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要点整理　Key Words


后发制人（Fast Second）


企业对于何时进入市场，有两种主要的策略，先发制人与后发制人。后发制人者认为，开拓市场要花费很大的成本而且不确定可以回收，等到先发制人者的主流设计在市场上崛起时，再借由扩大市场需求、降低成本和价格、为产品重新定位来积极争取市场。先发制人者则认为，企业应在市场形成时就先进入市场，因为企业的品牌容易成为领导品牌，后来进入的企业将很难动摇其地位。先发制人者虽然能够抢得先机，但是如果企业的产品技术不够纯熟，或建立的竞争优势容易被复制，就很可能造成花钱替后进竞争企业培养市场的情况。不过后发制人者虽然可以不用负担市场培养成本，并可获得先发制人者的经验，在市场发展成熟时进入市场，但是要改变消费者先入为主的消费观念，可是非常困难的。对于切入市场的最佳时机，并没有固定的答案。比如通用电气（GE），就把最佳市场切入点定在距离市场成长期六个月前，因为奇异判断当时市场趋势已成形，并且有把握在六个月内生产高于现有产品水平的产品，届时可以获得最大的利益。

美国宝洁公司（P&G）便曾利用后发制人策略，顺利拿下牙膏市场的领导地位。1953年，宝洁有鉴于牙膏市场已发展成熟，推出可立明牙膏，以经营香皂的方式来销售牙膏，在该年底，就已经抢下20%的牙膏市场。之后，宝洁为扩大市场需求，将销售重点放在预防龋齿，推出新的固丽齿牙膏，添加新的氟化物，还请来牙科协会为商品背书。在强力宣传之下，宝洁一举打败高露洁，成为美国销售成绩居冠的牙膏品牌。


激进创新（Radical Innovation）


激进创新指的是颠覆原有的核心概念，创造出全新的核心设计，为了因应新的核心设计，将概念与组件以新的方式链接。通常这类型的创新形态会产生新颖且具有支配力量的全新设计。激进创新所需的技术变化高，同样地，消费者增加的利益也提高了。几乎所有有潜力颠覆组织，或既有经营模式的技术创新，都是激进的。激进创新使得行之有年的技术被取代，创造出新市场，并且导致以旧技术为经营模式的企业每况愈下。激进创新尽管有优点，但是往往得负担很大的成本和风险，而且通常要很长的时间才能看到成果。

日本前国营电信公司（NTT DoCoMo）有感于语音通讯市场接近饱和，但是建置3G网络的资本却不断扩大，于是独步全球开发了i-Mode手机无线上网服务。但i-Mode上市初期不以有上网习惯的商务客层为经营主力，反而以年轻人为主力，结果这项激进创新的产品在两年内便吸引了三千万名使用者，成功开创市场。



5分钟摘要







英文



先占者优势所带来的经济利益一直遭到过度夸大，带头发展激进创新的企业，最后鲜少在自己创造的市场称霸。许多市场的重大利益，反而常常是被既有企业给接收了，这些企业具备把利基产品扩展到大众市场所需的技能、资源和思考模式。

因此，既有企业甚至不该试着激进创新，而应该把创造激进崭新产品的工作，外包给刚起步的公司，自己把重心放在整合那些新创企业提供的产品成果。这个策略模型早就被创意产业普遍运用且颇有成效，应该有更多产业也采用相同的商业模式才对。


“亨利·福特没有创造汽车市场，但福特公司在成立后的前一百年，掌握了汽车市场上的许多价值。宝洁并未开创纸尿片市场，却从过去五十年来欣欣向荣的纸尿片大众市场中，拿走大部分的价值。通用电气不是断层扫描仪的创造者，却从这市场中大捞一票。论及激进崭新市场时，先驱者竟几乎全数败给市场后进。”


——康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基







MAIN IDEA







中文



The economic benefits of the first mover advantage have been grossly exaggerated. The companies which develop and pioneer radical innovations are rarely the ones which ultimately end up dominating the markets they create. Instead, the major profits in any market tend to accrue to the established corporations which have the skills, resources and mindset to take niche products and scale them up into mass markets.

With this in mind, established corporations should not even try to develop radical innovations. Instead, corporations should subcontract the creation of new and radical products to startup firms, and concentrate instead on consolidating the results generated by these startups. This is the strategic model already widely used in creative industries to great effect. This same business model should also be picked up on and used in many more industries.


"Henry Ford did not create the car market but the Ford company ended up capturing a lot of the value in that market in its first hundred years of existence; Procter & Gamble did not create the market for disposable diapers but it is P & G that ended up harvesting most of the value out of the mass market for disposable diapers that blossomed in the last fifty years; and General Electric did not create the CAT scanner market, yet it was GE that made most of the money out of this market. It turns out that when it comes to radical, new-to-the-world markets, the pioneers almost always lose out to latecomers."


—Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski







了解崭新市场一开始如何形成　
英文



主要观念

崭新市场是新技术或创新所造就出来的崭新消费市场，人们在过去五十年间创造了许多崭新市场，未来势将延续这个趋势。若想从了解崭新市场中获益，首先要知道新市场从何而来、新市场的样貌，以及如何在新市场中成功。

支持概念

创新分成下列四种形式：


	逐步创新——改进、强化现有技术。例如：将四轮传动、动力方向盘或雾灯，引进载客车辆。

	重大创新——在既有企业的市场能力与资产上建立新技术。例如：推出网络银行或视讯电话。

	策略创新——将不同的商业模式，结合现有产品的适度改变，提供顾客新的用途。例如：在线经纪商、私人品牌消费品、低成本点对点航空。

	激进创新——新技术有两项功用：
	推出新的顾客价值提案，打乱现有的顾客习性及偏好。

	创造新市场，逐渐削弱所有既有竞争对手的资产和能力。







过去五十年来，激进创新所开创的新市场，包括以下产品：


	电视

	个人计算机

	个人数字助理（PDA）

	汽车

	半导体

	移动电话

	录放机

	医学诊断造影



注意以上所有创新都影响了消费者和生产者，要求消费者改变消费习性，必须先购买新产品才能利用新技术。对生产者来说也会产生类似的影响，激进的创新削弱了厂商现有能力和资产的价值，在创造新市场同时破坏现有市场的情况下，将会产生调整成本。

[image: no121-10C]




由于这些调整成本，使得激进创新鲜少由需求面牵引，通常是出自推动的过程。换句话说，技术开发者创造他们自己有兴趣的东西，然后期望稍后产品会出现更广泛的需求。

供给推动的创新具备以下几项有趣特性：


	缺乏明显需求。这意味在日后检讨时会觉得创新看起来只像个歪打正着的结果，哪怕新技术是跟随许多产品之前既有轨迹而来的。

	将新技术搬上市场的竞赛，会出现在科学实验室而不是公开市场。竞赛将发生在那些对新技术有兴趣的人当中，而不是在被创造的市场上。凡是对市场亦步亦趋的人，将完全无法理解新技术彼此间的关联性。

	由于新技术的研发多半导因于科学的发展，而不是受到消费者需求的影响，才能让这么多新点子得以提出。这些创新大半集中在各个特定的市场利基。新的创新初期由于消费者的喜好尚不明朗，通常未能充分开发，只好尝试各种可能性与变化。此时新技术将以令人困惑且缺乏章法的方式出现。

	由于新产品将不会满足定义明确且能清楚表达的需求，因此预期要花些时间才能让消费者充分接纳。但这种情况会随着更多经验的累积和产品开发而改变，因此会有更多机会让其他企业进入这个市场。



激进创新多半一开始会有一大群利基产品在市场上出现。要等到生产者更了解新技术能带来什么，以及消费者真正愿意为哪些事物花钱，大家对于产品外观甚至功能的争论才会平息。生产者不断尝试各种新点子，看看哪些可行。通常这时候会有数百家公司试着进入可望成为大饼的市场，造成市场一阵混乱。

以美国汽车制造业的早期演进为例：


	1885到1898年间，有14家公司开始运营。

	单是1900年，就有37家业者入行。

	1901年有27家新车厂开张。

	1902到1910年间，每年平均有11家公司开张。



到最后，有一千多家公司进入这个新产业，销售以汽油、电力或蒸汽为动力的汽车，有三轮或四轮的，有开放或封闭车体的，外加多到眼花缭乱的选择性搭配功能。一如多数新市场的情形，这些公司用各种投机的点子“碰运气”，看消费者会买什么、不会买什么。结果，汽车产业在1899到1905年间出现的各种创新，比任何时期都还要多。这说明了供给推动的创新，不会以准备就绪可以上市的产品姿态出现在市场上，这类产品反而成为密集实验和产品不确定性讨论的对象。


“市场的早期发展阶段，基本上是学习的过程。在供给面，企业正在了解各项技术：能支持哪几种产品、如何用经济的方式生产这些产品等等。新科技愈复杂，摸索的过程可能愈长，因此我们也可能看到更多的业者加入市场（一方面），以及各种新的产品属性出现（另一方面）。在产业早期进化的阶段，消费者也进入学习曲线，了解新产品用来做什么、怎么使用最好。不同属性的组合必须经过检视和评估，某些型态的产品必须设定标准，以便生产互补产品；其他种类的新产品则必须取得正当性，消费者才会把这些产品视为能够（且可能应该）购买的东西。”


——康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基





换种说法，人们往往用淘金的心态看待新市场，而不透过理性商业规划的观点。许多公司赶着进入市场，只是以防日后这个市场变成大商机，结果造成了放大效应：新市场吸引愈多早期进入的业者，就会让还在犹豫的厂商有更大的压力，害怕会错失真正赚钱的机会，因而赶着跳进市场。

终于，前仆后继赶着加入新市场的热潮消退以后，产业突然爆发大规模洗牌。这通常发生在“主流设计”发展成功之际，也就是凸显产品未来样貌和核心特点的业界标准出现时，主流设计将设定产品表现的水平，并诱发消费者产生预期心理。以美国汽车产业为例，1909年福特推出T型车，有效平息了汽车究竟该是什么样子的争论，于是相关业者开始专注在如何建立跟主流设计配合的基础设施，其他公司则开始致力于开发替代产品，以便跟T型车一较高下。燃料供货商也知道，自己必须建立加油站网络，而不是充电站，诸如之类的影响。主流设计出现后，大众市场开始成形。

主流设计如何发展成功？在新市场演进的某个时点，大家会发现，建置共同的平台，要比大家各自为政好，于是“追随”效应愈来愈明显。消费者购买产品时风险较小，因为他们会得到较低的价格与更好的支持；生产者喜欢拥有主流设计，如此就可以大张旗鼓地生产，达到规模经济。只要有某个样式受大众欢迎，大家连忙一窝蜂加入，将人气愈炒愈热。随着口碑散播，愈来愈多消费者购买，生产者开始把焦点摆在主流设计的互补产品，或提出改良版本来个硬碰硬。

提出主流设计的企业，能够享有先占者下列各项优势：


	学习速度比任何竞争对手快。

	最早有机会利用规模经济的好处，让其他人处于竞争劣势。

	能够将供应链上下游整合，抓住市场上最有价值的位置。

	在建立顾客关系和品牌名号上可以抢得先机。



不过有意思的是，历史显示在主流设计的战争中赢得胜利的公司，很少在自己创造的市场称霸。除了少数例外的案例，成功将小型利基市场扩大为大众市场的企业，都不是跑最快的。成功的先占者所需的技能和资产，竟然跟大规模商品化所需的技能抵触。

也就是说，企业可以分成“拓荒者”或“整合者”两类，拓荒者擅长探索新技术，并且从一无所有创造新的市场利基，接着整合者区隔市场，扩大生产规模并从事必要的营销，把大众市场创造出来。

有效的拓荒者拥有的技术组合、能力、心态和态度，几乎和有效率的整合者完全相反。

许多人企图鼓励市场上既有的企业，用更有创业精神的方式思考与行动，殊不知整合所需的文化恰好与拓荒相反，处理不当的话，公司可能变得四不像、两头都落空。这就是为何当每种新技术出现时，创造大众市场的公司都不是想出原始创新的公司。

所以，不要试图让市场上既有的公司做些违反整体文化的事，比较聪明的想法是，将技术开发的工作外包给具备必要技能和态度的新创企业。这样一来，既有企业可以在取得新公司的点子后，发挥自己的专长，将利基市场的产品大量生产给大众市场。相较试图让既有的大型企业用更创新的方式思考，这么做的成功机率更大，对新成立的公司也是好事。



Understand how radical markets come about in the first place　
中文



Main Idea

Radical markets are new-to-the-world consumer markets which are created by the availability of new technologies or innovations. Over the past fifty years, a number of radical markets have been created and that trend is certain to continue in the future. To benefit from that knowledge, you need to first understand where new markets come from, what they look like and what it takes to succeed in them.

Supporting Ideas

Innovations come in four different flavors:


	Incremental—where an existing technology is improved and enhanced. Examples: introducing four-wheel drive into passenger cars or power steering or fog lights.

	Major—where a new technology is introduced which builds on the competencies and assets of the established companies in the marketplace. Examples: the introduction of online banking or the availability of video telephones.

	Strategic—where a different business model is combined with modest changes to existing products allowing customers to do new things. Examples: online brokerage, private-label consumer goods, low-cost point-to-point flying.

	Radical—where a new technology does two things:
	It introduces a new customer value proposition which is disruptive to existing customer habits and preferences.

	It creates a new market which undermines the assets and competencies of all existing competitors.







New markets that have been created through radical innovation over the past fifty years include:


	Television

	Personal computers

	Personal digital assistants

	Cars

	Semiconductors

	Mobile phones

	Video cassette recorders

	Medical diagnostic imaging



Note that all of these innovations are disruptive for consumers and producers. They require consumers to change their habits and buy new things before they can take advantage of the new technology. Similarly, for producers, the availability of a radical new innovation down-grades the value of their existing competencies and assets. There are adjustment costs involved as new markets are created and existing markets are destroyed.
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As a result of these adjustment costs, radical innovations are rarely demand-driven. Instead, they tend to result from a supply-push process. The technology developers create something they themselves are interested in and then hope that more widespread demand for their product will be found to exist at a later stage.

Supply-push innovations have several interesting characteristics:


	The lack of obvious demand means the innovations look like fortunate accidents when viewed at a later stage, even when the new technologies are following an established trajectory many products have gone down previously.

	The race to bring a new technology to market will be in scientific laboratories rather than in public markets. It will take place between those who are interested in the new technology rather than in the markets that get created. Those who follow the markets closely will miss understanding the relevance of the new technology altogether.

	Due to the fact most of the early action is science driven rather than consumer driven, a host of new ideas will be put forward. Most of these innovations will focus on one specific market niche each. The new innovations are usually underdeveloped because its not yet clear what consumers will like. A range of possibilities and variants will be tried. The new technology will arrive in a confused and disorganized way.

	Since the new product will not meet a well defined and articulated need, it is to be expected that it will take some time before consumer uptake becomes substantial. This will evolve with more experience and product development, and hence there will be more opportunities for other companies to enter this market.



Most radical innovations appear first as a cluster of niche products in the marketplace. Until producers understand better what the new technology can deliver and what consumers will actually pay for, there will be consider-able debate about what the product should look like and even what it should do. Many new ideas are tried to see what sticks. Often, there will be a mad rush as literally hundreds of firms try and enter what they anticipate will be a huge market of the future.

For example, consider the evolution of the U.S. car manufacturing industry in its early days:


	14 firms started operations between 1885 and 1898.

	37 entered the industry in 1900 alone.

	27 new enterprises started in 1901.

	From 1902 to 1910, an average of 11 firms started each year.



Ultimately, more than one thousand firms entered this new industry selling cars powered by gasoline, electricity or steam, with three or four wheels, with open or closed bodies, and with a dazzling array of optional features. As in most new markets, these firms "tried their luck" with all kinds of speculative ideas to see what consumers would buy and what they would not. Consequently, more innovation occurred in the automotive industry between 1899 and 1905 than has been experienced at any other time. This illustrates the fact that supply-push innovations do not emerge as products that are ready to go from day one but are the subject of intense experimentation and product uncertainty.


"The early phase of market development is basically a learning process. On the supply side, firms are learning about the technology: what kinds of products it can support, how to produce those products economically, and so on. The more complex the new technology, the longer this process is likely to take and the more entry (on one hand) and new product variety (on the other) we are likely to observe. Consumers also go down a learning curve during this early phase of industry evolution. They have to learn what the new product is used for and how best to use it. Different attribute configurations need to be examined, and evaluated. For some types of products, standards need to be set so that complementary products can be produced; for others, new products need to be legitimated, so that consumers come to regard them as something they could—and possibly should—purchase."

—Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski



Put another way, a new market is often viewed with a gold rush mentality rather than through the lens of a rational business plan. Many companies rush to enter the market just in case it later turns out to be big. This creates an amplification effect—the more early movers a new market attracts, the greater the pressure on borderline entrants to take the plunge for fear of missing out on something genuinely profitable.

Eventually, the wave of new market entrants subsides and a sudden, sizable industry shakeout occurs. This usually occurs when a "dominant design" emerges—an industry standard which characterizes what the product will be and what its core features are. The dominant design will set performance levels and trigger customer expectations. For the U.S. automotive industry, for example, the introduction of the Model T Ford in 1909 effectively settled the debate about what a car was going to be like. Everyone then started working on how to build an infrastructure that would work with the dominant design. Other companies started working on alternative products to compete against the Model T. The fuel suppliers knew they would need to build a network of gasoline stations rather than electric recharging stations, and so on. Once a dominant design emerges, a mass market can then start to come together.

How does a dominant design emerge? At some point in a new market's evolution, everyone comes to the conclusion it would be better to have a common platform to work with rather than numerous variants. A "bandwagon" effect grows. It makes buying the product less risky for consumers because they will get low prices and better support. Producers like having a dominant design because that allows them to gear up and achieve economies of scale. As one variant gains popularity, therefore, everyone else rushes to join the bandwagon which picks up momentum rapidly. As word gets out, more and more consumers buy while at the same time producers start focusing on either complementary products for the dominant design or direct competition with a better version.

The firm that does provide the dominant design has substantial first mover advantages:


	It will move down the learning curve faster than any of its competitors.

	It will have the first chance to exploit economies of scale, placing everyone else at a competitive disadvantage.

	It will be able to integrate up and down the supply chain to seize those positions which are of most market value.

	It has a head start in building customer relationships and establishing a brand name.



What's interesting, however, is that history shows that the firms which end up winning the battle for the dominant design rarely succeed in dominating the market they create. With very few exceptions, the firms which succeed in scaling up small niche markets into mass markets are not the first movers. The skills and assets which successful first movers require turn out to conflict with the skills required for large scale commercialization.

Put another way, firms can be classified as "colonizers" or "consolidators." Colonizers are good at exploring new technology and creating new market niches from scratch. Then consolidators come along and segment the market, scale up manufacturing and do the marketing needed to create a definable mass market.

The skill sets, competencies, mindsets and attitudes of effective colonizers are almost the complete opposite of efficient consolidators:

Many people have attempted to encourage established enterprises to think and act more entrepreneurially, but the cultures needed for consolidation are the exact opposite of those needed for colonization. If not handled properly, a firm can get stuck in the middle, being optimized for neither commercial activity. This is why for almost every new technology that has come along, the company which has created the mass market has differed from the one which came up with the original innovation.

Therefore, instead of attempting to get an established company to do something that runs counter to its entire culture, a smarter idea is for established companies to outsource technology development to the startup companies which have the requisite skills and attitudes needed. This would enable established firms to gain access to the ideas generated by the startups and then do what they do best scale those niche market products up for the mass market. This stands a much better chance of success than attempting to make a large established corporation think more innovatively. It would also be good for the startups as well.



预测崭新市场最有可能的演进方式　
英文



主要观念

崭新市场循着极易理解的发展路径演进，并扩大规模成为大众市场。企业了解了发展过程，就可以挟着优势替自己定位，最适的获利多半归属那些采取后发制人策略的公司，亦即不企图抢第一，而是等待主流设计发展成功，才在成本和低价上积极竞争。

支持概念

把崭新市场变成大众市场必须具备哪些元素？这样的转变必须出现几项重大发展：


	把重点从“最好的新产品”，变成对多数消费者“够好”的经济价位产品。拓荒者和先驱者走在市场的最前端，喜欢强调新产品的技术特性。整合者就不那么爱技术了，只想推出优于其他公司的选择，且为一般消费者接受的产品。整合者将重点从技术特性转移到价格和质量，他们削减产品的售价，直到拥有深深吸引主流用户的产品，接着逐渐以稳定的步调改善质量。整合者把目标锁定一般消费者，并在短时间内占据市场，才能享有规模经济和学习上的好处。

	整合者必须赢得主流设计的地位。必须为公司的特别设计制造人气，有时必须并购拥有能与之竞争设计的公司，有时或许要借由创造耳语，制造产品设计已广受大家肯定的印象。或者各家对手可能结成盟友连手宣传共享平台，让市场有所依归，互补产品的供货商也必须遵循市场的选择，并给予支持。

	必须透过品牌建立和沟通，降低顾客的风险。务必做理性的尝试，让顾客更容易采用新产品，这可能涉及教育消费者，创造他们信赖的品牌，或利用有影响力的第三者背书，直接与消费者沟通。举例来说，eBay借由提供回馈评等建立信赖度，先前的买者会针对卖方的诚信给予评分，买者对特定卖方评分的回馈评等相当具有可信度，让数以千计的理性消费者对使用eBay感到放心。

	务必建立健全的配销系统。这个配销系统必须能满足大众市场所需的每件事，某些情况下得建立崭新的支持和配销通路，其他时候可选用现有的资产。建立充分的配销能力接触大众市场绝不是件廉价的事，尤其当产品的需求一飞冲天时。想做得恰到好处，必须投入大量财务和管理资源。

	必须和关键供货商与互补商品的生产者建立同盟关系。DVD放影机本身对消费者显然没多大用处，除非有各种电影的DVD可供播放。渴望建立大众产品的公司，有必要鼓励互补产品成长，并决定是否把主流设计纳为己有，或公开让大家可以取得。有时候，有些公司为了鼓励开发互补产品，会提供生产者财务支持、赞助整个产业适用的标准、建立策略联盟，或甚至亲自投入制造互补产品。



既有企业具备将崭新市场成功转变成大众市场所需的技能、资源和能力，他们懂得如何生产质量一致的低成本产品，投资制造、配销和后勤支持系统的经验，此外并具备高超的营销技能及市场影响力，但新创企业就是没有这些技能或专业知识。因此，市场上既有的企业理所当然有本事从先驱者手中拿下全新的市场，并成功地扩大规模。


关键思维

“一定要强调的是，整合者做的事是：例如在正确的时机进入市场、将产品标准化、削价、扩大生产规模、建立配销网络、将市场区隔、在广告和营销上砸大钱，正是创造我们所谓（有点不精确）‘先占者优势’的那类事情，于是整合者创造消费者的忠诚度，抢先控制稀有资产、度过学习的难关、建立品牌与信誉，并享有规模经济的好处，在在令他们比潜在新进入者占有更佳的优势。因此，即使先驱者在时间上是最早进入市场，但真正最早起步的人却是整合者，因为他们才是最先进入攸关成败大众市场的人！”


康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基





想要靠把新技术商品化的方式赚钱真正的关键在于，能够精准地抓住进入市场的时机。实务上，企业有三种进入时机的选择或策略：
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一种有利的先发制人策略，是用自家的设计快速进入新市场，希望产品终将脱颖成为主流设计。亦步亦趋者的策略是，等到市场稳定且主流设计完全确立，才在成本和低价上竞争，试着比别人更好。后发制人的策略意谓，等到主流设计发展成功，然后进入市场帮主流设计做最后定型；换句话说，后发制人者积极影响主流设计的最后成形与形式。

后发制人策略是积极的而非消极的。采取这种策略的企业通常领悟到，新技术确立对他们来说，并不符合他们的最大利益，但如果新技术势在必行，他们想参与市场形成的过程。成功运用后发制人策略的关键，是决定何时进入市场。进入崭新市场的最佳时机，是根据以下各项关键指标：


	创新速率开始减缓时：意味所有可能的产品变化大家已经钻研得差不多了，整体的特点也获得广泛共识。

	大家对于技术的正当性认同度愈来愈高时：消费者渐渐熟悉新产品，并且开始同意这项新产品确实值得花钱购买。

	各种互补产品纷纷出笼时：这时消费者的问题可能获得完全解决，而不只是头痛医头、脚痛医脚。互补产品的生产者因为对占优势的设计有足够信心而开发产品，也暗示主流设计即将诞生。



一般的经验法则是，主流设计不是“蒙”到的。相反地，主流设计的背后几乎都有个斗士（或有意愿想成为斗士的人），将自己版本的主流设计加诸市场大众。斗士通常利用以下五个关键特点，达到上述目的：


	定价：斗士已经累积了大半的学习经验、降低成本，或者建立了充分的规模经济，所以他们能替自己版本的产品定最低的价格。

	目标市场：斗士为他们的产品选择一个极具影响力的初期市场，接着推波助澜，协助市场营造共识，提高市场热度。

	配销：斗士建立完善的配销和支持管道，让消费者能够容易取得产品。

	同盟：斗士寻找新市场的其他业者，鼓励他们针对提议的主流设计衍生各种产品变化。

	信心：斗士会唬一唬对手，表现出一副自己的设计已确立是最佳选择。



支持之后成为产业主流设计的公司，确实获得很可贵的竞争优势。他们因此能够掌握以下的优势：


	改变竞争态势，让后来进入市场的业者处于劣势。

	安排难以跨越的进入障碍。

	把转换成本变得很昂贵，借以把消费者绑住。

	跟其他供货商联合开发考虑周详的产品组合。

	买下或控制关键资产，如知识产权、零售货架空间、自然资源，或甚至高度专业的员工。

	快速通过学习曲线、降低生产所需的时间，或建构高产能的制造设施。

	利用那些会随着更多消费者购买与使用产品而增强的网络效应。

	和互补产品的供货商协商有利的协议。




关键思维

“只要赢得市场的好处大于所付出的代价，跑得快永远都是聪明的策略。正因为跑得快非常劳民伤财，所以一定要确保赢得市场会有好处，而且这个好处是可以有效利用的。在新市场上，先发制人者很少能掌握太多所谓的先占者优势。就某种意义来说，这是因为市场要够大而且相对稳定，先占者优势才得以存在，然而很年轻的市场通常既小又缺乏定性。”


康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基



“只有当市场准备好成为大众市场，先发制人才有意义；当主流设计发展成功，市场才准备好成为大众市场。这时，正确的策略当然是所谓的后发制人策略。后发制人者在市场似乎已经准备接受主流设计时进入，确立主流设计并扩大市场规模，此时后发制人者其实不过是个整合者。此外，后发制人者攻击先发制人者并确立市场地位的过程，跟整合者把最初的市场利基发展成大众市场所采用的路径是相同的。”


康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基



要是没有新技术创新的优势，任何企业想要成功击溃基础稳固的业界领导者，或成功进入一个已经出现主流设计而且游戏规则已经确立的市场，是极端困难的。在这些情况下，唯有后来进入的厂商引进改变产业游戏规则的策略，市场占有率和企业的命运才可能发生显著变动。”


康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基



“因为崭新市场架构的特性，由大企业打头阵很少行得通，多数既有企业如果遵循后发制人的策略会更成功。换言之，征服激进、崭新市场的企业，是因为争着做老二才成事的。”


康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基
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注意，当初期市场扩大规模到大众市场的比例，整个竞争基础将发生改变与演进。对初期阶段的市场很管用的策略，在市场成长为大众市场时，可能产生反效果。

说得更明确：

■企业必须从“服务每个人”的心态，改变成有所选择，分清楚哪些顾客不服务、哪些产品的功能不提供。试图服务每个人，到头来反而吃力不讨好，相反地，随着市场细分成几个不同的区隔，企业就必须决定自己独特的长期策略定位。企业在回答下列三个关键问题时，势必面临下列困难的抉择：


	我们应该锁定哪些人作为顾客？

	我们应该提供这些人什么产品或服务？

	如何最有效率地达到此目的？



这些选择无疑是困难的，市场领导者无可避免会期待能满足整个市场。将初期市场壮大成大众市场规模的关键，在于必须用诱人的价格提供标准化产品，此外要改变“把这个趋势向未来无止境延伸”的概念，也很困难。然而到了某个阶段，顾客会开始依个人偏好向市场不同定位的方向移动，这样单一企业体将不可能供应整个市场的需求。企业必须界定自己在市场上的定位，把其他部分的市场留给竞争对手。

■企业必须保护自己选定的策略定位不被竞争对手模仿，并防止他人染指。为了成功防堵其他对手，企业必须采取环环相扣的活动，把最有助优越表现的元素做好布局，一旦挑选了自己的策略定位，所有运营活动都必须支持那个定位，企业文化、奖励计划和内部程序等作业环境，也必须支持并鼓励那样的定位。

■在任何新市场的早期阶段，不同的产品设计会相互竞争。一旦主流设计出现以后，竞争基础便转向差异化和物符所值，于是企业效率和内部作业程序就变得非常要紧。企业的竞争优势，从产品创新转向程序创新，到头来，随着企业提出不同的价值主张，商业模式或策略创新就变得吃香，既有企业深受现有商业模式的禁锢，因此会觉得难以追逐这种创新。

■一旦主流设计发展成功，产业的生产作业开始经历“垂直崩解”，在实务上，就是指从自家生产零组件改为委托独立供货商代为生产，他们会以最有效率的方法，在商品化的基础下生产零件。任何市场里的早期进入者会有心理准备，凡事必须靠自己来，但这种状况会随着产量大幅提升而改变。

有趣的是，随着早期市场成熟，演变成大众市场的结构，此时身为先发制人者既是优势，也是劣势。以优势来说，先发制人者有机会确保竞争优势，这样或许就能限制后进入者的获利能力。至于劣势，先发制人者受主流设计和当下弥漫市场的心态束缚，此时万一有业者挟着完全不同的创新产品进入市场，先发制人者可能难以因应，尤其当他们已经将资金投资在特定资产时，更是如此，而改变或重新配置这些资产，或许是不切实际甚或不可能的事。



Anticipate the most likely ways radical markets will evolve over time　
中文



Main Idea

New-to-the-world radical markets evolve and scale up into mass markets using a well understood development path. By understanding these developments, firms can position themselves advantageously. In most if not all cases, the optimum profits will accrue to those firms who use a fast-second strategy. That is, instead of attempting to be pioneers, they wait for the dominant design to begin to emerge and then aggressively compete on costs and low prices.

Supporting Ideas

What's required to change a radical new market into a mass market? Several key developments need to occur:


	There needs to be a change of focus from the best new product to an economically priced product which is "good enough" for most consumers—Colonizers and pioneers live to operate at the leading edge of the marketplace. They love emphasizing the technical attributes of their new products. Consolidators aren't in love with technology as such. Instead, they want to deliver a product which is superior to all other options and acceptable to the average consumer. Consolidators shift the emphasis from technical attributes to price and quality. They cut the price of the product down until they have something which will be highly attractive to mainstream users, and then work at steadily improving quality over time. Consolidators target average consumers and build market share quickly so they can enjoy economies of scale and learning benefits.

	Consolidators have to win the race for dominant design status—This will require the creation of a groundswell of support for the firm's particular design. Sometimes this requires that firms with competing designs are acquired. At other times, it may involve giving the impression the choice has already been made by creating buzz. Or rivals might form an alliance to promote just one common platform rather than confusing the market. It will also require that the suppliers of complementary products agree with the choice which was made, and support it.

	Customer risks must be reduced through branding and communication—A rational attempt must be made to make it easier for customers to adopt the new product. This may involve educating consumers, creating a brand they trust or communicating directly with them using endorsements from influential third parties. For example, eBay builds trust by providing feedback ratings where previous buyers can rate the integrity of sellers and so forth. The availability of a feedback rating where other buyers rate a particular seller provides sufficient trust to make thousands of rational consumers feel comfortable using eBay.

	A robust distribution system must be built—This distribution system must have the capacity to serve the mass market everything that will be required. In some cases, this will require setting up entirely new channels of support and distribution. At other times, existing assets can be co opted and harnessed. Building sufficient distribution capacity to reach the mass market is never cheap, especially when demand for a product skyrockets quickly. To do this properly, loads of financial and managerial resources will need to be invested.

	Alliances need to be created with key suppliers and with the producers of complementary goods—Clearly a DVD player in and of itself is of little use to consumers unless there is a wide range of DVD movies available to be played on it. Companies aspiring to build a mass market product have to encourage the growth of complementary products as a matter of necessity. A decision also has to be made whether to keep the dominant design proprietary or whether to have an open design that anyone can access. At times, some companies have encouraged the development of complementary products by providing financial support to producers, by sponsoring industry-wide standards, by establishing strategic alliances or even by actually manufacturing complementary goods themselves.



Established firms have the skills, resources and competencies needed to allow them to excel in turning radical new markets into mass markets. They know how to produce low-cost products with consistent levels of quality and have experience in investing in manufacturing, distribution and logistical systems. They also have strong marketing skills and existing market power. Startups simply don't have these skills or expertise. Therefore, it makes perfect sense that established companies should be able to take a new-to-the-world market out of the hands of its pioneers and succeed in scaling it up.


Key Thoughts

"It is important to emphasize that the things the consolidators do such as entering at the right time, standardizing the product, cutting prices, scaling up production, creating distribution networks, segmenting the market, spending huge amounts of money on advertising and marketing—are exactly the kinds of things that create what we (somewhat inaccurately) call 'first mover advantages'. By doing these things, consolidators create buyer loyalty, get preemptive control of scarce assets, go down the learning curve, create brands and reputation, and enjoy economies of scale—all of which give them the advantage versus potential new entrants. Thus, even though pioneers are chronologically first into the market, consolidators are the real first movers—they are the first to the market that counts: the mass market! "


Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski





The real key to making money from commercializing new technology is to time your market entry astutely. In practical terms, firms have three different timing options or strategies:
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A profitable first-mover strategy is to get to the new market quickly with your own proprietary design in the hope that your product will ultimately emerge as the dominant design. The second-mover strategy is to wait until the market has settled down and a dominant design has become fully established. Second-movers then compete on costs and low prices and try to be better than everyone else. The fast-second strategy means that you wait until a dominant design begins to emerge and then get into the market to help shape the final form of that dominant design. Fast-second movers actively influence the final shape and format of the dominant design.

The fast-second strategy is active rather than passive. It is often used by firms who realize it is not genuinely in their best interests for the new technology to become established, but if it must they want to have a hand in helping shape the market. The key to succeeding in using a fast second strategy is to decide when to enter the market. The key indicators of an opportune time to enter a radical market are:


	When the rate of innovation starts slowing—which would suggest all possible product variants have been explored and a set of features has been widely agreed upon.

	When there is a growing sense of legitimacy about the technology—as consumers become familiar with the new product and start accepting the product does something worthwhile.

	When a broad range of complementary products appear—making it possible for a complete solution to a consumer problem to be available rather than just one piece or another. The fact that the producers of complementary products have enough confidence about the prevailing design to develop products for it also indicates a dominant design is imminent.



As a general rule-of-thumb, dominant designs don't come about by chance. Instead, there is almost always a champion (or aspiring champion) working in the background to impose their version of the dominant design on the marketplace. Champions typically do this using five key tactics:


	Pricing—champions move far enough down the learning curve or establish sufficient economies of scale so they can price their version below everyone else.

	Target market—champions choose an early market for their product which is highly influential. They then create a groundswell of consensus which increases in intensity.

	Distribution—champions make their product easily accessible to consumers by establishing good channels of distribution and support.

	Alliances—champions go to the other firms in the new market and encourage them to produce variants of their proposed dominant design.

	Confidence—champions psych out their opposition and act like their design is already established as the best choice.



The companies that champion what later turns out to become the industry's dominant design do gain some very worthwhile competitive advantages. They can:


	Alter the competitive conditions in such a way that later market entrants are disadvantaged.

	Put in place substantial barriers to entry.

	Create consumer locking by making switching costs become very expensive.

	Develop product bundles which are well thought out and which are developed in association with other suppliers.

	Buy or gain control of key assets like intellectual property rights, retail shelf space, natural resources or even highly specialized workers.

	Get a head start in moving down the learning curve or in constructing high capacity manufacturing facilities.

	Take advantage of any network effects which increase as more consumers buy and use the product.

	Negotiate favorable deals with the suppliers of complementary products.




Key Thoughts

"Running fast is always a smart strategy whenever the benefits of winning are larger than the costs of doing so. Since running fast is very costly (and tiring) , it is important to be sure that there are benefits to be gained by winning and that they can be captured. It is rarely the case that the first movers are able to capture much in the way of so-called first-mover advantages in new markets. In a sense, that is the case because a market has to be large and relatively settled for first-mover advantages to exist and very young markets are typically neither large nor settled."


Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski



"It is only when the market is ready to become a mass market that first movement matters. The market is ready to become a mass market when a dominant design emerges. It follows, then, that the right strategy to adopt in such markets is what we have called a fast-second strategy, entering when it seems likely that the market is ready to accept a dominant design. A fast-second player that establishes a dominant design and scales up the market is, in fact, nothing more than a consolidator. Further, the process by which a fast-second mover attacks a first mover and establishes itself in the market is exactly the same that a consolidator uses to grow and develop a mass market from an initial market niche."


Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski



"Without the benefit of a new technological innovation, it is extremely difficult for any firm to successfully attack the established industry leaders or to successfully enter a market where the dominant design has emerged and the rules of the game have been established. In these situations, significant shifts in market share and company fortunes can take place only if the latecomer introduces a strategy that changes the rules of the game in the industry."


Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski



"The structural characteristics of radically new markets are such that pioneering by big companies rarely makes sense. Most established companies would do better if they follow the fast-second strategy. In other words, the companies that conquer radical, new-to-the-world markets do so by racing to be second."

Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski
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Note that as an early market scales up to mass market proportions, the entire basis of competition changes and evolves. The strategies that worked very well in the early market stage can actually become counterproductive as the market grows into a mass market.

To be more specific:

■Companies have to change from having a "serve everyone" mindset to selecting which customers it will not serve and which product features it will not offer. Companies that try to serve everybody end up serving no customers well enough. Instead, as the market fragments into segments, companies have to decide what their unique strategic position will be long-term. This will require tough choices to be made as companies answer three key questions:


	Who should we target as customers?

	What products or services should we offer these people?

	How can we do that as efficiently as possible?



Invariably, making these choices will be difficult. Market leaders inevitably expect to be able to serve the entire market. The key to growing the early market to mass market proportions is to offer a standard product at an attractive price, and it will be difficult to break away from the idea of extending that trend indefinitely into the future. At some stage, however, customers will start moving in different directions with their preferences, and it will be impossible for any single entity to supply the entire market. Companies have to claim one marketplace position for themselves and leave the others to competitors.

■Companies have to protect their chosen strategic position from imitators and others. To do this successfully, the company has to build a mosaic of activities which self reinforce each other. It has to put in place elements which will help it perform better than everyone else. Once a company has selected its strategic position, all its operational activities need to support that positioning. The firm's environment—its culture, incentive programs and internal processes—also need to support and promote that same positioning.

■In the early days of any new market, competition takes place between different designs. Once a dominant design emerges, the basis of competition then shifts to differentiation and value-for-money. Business efficiencies and internal processes then become of vital importance. There is a shift away from product innovation towards process innovation as a source of competitive advantage. Ultimately, business model or strategic innovation comes to the fore as different value propositions are put forward. Established companies find it difficult to pursue this kind of innovation, and feel locked in to their existing business models.

■Once a dominant design emerges, production in the industry then starts to undergo "vertical disintegration." In practical terms, that means moving away from producing components in-house towards independent suppliers who produce parts on a commercial basis using the most efficient production methodologies. Early entrants in any market expect to have to do everything themselves, but this situation changes as the production levels ramp up appreciably.

Interestingly, as the early market matures and moves into a mass market structure, being a first-mover has both advantages and disadvantages. On the positive side, the first-mover has an opportunity to secure competitive advantages that may limit the profitability of later entrants. On the negative side, the first-mover is locked in to the dominant design and the existing mindset of the market. If a new market entrant comes along with some-thing completely different and innovative, the first-mover may have trouble responding. This is particularly the case when the first-mover has invested in specific assets. Changing those assets or realigning them in a totally new direction may be impractical or impossible.



采用最适的商业架构　
英文



主要观念

想要充分运用二十一世纪的创新机会，既有企业不该企图自己创新，因为那不是他们真正的强项。相反地，应该把创造新科技的工作，留给新创企业，甚至发展分支企业的网络，由这些公司来打头阵，待时机成熟再拿下新创企业创造的利基市场，将这些市场成长茁壮为大众市场。像这样把开拓和整合市场的活动分开，将可以获得更圆满的成果。

支持概念

说到商业架构的概念，最适合开发和商品化崭新技术的商业架构会像下图所示：
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这个架构有以下的重要特点：


	新创企业可以随意发展自认为有意义的新技术，尤其是能够淘汰现有产品的技术。



	新创企业可以自筹财源，或是由既有企业挹注资金。但无论资金从何而来，既有企业对新创企业的经营管理不能有任何干预。



	既有企业可以把焦点摆在服务现有顾客上。



	新创企业可以把焦点摆在供给推动创新市场需求；也就是开发先进新技术，而后利用这些走在时代前端的技术，让顾客能够做以前无法做的事情。



	既有企业可以为承包的新创企业在资金、研发专业技能或其他商业开发服务方面，提供一臂之力。



	新创企业可以集中心力为自己的技术建立利基市场，当某项产品设计出现，并开始一步步被引导成为业界的主流设计，这时既有企业就可以介入，提供所需的资源、配销管道、制造产能和营销，替新技术建立大众市场。无论是新创企业或既有企业，都会根据双方事先同意的方式公平分配收入。



	长期而言，如果新技术证实适用大规模的消费市场，则新创企业和既有企业可能会有一天走向合并一途。另一种情况是，如果新市场到头来变得无足轻重，两家公司的合约关系或许终究会终止。这种商业架构容许两种情况发生。





建议大公司甚至不该尝试在自家开发崭新技术，对这些公司的管理者也许不中听，但其实许多创意产业多年来一直成功遵循着这个商业模式。举例来说：
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拿出版业来说，大书商并没有数千名员工坐在办公室企图写出伟大巨着，书商反而会到市场上寻找那些正在写好题材的作者，然后跟作者签约，或许还预付一笔版税，作者于是在没有官僚体系或其他阻碍的情况下写作这本书。等到书完工，出版商负责编辑作业，把书拿去印刷，宣传、营销并透过出版商既有的关系经销。


关键思维

“想想吧。大型出版商甚至不试着在内部创造自己的‘新产品’（也就是本季主打书）。正如大出版商企图在内部创造新产品是愚蠢的行为，个别作家企图亲自销售并宣传自己的书也一样愚笨。这种分工是根据每个人的强项分配各自应扮演的角色，也是让每个参与者获得最大利益的解决之道。当然，出版商和作家之间或许会出现纷争和问题，但那也是管理之所以存在的原因。”



康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基



同样的商业模式也相当广泛用在电影制作、戏剧、艺廊、音乐出版界，并且写下长期的成功纪录。尤其电影业更是这种商业模式的有趣应用。
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新电影大多从剧本开始，由自己就是独立经纪人（通常是自给自足的）的作者所写。作者主动接洽几位有实绩的制作人筹措项目的财源，每位制作人跟这些作者一样，也是独立经纪人，不过有些可能已经跟电影公司签约。一旦制作人取得剧本拍摄权，接着就会开始筹钱，找导演、制片公司和所需的演员。这些全都还是独立经纪人，愿意在双方同意的收费下，对特定影片提供服务，只有当产品（电影）最后终于创作完成，电影公司才开始行动，一方面取得经销新产品的权利，大力营销，并提供配销的基础建设销售、宣传和配销电影。


“在创意产业中，我们见到产品创造者和宣传、配销与销售者的明显区别，不用说也知道，宣传人员必须对最新的技术和产品如数家珍，才能聪明地评估，是否某一幅画、某本书或某张唱片好到值得宣传，不过这些人不必直接参与创作。如果这种按工作功能划分的组织架构在创意产业运作顺畅，难道不该至少试着把它引进其他渴望更有创意的产业吗？事实上，当我们把创意产业的基本经济特性跟崭新市场的特点相比较时，可以明显看出两种类型市场相似的程度，令人不可思议。在这个基础下，如果创意产业特有的组织架构，无法轻松被引进那些渴望创造崭新市场的产业，会令我们感到很讶异的。”


——康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基





那么，和崭新市场比较起来，创意产业有哪些特殊的经济特点？

请注意，对多数组织来说，管好双重策略是极端困难的，因此将创业冒险的活动摆在另一种企业架构，跟既有企业架构分开，不失为合理的作法。如此一来，万一崭新技术“吃掉”现有产品的稳定收入，也不会产生利益冲突。将两者分开，也可以防止新事业被现有体制和文化压抑得喘不过气来；然而缺点是，将两者完全划分开来，也减少新旧事业线创造综效的机会。


关键思维

“事实上，既有企业不采取‘非黑即白’的观点，从权变观点来看待这议题或许更好。说明白些，有两项关键因素影响企业如何管理新旧事业：两种事业间的冲突多严重——因为这决定将两者分开的策略是否特别有益；以及对现有的事业来说，新市场在策略观点上的相似度有多高——因为这将决定开发两者间的综效有多重要。”

康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基

“科学家认为，理解在大霹雳后几秒内宇宙究竟发生了什么事，或多或少是理解其后宇宙发生的每件事的关键。相同论点也适用崭新市场。换言之，理解这些市场在创造的最初时刻发生什么事，是理解这些市场在往后一百年间将发生许多事情的关键。事实上，我们今日看到在所谓新经济的企业发展，跟祖父母们眼中的汽车产业的发展、收音机和电视的问世等极其类似。这些看似老掉牙的事业，其实是他们那年代（二十世纪）的新经济先驱。”

康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基

“我们察觉到，许多这样的忠告多半都和过去几年的思维格格不入。近年来我们的目标是，借由在既有企业内部建立新创企业的文化和架构，促使既有企业更具创业冒险的精神。我们也察觉到这样的忠告或许跟打前锋、创造新市场、现代公司内部研发角色等的普遍信仰有所扞格，但如果我们能够挑战你，至少对这些普遍信仰提出质疑（如果不能改变的话），就已经达到了目的。证据明显显示，崭新技术出自市场的可能性高于企业内部。”

康斯提诺斯·马凯斯和保罗·哲罗斯基





Employ the optimum commercial structure　
中文



Main Idea

To take full advantage of the innovation opportunities of the twenty-first century, established companies should not attempt to innovate themselves. It's not where their genuine strengths lie. Instead, the established firms should leave the task of new technology creation to the start-ups. They could even develop a network of feeder firms, who will do the pioneering work. Then, when the time is right, the established firms can move to take the niche markets created by the start-ups and grow them into mass markets. By separating the pioneering and consolidation activities in this manner, much better results can be obtained.

Supporting Ideas

In conceptual terms, the optimum commercial structure for the development and commercialization of radical new technologies is something like this:
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The key features of this structure are:


	The start-ups are free to develop whatever new technologies make sense to them, especially technologies which will obsolete existing products.

	The start-ups can be funded independently or by the established company. Regardless of the source of funding, the established companies have no management input into what the start-ups do.

	The established company can focus on serving its existing customers.

	The start-ups can focus on a supply-push approach develop advanced new technologies and then use those cutting edge technologies to allow customers to do things which were never before feasible.

	The established company can provide help with funding, providing R&D expertise or other business development services to the start-ups under contract.

	The start-ups can focus on building niche markets for their technologies. When a product design comes together and starts to gain traction as the dominant design for an industry, the established company can then step in and provide the resources, distribution channels, manufacturing capacity and marketing required to build a mass market for the new technology. Both the start-up and the established company divide the revenues generated fairly according to a formula agreed upon beforehand.

	Long-term, the start-up and the established corporation may end up merging if the new technology proves to be applicable to a substantial mass consumer market. Or alternatively, if the new market ends up being inconsequential, the contractual relationship between both companies might end up being dissolved. This commercial structure allows for both scenarios to be played out.



The suggestion that big companies should not even attempt to develop radical new technologies in-house may seem undesirable to the managers of those companies, but in fact this is the business model that has been used successfully in numerous creative industries for many years. For example:
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In the publishing industry, a major book publisher does not have thousands of employees sitting in offices attempting to write great books. Instead, the publisher goes out into the marketplace and finds those authors who are writing good material. The company then signs an author to a contract, perhaps with an advance on royalties being paid. The author then writes the book free from bureaucracy or other impediments. Once the book is finished, the publisher prepares the book, gets it printed, promotes the book, markets it and distributes it through the publisher's established relationships.


Key Thoughts

"Think about it. A major book publisher does not even try to create any of its 'new products' (that is, the season's books) internally. Just as it would be silly for the big publisher to attempt to create the new products internally, it is generally a similar act of folly for individual authors to attempt to sell and promote their books on their own. This division of labor builds on the strengths of each actor and is a solution that maximizes the welfare of everyone involved. Sure, there may be disagreements and problems between the publishers and authors but that's what management is there for."


Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski





That same business model is used in the movie making, theater, art galleries, music publishing industries quite extensively and with a long track record of success. The film industry, in particular, is an interesting application of this business model.
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New movies have been written by an author acting as an independent (and usually self-funded) agent. The writer approaches several established producers seeking funding for the project. Like the author, each of these producers are also independent agents, although some may have a preexisting contractual arrangement with a film studio. Once a producer acquires the rights to the screenplay, he or she then lines up the financing, the director, the production company and the actors who will be required. Again, these are all independent agents who are willing to offer their services on specific film projects for agreed fees. It is only when the product (the movie) has finally been created and finished that the movie studios get into action. The studios acquire the rights to distribute the new product and provide massive marketing power and distribution infrastructure so as to sell, promote and distribute the movie.


"In creative industries we see a clear separation between those who create the product and those that promote, distribute and sell it. Needless to say, the promoters must be knowledgeable about the latest technology and products so they can make an intelligent assessment of whether a painting or book or a record is good enough for them to promote. But they do not have to be actively involved in its creation. If this organization of work functions well in creative industries, shouldn't we at least attempt to import it into other industries that aspire to become more creative? In fact, when we compare the basic economic properties of creative industries with the features that characterize new radical markets, it becomes obvious that the two types of markets are amazingly similar. Given this basic fact, we would be surprised if the organizational structure that characterizes creative industries cannot be readily imported into any industry that aspires to create new radical markets."


—Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski





So what are the specific economic features of creative industries by comparison with radical new markets?

Note that it is exceptionally difficult for most organizations to manage dual strategies well. Therefore, it makes good sense to keep entrepreneurial activities in a separate corporate structure from those of the established firm. That way, there will be no conflicts of interest if a radical new technology cannibalizes the revenue streams of existing products. Separation also prevents the company's existing processes and culture from suffocating the new business. The downside, however, is that complete separation also reduces the opportunities for synergy to be created between the old and the new business lines.


Key Thoughts

"In fact, rather than adopting an either/or perspective, an established firm may be better off approaching the issue from a contingency perspective. Specifically, two key factors influence how a firm should manage the old and new businesses: how serious the conflicts between the two businesses are—because this determines whether a separation strategy would be especially beneficial or not; and how strategically similar the new market is perceived to be to the existing business—because this deter-mines how important the exploitation of synergies between the two will be."

Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski

"Scientists believe that understanding what happened to the universe in the first few seconds after the Big Bang is the key to understanding more or less everything else that has happened ever since. The same argument could be made about new-to-the-world radical markets. In other words, understanding what happens in the first few moments of their creation is the key to understanding much of that will happen in those markets in the next hundred years. In fact, what we see happening today in the development of businesses of the so-called New Economy is very similar to what our grandparents saw as they watched the development of the automobile industry, the emergence of radio and television, and so on. Indeed, these apparently old businesses were actually the harbingers of the new economy of their day—the twentieth century.

Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski

“We are aware that a lot of this advice cuts against the grain of much of the thinking of the last few years, which aimed to make established corporations more entrepreneurial by developing the cultures and structures of the younger start-up firms. We are also aware that this advice may not sit well with established orthodoxies on pioneering, creating new markets, the role of internal R&D in the modern corporation, and many more. We will have achieved our purpose if we have challenged you to at least question (if not change) some of these orthodoxies. The evidence clearly shows that radical technologies are more likely to originate in the market than inside a firm."

Constantinos Markides and Paul Geroski





在地观点

兼具娱乐与经济，东森购物后来居上

古有明训：“先发制人，后发制于人。”但是在竞争愈趋激烈的今日，后发真的就会受制于人吗？东森得易购虽不像SONY、松下等国际企业以研发见长，然而透过虚拟通路的整合，以及与第三方的紧密互动，也为一些不容易在市场发声的商品，找到了全新的展示舞台，从而觅得了无穷的商机。现在，东森得易购已俨然成为台湾电视购物的第一把交椅，也算是为台湾厂商在研发制胜之外，另觅一条蹊径。

但是谈到当初跨入电视购物领域，看好的人并不多。很多人听到这种想法，第一个浮上心头的念头就是，怎么可能？“以台湾商店的密集度，三步一小店，五步一大店，怎么会有电视购物的空间？”五年前东森得易购抢进电视购物市场，这是媒体看待这个新通路的普遍看法，但是才为时五年，东森得易购却已在虚拟通路中闯出自己的名号，“东森严选”也成为另类的质量保证。

五年营业净额翻七十番

东森得易购创立后营业净额一路扶摇直上，由草创第一年（2000年）的5亿元营收净额，一路跳到2001年的22亿元、2002年的72亿元、2003年的153亿元、2004年的213亿元，今年则期望可以挑战350亿元。在这五年间，东森得易购营业净额等于翻了七十番，就连会员数也跟着急速成长，近期东森得易购会员数已勇破250万人。

面对如此辉煌的业绩，很多人说东森得易购做得很成功，我却认为东森得易购距离成功还有一大段距离。不过，如果说真有那么点成就，我觉得最大的成就可能是来自媒体的肯定，毕竟要让一向习于从批判角度出发的媒体人，转成爱用者，是一件很不容易的事。

谈到当初投入电视购物这一行，以系统业者出身的东森媒体集团经常会听到收视户抱怨，直指有线电视频道广告的商品质量良窳不齐，从中看到了无穷商机的东森，认为在美国风行达十五年的电视购物，有机会在台发光发热。适巧1999年台湾卫生食品法规过关，在有法律的门槛支应下，让东森得易购在审查新上市商品（特别是健康食品和保健用品）时增加了不少便利，也更能放心地跨入市场。

娱乐经济

尽管当时的法令已告健全，但对才刚跨入电视购物市场的后起之秀东森得易购来说，如何脱颖而出，依然是个难题。

为有别于一般电视购物卖膏药式的叫卖方式，东森得易购给了自己全新的“娱乐经济”的定位，让消费者可以寓广告于乐。套句东森的术语：“我们不是在销售产品，而是在做节目。”为了让广告可以充分节目化，东森不同于其他有线电视台采插播广告的方式播出，还首创了专属的电视购物频道。在市场接受度与日俱增下，运营正式迈入第六年的东森购物，旗下五大电视购物通路自今年元月份起全数上线，巩固省内第一大电视购物王的宝座。

“东森严选”

光是有好的营销策略，没有好商品也是不行的。为了一改消费者认为电视购物没好货的既定印象，东森得易购提出了“东森严选”的自我要求，希望让消费者买进东森的产品后，全然没有后顾之忧。着眼于此，东森打出了独有的“消费零风险”号召，强调只要向东森购买的商品，都享有十天的免费鉴赏期，如果不喜欢，不需任何理由，都可以百分之百退换货，不需花一毛钱。为了贯彻这个理想，东森得易购也拟出了四道质量审查门槛，从供货厂商的规模、财力到产品是否拥有官方认证，以及质量良窳，都有专人控管。截至目前为止，东森得易购员工数已激增至3000名，与曾经往来过的厂商总家数齐平，更较常态往来的厂商家数1500家，还多出一倍。

在3000多名员工齐心寻求有市场商机的产品下，东森贩卖的商品也愈来愈多元，有形的、无形的，高价的、便宜的、时尚的、实用的、吃的、穿的、住的，东森购物都有卖。“时尚”并非随波逐流，东森购物除了是一个完整的商品供应平台外，未来也将积极加入流行的元素，以转型成流行时尚整合的信息平台，以善用通路特性提供消费者与国际时尚接轨的新管道。除此之外，东森购物也会陆续导入一些虚拟的商品，如保险、旅游等，未来都可以在购物频道上进行消费。

自营商品全新出击

为塑造通路商品独特性，扩大与既有销售商品差异化，东森购物近来致力发展多品项自营商品，从寝饰品牌、纸尿裤、男装、化妆品、女装，一应俱全，其中两年前新推出的自有品牌化妆品，更在众多品牌中一枝独秀。为了拓展会员服务，去年二月起，东森自有品牌化妆品推出独有的走动式服务，开出该品牌的“体验会馆”全省巡回列车，遍及桃园、台中与高雄等地，邀集近百名会员参与体验营活动，不仅近距离聆听顾客心声，更提升会员服务广度。在拉近服务的策略奏效下，东森自有品牌化妆品去年销售实绩一举达到3亿8000万元，今年则期望可以更上层楼达到5亿元，可谓虚拟通路高价保养品经营成功案例。

为了让产品销售再创佳绩，以虚拟通路起家的东森购物，并不坚持所有商品都得在自家通路上贩卖，而会视不同商品的特性，增加在实体通路销售的可能。举例来说，东森以20至30岁年轻客层为主要诉求的新保养品牌ANGELITA，也将于四月份再推出“魔绿好漾系列”，并正式进驻实体通路，以虚实并进的策略，抢攻年轻保养品市场，预期势必再攀销售高峰。

为了提振消费者的购物意愿，东森也有独家法宝，除首先带动省内信用卡分期零利率机制外，在近期的周年庆期间，更是将信用卡分期零利率制发挥到极致，除无门槛限制全面施行十二期零利率外，更祭出与八大银行合作，推出二十四期零利率付款服务，且单笔消费满5000元即可适用；这与一般百货公司仅能分十二期、单笔消费还须满6000元的付款条件相较，确实更富吸引力。

卖商品也卖爱心


	除了打促销战，紧抓住消费者的钱包外，东森购物也不忘投入公益关怀，抓住消费者的心。举例来说，东森特别在五周岁生日前夕，展开200万会员公益大调查，结果显示：“妇女”及“幼童”最能引发会员的共鸣以及激发参与欲望。为了鼓励会员站出来一起投入公益关怀，东森购物特别配合内政部举办之妇幼安全推广，规划“爱的守护犬”公益活动，只要在去年底在东森购物消费，就送你一张可以帮助受暴妇幼的“心愿卡”，凭心愿卡前往“爱的守护犬”北中南活动现场，就可以十元认养一只爱的守护犬；同时东森购物也将相对提拨十元，捐赠现代妇女基金会及天主教善牧基金会，冀望得以让全台十五万名受暴妇幼能够得到更妥善的身心照顾。

	虽然东森购物运营已迈向正轨，且囊括了大部分的市场，但我认为，市场仍有极大的成长空间。据初估，美国虚拟市场占总体市场的销售比重达15%，但是台湾比重却只有3%至4%，也正因为这个因素，东森购物对积极部署虚拟通路的富邦、中国信托（富跃）集团，并未以竞争者看待，反倒认为良性竞争，有助于将市场大饼做大，然而这就是东森购物看待后发先制者与市场之间的关系。



本文作者：


宋湘岚：台湾东森购物总经理
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