Lilien and Yoon 1990; Robinson, Kalyanaram, and Urban 1994; Sullivan 1991). Additionally, without the benefit of a thorough understanding of the market and the specific needs of customers, it may be difficult for a firm to assess whether a brand extension or a new-name brand is the most appropriate strategy by which to enter the market. A resource-oriented firm may not be in a position to quickly respond to changed environmental circumstances or to meet new opportunities in the marketplace. This is because a resource-oriented firm needs to look first at their existing stock of resources, evaluate how they match the new environment, and then decide whether, and when, to enter the market (Paladino 2006). A resource orientation allows a firm to learn and adapt to change (Teece, Pisano, and Shuen 1997), but this process takes time, thus preventing a resource-oriented firm from responding to immediate changes in their external environment. According to Schilling (1998: 273), “firms tend to use and build on their existing knowledge base rather than entering unfamiliar areas.”

The preceding discussion indicates that a resource orientation increases the likelihood of a firm introducing a brand extension or a new-name brand later rather than earlier into the market. Later introduction ensures that there is better fit between the firm’s internal (resource) environment and their external (market) environment. On this basis, the following hypothesis is presented:

H2: Greater resource orientation will lead to: (a) later brand extension introduction; and (b) later new-name brand introduction.

Moderating Effects

The strategic marketing and management literature has long argued that a firm’s environment affects a firm’s strategy-making activities (Miller 1987; Tan and Litschert 1994). According to Gatignon and Xuereb (1997: 80), “the effectiveness of a firm’s orientation is conditioned by the nature of its market.” This suggests that a firm’s external market (characterized by competitive intensity and market turbulence) has a moderating effect on the relationship between a firm’s strategic orientation and its timing of introduction decision for a new brand. Competitive intensity refers to the extent to which the composition of the market and competitive actions change over time (Gatignon and Xuereb 1997; Kohli and Jaworski 1990). Market turbulence refers to the extent to which the composition of customers and their preferences change over time (Han, Kim, and Srivastava 1998; Kohli and Jaworski 1990).
As outlined earlier, a market-oriented firm is proactive and outward-focused, has a thorough understanding of both its customers and competitors, as well as an understanding of its internal capabilities which allow the firm to deliver superior value to the customer (Day 1994; Narver and Slater 1990). A market-oriented firm is able to use its market knowledge to quickly respond to changes in its external market by entering a new brand into the market before the competition. On the other hand, a resource-oriented firm is more inward-focused, aiming to generate the most appropriate match between their internal resources and capabilities and external market requirements (Paladino 2006).

Low levels of competitive intensity and market turbulence increase the attractiveness of a market because the profit potential of such a market is greater (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Sullivan 1991). When faced with an attractive market, a firm is more likely to enter earlier in order to capitalise on the profit potential of the market. Therefore, an attractive market is more likely to strengthen the relationship between market orientation and earlier new brand introduction because a market-oriented firm understands the market which it is entering and can exploit the low levels of market turbulence and competitive intensity. A resource-oriented firm focuses on ensuring that there is the best possible match between their internal resource environment and external market environment (Chmielewski and Paladino, 2007). An attractive market with low competitive intensity and low market turbulence is a more stable market, which reduces the risks of entering earlier into such a market. Whilst a resource-oriented firm is not in a position to respond as quickly to immediate changes in their external environment as a market-oriented firm might be, an attractive market may induce them to enter a new brand more quickly into the market in order to benefit from both the profit potential of and the stability within the market. On this basis, the following hypotheses are put forth:

H3:      Lower competitive intensity: 

(a) strengthens the relationship between market orientation and earlier brand extension introduction; 

(b) strengthens the relationship between market orientation and earlier new-name brand introduction; 

(c) weakens the relationship between resource orientation and later brand extension introduction; and 

(d) weakens the relationship between resource orientation and later new-name brand introduction.

H4:      Lower market turbulence: 

(a) strengthens the relationship between market orientation and earlier brand extension introduction; 

(b) strengthens the relationship between market orientation and earlier new-name brand introduction; 

(c) weakens the relationship between resource orientation and later brand extension introduction; and 

(d) weakens the relationship between resource orientation and later new-name brand introduction.

methodology

Data Collection

The unit of analysis is the strategic business unit (SBU). The sampling frame consisted of 2894 consumer goods firms. The study employed an on-line survey. An on-line survey was chosen because past research has found that an on-line survey generally “produces an acceptable response rate at a lower cost per returned questionnaire than mail” (Tse, 1998, p. 353).

This research used a key informant strategy: the on-line survey was emailed to one key informant within each SBU. The key informant within the SBU was someone who held a position equivalent to divisional general managers. E-mail invitations containing a hyperlink leading to a web-site with the on-line survey were sent to senior executives in the sample firms. The initial e-mail was followed by two subsequent follow-up e-mails. The response rate, after taking into account a number of ineligible and/or unreachable respondents, was 6 per cent, with 149 useable surveys completed. Whilst the response rate is low, it is not unusual.  Alreck and Settle (1995) note that it is not uncommon for direct mail data collection response rates to fall within the range of 5 to 10 per cent. Indeed, our response rate (6 per cent) was consistent with the response rate obtained by Tse (1998) (7 per cent) in his study comparing response rates when using e-mail versus mail data collection methods. 

For the purposes of this study, a high internal validity was more important than external validity, which is consistent with the view put forth by Wittink (2004) in his Editorial Statement of the Journal of Marketing Research. Nonetheless, non-response bias was evaluated using a range of methods, including the Armstrong and Overton (1977) method, one-way between-groups ANOVAs, and the Mann-Whitney U Test. The findings generated from all three methods indicated that non-response bias was not a problem with these data. 

The Measures

The study used existing scales to measure market orientation, resource orientation, market turbulence, competitive intensity, timing of new brand introduction, and the control variables. Market Orientation refers to the extent to which the SBU is customer- and competitor-oriented (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster Jr 1993; Narver and Slater 1990). This research adopted the nine-item scale developed by Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster Jr (1993), and was measured using a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree: 7 = strongly agree). Resource orientation refers to the extent to which a firm creates behaviours that are required to identify, apply and accumulate unique and valuable resources that create sustainable and superior value for the firm. This fifteen-item scale, applied from Paladino (2006), was assessed using a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree: 7 = strongly agree). Market turbulence refers to the extent to which the composition of a business unit’s customers and their preferences change over time, while competitive intensity refers to the extent to which the composition of a business unit’s market and competitive actions change over time (Jaworski and Kohli 1993). These two scales contained six items each. They were assessed on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree. Timing of new brand introduction was operationalized as the number of months that passed between entry of the SBU’s respective new brand strategy (i.e., brand extension and new-name brand) and the first brand to enter the same market (Green, Barclay, and Ryans 1995). This research adapted the single-item timing-of-entry scale used by Schoenecker and Cooper (1998). This was measured using a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = 0 – 7: 7 = > 47). Therefore, earlier entry should produce a negative β, whilst later entry should result in a positive β. 
Consistent with prior research studies on new brands and order of entry (see Fuentelsaz, Gomez, and Polo 2002; Lilien and Yoon 1990; Robinson and Fornell 1985; Smith and Park 1992), this study employed brand development time, degree of similarity of new brand with existing brands, business unit size and dynamic resource advantage as control variables.

A pretest was first conducted to determine face validity. We then assessed measure reliability and validity using exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL. The results supported both discriminant and convergent validity for all constructs. We subjected key constructs to CFA to test the underlying structure identified (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988). Briefly, the following results were attained; (a) for Resource Orientation and Market Orientation, the goodness-of-fit (GFI) = 0.94, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.07, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.96; and (b) for Market Turbulence and Competitive Intensity, GFI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.09, CFI = 0.90. The fit indices indicate a good fit and meet the benchmarks suggested by the literature (Baumgartner and Homburg, 1996).

Table 1 reports the correlations, Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability and average variance extracted. The Cronbach’s alpha for the constructs ranged from 0.70 to 0.90, thus exceeding the threshold of 0.70 recommended by Churchill (1979). Likewise, the composite reliabilities of each of the constructs well exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.60 (Churchill 1979; Fornell and Larcker 1981), ranging from 0.69 to 0.94. Lastly, the average variances extracted ranged from 32% to 65%; all above the recommended 0.50 level except for competitive intensity, market turbulence and market orientation (Fornell and Larcker 1981).

--- Insert Table 1 about here ---

Discriminant validity was assessed using two different techniques. First, in line with the suggestions of Bagozzi and Yi (1988), we constrained and then freed the phi coefficients for all possible pairs of constructs. Then, the difference between the (2 of the constrained model and the (2 of the unconstrained model (with one degree of freedom) was calculated. In all cases, the (2 difference was significant, being above the critical value of 3.84, despite the loss of one degree of freedom. The constructs with the free (unconstrained) phi coefficient fit the data far better than those with a fixed coefficient, thereby indicating discriminant validity between the constructs.

Discriminant validity was also investigated by comparing the squared correlations for all pairs of constructs under study with the AVE for each construct (Fornell and Larcker 1981). As shown in Table 1, in all possible pairs of constructs, the AVE for each construct exceeded the squared correlation between construct pairs, thus indicating the presence of discriminant validity in our constructs.

RESULTS
Multiple regression analysis was conducted on the hypothesized relationships. To recap, timing of entry is operationalized as the number of months that passed between entry of the SBU’s respective new brand strategy and the first brand to ever enter the same market. Therefore, earlier entry should produce a negative β, whilst later entry should result in a positive β.  Table 2 provides a summary of the results. 

Direct Effect Hypotheses

Hypotheses 1a-b predicted that the greater the market orientation: (a) the earlier the brand extension introduction; and (b) the earlier the new-name brand introduction. Earlier brand extension introduction (β = .09, p > .10) was not significantly related to market orientation, which fails to support Hypothesis 1a. Earlier new-name brand introduction (β = -2.13, p < .05) was significantly and negatively related to market orientation, in accordance with Hypothesis 1b.

Hypotheses 2a-b predicted that the greater the resource orientation: (a) the later the brand extension introduction; and (b) the later the new-name brand introduction. Both later brand extension introduction (β = -.97, p > .10) and later new-name brand introduction (β = 1.83, p < .10) were not significantly related to resource orientation.

Interaction Effect Hypotheses

Hypothesis 3a predicted that lower competitive intensity would strengthen the relationship between market orientation and earlier brand extension introduction. The results show that the interaction effect of competitive intensity with market orientation and earlier brand extension introduction (β = .37, p > .10) was not significant.

Hypothesis 3b predicted that lower competitive intensity would strengthen the relationship between market orientation and earlier new-name brand introduction. The interaction effect of competitive intensity with market orientation and earlier new-name brand introduction (β = -1.44, p < .05) was significant and negative as hypothesized. 
Hypothesis 3c predicted that lower competitive intensity would weaken the relationship between resource orientation and later brand extension introduction. The interaction effect of competitive intensity with resource orientation and later brand extension introduction (β = -1.70, p < .05) was negative and significant as hypothesized. 

Hypothesis 3d predicted that lower competitive intensity would weaken the relationship between resource orientation and new-name brand extension introduction. The interaction effect of competitive intensity with resource orientation and later new-name brand introduction (β = 1.14, p > .10) was not significant.

Hypothesis 4a predicted that lower market turbulence would strengthen the relationship between market orientation and earlier brand extension introduction. The interaction effect of market turbulence with market orientation and earlier brand extension introduction (β = .01, p > .10) was not significant.

Hypothesis 4b predicted that lower market turbulence would strengthen the relationship between market orientation and earlier new-name brand introduction. The interaction effect of market turbulence with market orientation and earlier new-name brand introduction (β = -1.97, p < .05) is significant and negative as hypothesized. but was not significant at 
Hypothesis 4c predicted that lower market turbulence would weaken the relationship between resource orientation and later brand extension introduction. The interaction effect of market turbulence with resource orientation and later brand extension introduction (β = .48, p < .10) was not significant.

Hypothesis 4d predicted that lower market turbulence would weaken the relationship between resource orientation and later new-name brand introduction. The interaction effect of market turbulence with resource orientation and later new-name brand introduction (β = -1.78, p < .05) was significant and negative as hypothesized. 

Control Variables

The results indicate that SBU size and dynamic resource advantage have no effect on timing of brand extension introduction or on timing of new-name brand introduction. Brand development time was negatively and significantly related to timing of brand extension introduction (β = -.78, p < .01), but was not related to timing of new-name brand introduction. Referent product—new product similarity was significantly and positively related to timing of brand extension introduction (β = .43, p < .05). 

--- Insert Table 2 about here ---

DISCUSSION
As outlined earlier, there has been a paucity of research studies seeking to understand the internal and external drivers of the timing of introduction decision for brand extensions and for new-name brands. Existing timing-of-entry research, and, in particular, new brand introduction research, have been driven heavily by the consumer behaviour perspective. The purpose of this study has been to cover this gap in the literature and to empirically investigate timing of new brand introduction from a strategic, managerial perspective through the examination of the impact of firm-based and market-based factors on the timing of introduction of both brand extensions and new-name brands. 

The findings from this study (discussed below) serve to reinforce that it is important for both market-oriented firms and resource-oriented firms to be aware of their external market so that they can make the most appropriate entry timing decision to allow a brand extension and a new-name brand to capitalise on attractive market conditions.

Managerial Implications
This study has a number of important implications for marketing practice. The results show that the timing of introduction decision for new brand strategies is affected by both firm-based and market-based factors. The results also indicate that brand extension strategies and new-name brand strategies are largely affected by different factors and should be entered into the market at different times. This is consistent with Shamsie, Phelps, and Kuperman’s (2004: 81) finding that “each firm needs to make an informed choice about its own optimal timing of entry.” Consequently, this study contributes to marketing practice by enhancing managers’ understanding of the key determinants of the introduction timing decision for both brand extensions and new-name brands. 
One of the key findings of this study is that the ability of a new-name brand to be introduced earlier into the market is linked to a firm’s strategic orientation, specifically to market orientation. The results show that a market orientation facilitates the earlier introduction of a new-name brand into the market. As outlined earlier, a new-name brand is considered to be a riskier mechanism by which to enter a new product into a market, because it cannot borrow equity and awareness from a parent brand like a brand extension can (Sullivan 1991). A market orientation reduces the risks of early introduction of a new-name brand because the firm is in a better position to thoroughly understand both market conditions and customers’ latent needs (Houston 1986). As Cooper (1994: 65) found, “a dedication to building in marketing activities is central to new product success.” Thus, managerially speaking, a market orientation facilitates the early introduction of a new-name brand into the market.

Second, the results highlight the importance of including market-based variables in the study of timing of new brand introduction. As Fuentelsaz, Gomez, and Polo (2002: 260) argue, “competitive conditions capture the threats and opportunities firms face.” Market-based factors were found to play an important role in the timing of new brand introduction decision, as they had a strong moderating effect on the market orientation(timing of new brand introduction relationship and on the resource orientation(timing of new brand introduction relationship. A firm’s external environment can be a source of information uncertainty (Rajagopolan Nandini and Spreitzer 1997). An attractive market implies greater stability in the market, which reduces the risks of entry and increases the profit potential of the market. Managers of brand extensions, and in particular new-name brands, should capitalise on the profit potential of an attractive market by introducing the new brand more quickly than they otherwise might when faced with an unattractive market. As Schoenecker and Cooper (1998: 1139) state, “when barriers to entry are low, many firms may be able to enter and, furthermore, may be able to do so with limited resources at risk.” The results indicate that both market-oriented and resource-oriented firms need to take into consideration their external competitive environment before introducing a new brand into the market in order to reduce the risks of market entry.

Theoretical Implications
Timing of new brand introduction is a costly core strategic decision (Broniarczyk and Alba 1994), and brand extensions and new-name brands are increasingly being used as tools for strategic growth into new markets (Broniarczyk and Alba 1994). Yet, little research has attempted to understand the strategic antecedents to timing of brand extension introduction and to timing of new-name brand introduction. Therefore, an important contribution of this study is to provide a more comprehensive examination of the strategic factors influencing a firm’s timing of introduction decision for these two new brand strategies. 

The major purpose of this study was to empirically examine the firm-based and market-based antecedents to timing of new brand introduction. A critical point is that there are many factors involved in analysing a firm’s timing of introduction decision for a new brand, in particular firm-based and market-based factors, which have an impact on a firm’s strategic decision-making process (Cockburn, Henderson, and Stern 2000; Doyle 2000; Fuentelsaz, Gomez, and Polo 2002). Drawing on the strategic orientation literature, the RBV, and on the competitive environment literature, this research demonstrates that the timing of introduction decision for a new brand can be partly explained by both firm-based and market-based factors. Joining these bodies of literature and conducting research of an interdisciplinary nature on the timing of introduction decision for brand extensions and for new-name brands allows a better understanding of how a firm might enter a market at the right time with the most appropriate new brand strategy, given the firm’s internal and external environments.

The results show that firm-based factors, specifically market orientation, have a direct effect on timing of new brand introduction. This is consistent with previous studies that have found that a strategic orientation influences a firm’s strategy-making activities (e.g., Gatignon and Xuereb 1997; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Noble, Sinha, and Kumar 2002). 

With respect to the market-based factors, past research studies have examined the moderating effects of competitive intensity and market turbulence on the market orientation(business performance relationship, and found little support for any moderator effects (see Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Slater and Narver 1994). However, this study is the first to examine the proposition that the competitive environment has a moderating effect on the strategic orientation(timing of new brand introduction relationship. The results from this study support the moderator effects of both competitive environment variables. Therefore, one can infer from these results that a firm’s external environment needs to be factored into a firm’s strategic decision on timing of new brand introduction.

Finally, the results suggest that different factors affect brand extension strategies and new-name brand strategies and that they should be introduced into the market at different times. These results support prior research that found that early-movers and late-movers are clearly different (see Lieberman and Montgomery 1988; Robinson, Fornell, and Sullivan 1992).

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH AVENUES
Though the study provides some useful insights into the drivers of the timing of new brand introduction decision, certain limitations should be recognized. The key limitation has to do with the use of a key informant approach. Using multiple informants within a SBU can enhance researchers’ understanding of the mechanisms, processes, and outcomes of the SBU’s strategy (Chen, Farh, and MacMillan 1993). Using multiple informants can also reduce informant bias, particular on subjective (Kumar, Stern, and Anderson 1993; Nijssen 1999; Phillips 1981). 
In addition, the use of surveys as the sole method of data collection has been argued to be a contributor to common method variance. The ideal scenario would involve the use of a combination of methods for data collection, incorporating both quantitative and qualitative techniques. Cross-sectional research enables us to only examine relationships at one point in time, thus making it difficult to assess causality.

While the consumer goods industry constituted an appropriate setting for this research, research in other industries, such as the industrial goods industry, is also needed to understand whether the same factors drive the timing of new brand introduction decision.

In addition, a replication of the present study could be conducted in the services industry. The services industry is becoming increasingly competitive, and given the difficulty of differentiating services due to their intangible nature, branding and brand management are particularly relevant and important to services firms (Berry 2000). 

CONCLUSIONS
To date, the majority of the research conducted on timing of new brand introduction has taken a consumer behaviour perspective. While the consumer behaviour perspective is certainly important, other strategic influences have been largely overlooked. This study is among the first attempts to incorporate a strategic, managerial focus in the examination of timing of new brand introduction. By doing so, it has contributed to both marketing theory and practice by offering insight into how firm-based factors (market orientation and resource orientation) and market-based factors (competitive intensity and market turbulence) affect timing of new brand introduction decisions. As Lieberman and Montgomery (1998: 1122) argue, “a continuing challenge is to understand the determinants of entry order and lead times across a diversity of market environments with heterogeneous firms.” It is hoped that this research will stimulate greater interest in and study of the strategic drivers and success factors of timing of new brand introduction.
REFERENCES
Alreck, P. L., & Settle, R. B. (1995). The Survey Research Handbook. New York, NY: Orwin.

Armstrong, J. S., & Overton, T. S. (1977). Estimating nonresponse bias in mail surveys. Journal of Marketing Research, 14(3), 396-402.
Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation models. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 16(1), 74-89.

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management, 17(1), 99-119.
Baumgartner, H., & Homburg, C. (1996). Applications of structural equation modelling in marketing and consumer research: A review. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 13(2), 139-161.

Berry, L. L. (2000). Cultivating service brand equity. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28(Winter), 128-37.

Broniarczyk, S. M., & Alba, J. W. (1994). The Importance of the Brand in Brand Extension. Journal of Marketing Research, 31(May), 214-28.

Chen, M. J, Farh, J. L. & MacMillan, I. C. (1993). An exploration of the expertness of outside informants. Academy of Management Journal, 36(6), 1614-32.

Chmielewski, D. A., & Paladino, A. (2007). Driving a resource orientation: reviewing the role of resource and capability characteristics. Management Decision, 45(3), 462-483.
Churchill, Jr., G. A. (1979). A Paradigm for Developing Better Measures of Marketing Constructs. Journal of Marketing Research, 16(1), 64-73.

Cobb-Walgren, C. J., Ruble, C. A., & Donthu, N. (1995). Brand Equity, brand preference, and purchase intent. Journal of Advertising, 24(Fall), 25-40.

Cockburn, I. M., Henderson, R. M., & Stern, S. (2000). Untangling the origins of competitive advantage. Strategic Management Journal, 21(10/11), 1123-1145.
Collis, D. J., & Montgomery, C. A. (1995). Competing on resources strategy in the 1990s. Harvard Business Review, 73(July-August), 118-128.

Cooper, R. G. (1994). New Products: The Factors that Drive Success. International Marketing Review, 11(1), 60-76.

Day, George S. (1994), The Capabilities of Market-Driven Organizations. Journal of Marketing, 58(4), 37-52.

Deshpandé, Rohit, John U. Farley, and Frederick E. Webster Jr (1993), Corporate Culture, Customer Orientation, and Innovativeness in Japanese Firms: A Quadrand Analysis. Journal of Marketing, 57(January), 23-27.

Doyle, P. (2000). Value-Based Marketing: Marketing Strategies for Corporate Growth and Shareholder Value. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Farquhar, P. H. (1989). Managing brand equity. Marketing Research, (September), 24-33.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39-50.

Fuentelsaz, L., Gomez, J., & Polo, Y. (2002). Followers' entry timing: evidence from the Spanish banking sector after deregulation. Strategic Management Journal, 23(3), 245-64.

Gatignon, H., Weitz, B. A., & Bansal, P. (1990).Brand introduction strategies and competitive environments. Journal of Marketing Research, 27(4), 390-401.

Gatignon, H., & Xuereb, J. M. (1997), Strategic orientation of the firm and new product performance. Journal of Marketing Research, 34(1), 77-90.

Gerbing, D. W., & Anderson, J. C. (1988). An updated paradigm for scale development incorporating unidimensionality and its assessment. Journal of Marketing Research, 25(2), 186-92.

Grant, R. M. (1991). The resource-based theory of competitive advantage: Implications for strategy formulation. California Management Review. 33(3), 114-35.

Green, D. H., Barclay, D. W., & Ryans, A. B. (1995). Entry strategy and long-term performance: conceptualization and empirical examination. Journal of Marketing, 59(4), 1-16.

Han, J. K., Kim, N., & Srivastava, R. K. (1998). Market orientation and organizational performance: is innovation a missing link? Journal of Marketing, 62(4), 30-45.

Houston, F. S. (1986). The marketing concept: what it is and what it is not. Journal of Marketing, 50(2), 81-87.

Jaworski, B. J., & Kohli, A. K. (1993). Market orientation: antecedents and consequences. Journal of Marketing, 57(3), 53-70.

Kapferer, J-N (1997). Strategic brand management: creating and sustaining brand equitylong term (2nd ed). Dover, NH: Kogan Page.

Kerin, R. A., Varadarajan, P. R., & Peterson, R. A. (1992). First-mover advantage: a synthesis, conceptual framework, and research propositions. Journal of Marketing, 56(4), 33-52.

Kohli, A. K., & Jaworski, B. J. (1990). Market orientation: the construct, research propositions, and managerial implications. Journal of Marketing, 54(2), 1-18.

Kumar, N., Stern, L. W., & Anderson, J. C. (1993). Conducting interorganisational research using key informants. Academy of Management Journal, 36(6), 1633-51.

Lambkin, M. (1988). Order of entry and performance in new markets. Strategic Management Journal, 9(Summer), 127-40.

Lieberman, M. B., & Montgomery, D. B., (1988). First-mover advantages. Strategic Management Journal, 9(Summer), 41-58.

---- (1998), First-mover (dis)advantages: retrospective and link with the resource-based view. Strategic Management Journal, 19(12), 1111-25.

Lilien, Gary L. and Eunsang Yoon (1990), The timing of competitive market entry: an exploratory study of new industrial products. Management Science, 36 (May), 568-85.

Miller, D. (1987). The structural and environmental correlates of business strategy. Strategic Management Journal, 8(1-2), 55-76.

Moore, M. J., Boulding, W., & Goodstein, R. C. (1991). Pioneering and market share: is entry time endogenous and does it matter? Journal of Marketing Research, 28(1), 97-104.

Morgan, R. M., & Strong, C. A. (1998). Market orientation and dimensions of strategic orientation. European Journal of Marketing, 32(11/12), 1051-73.

Narver, J. C., & Slater, S. F. (1990). The effect of a market orientation on business profitability. Journal of Marketing, 54(4), 20-35.

Nijssen, E. J. (1999). Success factors of line extensions of fast-moving consumer goods. European Journal of Marketing, 33(5/6), 450-74.

Noble, C. H., Sinha, R. K., & Kumar, A. (2002). Market orientation and alternative strategic orientations: a longitudinal assessment of performance implications. Journal of Marketing, 66(4), 25-39.

Paladino, A. (2006). Understanding the drivers of corporate performance and customer value. In J. Manzoni, J. & M. Epstein. (Eds.), Performance Measurement and Management Control; Improving Organizations and Society. New Jersey, NJ: Elsevier Science, 137-62.

Phillips, L. W. (1991). Assessing measurement error in key informant reports: a methodological note on organisational analysis in marketing. Journal of Marketing Research, 8(4), 395-415.

Rajagopolan, N., & Spreitzer, G. M. (1997). Toward a theory of strategic change: a multi-lens perspective and integrative framework. Academy of Management Review, 22(1), 48-79.

Robinson, W. T., & Fornell, C. (1985). Sources of market pioneer advantages in consumer goods industries. Journal of Marketing Research, 22(3), 305-17.

----,  Fornell, C., & Sullivan, M. (1992). Are market pioneers intrinsically stronger than later entrants? Strategic Management Journal, 13(11), 609-24.

----, Kalyanaram, G., & Urban, G. L. (1994). First-mover advantages from pioneering new markets: a survey of empirical evidence. Review of Industrial Organization, (9), 1-23.

Russo, M. V., & Fouts, P. A. (1997). A resource based perspective on corporate environmental performance and profitability. Academy of Management Review, 40(June), 534-59.

Schilling, M. A. (1998). Technological lockout: an integrative model of the economic and strategic factors driving technology success and failure. Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 267-84.

Schnaars, S. (1986). When entering growth markets, are pioneers better than poachers? Business Horizons, 29(March-April), 27-36.

Schoenecker, T. S., & Cooper, A. C. (1998). The role of firm resources and organizational attributes in determining entry timing: a cross-industry study. Strategic Management Journal, 19(12), 1127-43.

Shamsie, J., Phelps, C., & Kuperman, J. (2004). Better late than never: a study of late entrants in household electrical equipment. Strategic Management Journal, 25(1), 69-84.

Slater, S. F., & Narver, JC. (1994). Does competitive environment moderate the market orientation-performance relationship? Journal of Marketing, 58(1), 46-55.

Smith, D. C., & Park, C. W. (1992). The effects of brand extensions on market share and advertising efficiency. Journal of Marketing Research, 29(3), 296-313.

Sullivan, M. (1991). Brand extension and order of entry. Marketing Science Institute Working Paper No. 91-105, Cambridge, MA: Marketing Science Institute, 1-28.
---- (1992). Brand extensions: when to use them. Management Science, 38(June), 793-806.

Tan, J. J., & Litschert, R. J. (1994). Environment-strategy relationship and its performance implications: an empirical study of the Chinese electronics industry. Strategic Management Journal, 15(1), 1-20.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal, 18(8), 509-33.

Tse, A. C. B. (1998). Comparing the response rate, response speed and response quality of two methods of sending questionnaires: E-mail vs. mail. Journal of the Market Research Society, 40(4), 353-361.

Varadarajan, P. R., &Jayachandran, S. (1999). "Marketing strategy: an assessment of the state of the field and outlook. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(2), 120-43.

Verdin, P., & Williamson P. (1994). Successful strategy: stargazing or self-examination? European Management Journal, 21(1), 10-19.

Wernerfelt, B. (1984). A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 5(2), 171-80.

Wittink, D. R. (2004). Journal of marketing research: 2 Ps. Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 41(1), 1-6.



Figure 1: Conceptual model 
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Table 1: Correlation matrix and descriptive statistics

	Constructs
	Mean a
	S.D
	(
	CR
	AVE
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	1.   Market Orientation
	5.49
	 .92
	0.81
	0.82
	0.44
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.   Resource Orientation
	4.57
	1.05
	0.84
	0.94
	0.65
	.52**
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.   Dynamic Resource Adv. b
	18.64
	8.64
	
	
	
	.45**
	.56**
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.   Resource Sustainability
	3.86
	1.33
	0.85
	0.86
	0.60
	.30**
	.46**
	.87**
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	

	5.   Capability Dynamism
	4.73
	1.09
	0.90
	0.90
	0.64
	.46**
	.47**
	.66**
	.26**
	1.00
	
	
	
	

	6.   Market Turbulence
	3.49
	1.07
	0.70
	0.69
	0.32
	-.00
	-.23*
	.02
	.02
	.01
	1.00
	
	
	

	7.   Competitive Intensity
	3.15
	1.21
	0.82
	0.82
	0.49
	.05
	.40
	.19*
	.19**
	.10
	.24**
	. 1.00
	
	

	8.  Timing—Brand Extension
	3.54
	2.44
	
	
	
	.04
	.13
	.13
	.14
	-.03
	-.10
	-.05
	1.00
	

	9.  Timing—New-Name Brand
	4.63
	2.57
	
	
	
	-.03
	.08
	-.02
	-.08
	.13
	.04
	-.16
	-.57**
	1.00


** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (one-tailed).

*   Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (one-tailed).

a)  1 = lowest level, 7 = highest level, except for dynamic resource advantage (where 1 = lowest level, 49 = highest level).

b)  Dynamic resource advantage is a multiplicative variable (a product of resource sustainability and capability dynamism).

NOTE: ( = Cronbach’s Alpha; CR = Composite Reliability; AVE = average variance extracted.
Table 2: Multiple regression analysis: standardized regression coefficients

	
	Dependent Variables

	
	Timing of Brand Extension Introduction
	Timing of New-Name Brand Introduction

	
	β
	t
	β
	t

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	

	Brand Development Time
	 -.78
	-7.40*
	  .16
	   .81

	Ref. Product—New Product Sim
	  .43

	 2.70**
	 
	

	SBU Size
	  .10
	 1.18
	  .05
	   .23

	Dynamic Resource Advantage
	  .25

	 1.97
	    .66

	   2.04***

	
	
	
	
	

	Direct Effects
	
	
	
	

	Market Orientation (MO)
	  .09
	   .18
	-2.13
	-2.79**

	Resource Orientation (RO)
	 -.97
	-1.45
	 1.83
	 1.69***

	Competitive Intensity
	  .26
	 1.70***
	   .11
	   .40

	Market Turbulence
	  .26
	 2.53**
	 -.36
	-1.97**

	
	
	
	
	

	Interaction Effects
	
	
	
	

	MO x Competitive Intensity
	  .37
	  .97
	-1.44
	-2.31**

	RO x Competitive Intensity
	         -1.70
	        -2.31**
	 1.14
	   .95

	MO x Market Turbulence
	  .01
	  .03
	              -.76
	-1.97**

	RO x Market Turbulence
	  .48
	1.62***
	            -1.78
	-2.03**

	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	  .80
	
	   .85
	

	Adjusted R2
	  .70
	
	   .61
	

	F
	8.23*
	
	 3.61**
	


* p ≤ .01; ** p ≤ .05; *** p ≤ .10 (One-tailed tests are used because of directional hypotheses; two-tailed tests were employed for the Control Variable
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