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A Research of Product Market Competition and

Competitive Strategy Selection on Cost Stickiness

XIE Maohua LIU Sigin YANG Caixia
( School of Economics & Management Inner Mongolia University Hohhot 010021 China)

Abstract: In business daily management the causes of costs viscous behavior are a mystery. According to the theory of
market competition and competitive strategy theory this paper assumes the degree of competition in product markets and com—
petitive strategic choices will affect the cost of business. Shanghai and Shenzhen listed companies in the year 2006—2013
were selected as the sample data and an econometric model was built to study the behavior of the company’s costs as well as
product market competition and competitive strategy set as explanatory variables to study their impact on the cost of stickiness.
After empirical test it comes to the conclusion that company’s sales and administrative expenses exists cost of viscous behav—
ior the cost stickiness of China‘s listed companies acts reversely with changes in product market competition relations be—
sides corporate cost stickiness will vary depending on the viscosity of competitive strategy and different performance behavior—
al characteristics furthermore differentiation strategy and cost stickiness has significant positive correlation while cost lead—
ership strategy and cost stickiness has significant negative correlation. Conclusions for the article suggests when executing cost
management and control managers should act based on the strength of competition in the market for the management of costs
and enterprises with higher innovation capacity is suitable for differentiation strategy while enterprises of strict cost control is
applicable to cost leadership strategy.

Key words: market competition; competitive strategy; differentiation strategy; cost leadership strategy; cost stickiness



