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Behavioral characteristics of strategic interaction in product competition:
an empirical research based on three main satellite TVs in China

YAN Xueling' LIN Jianhao’
(1. School of Economics Sichuan University Chengdu 610065 China;
2. Lingnan College Sun Yat-Sen University Guangzhou 510275 China)

Abstract: To imitate or to differentiate that is a paramount consideration for enterprises faced with strong competition.
This paper employs the simultaneous-equations model based on panel data of three domestic provincial satellite TVs to make
an empirical research on the program competition strategies with broadcast time to describe the horizontal differentiation of
product competition. The results show that there are obvious differentiation strategic interaction among Hunan Jiangsu and
Beijing satellite TVs. In the subsample of main TV programs according to the broadcasting proportions the degree of differen—
tiation extends. Furthermore the paper uses the change of the broadcasting length of various program types during two periods
to identify the popularity of program types and examines the return of the satellite TVs to follow the market trend. The results
show that following the market trend has a positive significant effect on audience rating for all three satellite TVs. But this
effect differs in the subsamples of main programs: Hunan satellite TV as the leader harvests most while Jiangsu satellite
TV which is in the middle position reaps no significant benefits.

Key words: product competition; homogenization; differentiation; strategic interaction; simultaneous equations model



