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Research on the relationship between benchmarking and ambidextrous innovation
under the moderation of the competitive strategy
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Abstract: A theoretical model was constructed of the relationship between benchmarking and the ambidexterity
( mainstream & newstream) innovation of enterprises under different competitive strategies. Empirical analysis
and fitting test on the above theoretical model were conducted through large-scale questionnaire surveys of
manufacturing enterprises in Fujian, Guangdong and Zhejiang provinces. The results of statistical empirical a-
nalysis show that benchmarking has a significant positive impact on both the mainstream and new-stream
technical innovation of enterprises, and organizational routine update is an important intermediary for bench-
marking to promote enterprise ambidexterity innovation. The cost leadership strategy positively moderates the
relationship between benchmarking and mainstream technical innovation of enterprises, while the differentiation
strategy does not moderate the relationship significantly. The moderating effect of cost leadership strategy and dif-
ferentiation strategy on the relationship between benchmarking and new-stream technical innovation of enterprises
is negative and positive respectively, and their moderating effects are entirely different. This study provides
useful reference for enterprises to formulate benchmarking strategies reasonably under different competitive strat-
egies and improve the effectiveness of enterprises’ ambidexterity innovation.
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Fig.1 A conceptual model of the relationship between
benchmarking and enterprises’ ambidextrous innovation

under the moderating effect of the competitive strategy
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Tab.1 Initial scale design of each research variable
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Tab.2 Reliability and validity analysis of the revised measurement scale for each variable
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Tab.3 Descriptive statistics and related analysis results of each research variable

o=y TFHIE PR 1 3 4 5 6
1.BM 3.564 1.298 1.000

2.MI 2.637 0.842 0.574"**  1.000

3.NI 1.349 0.230 0.229"" 0.117" 1.000

4.RU 2.875 0.524 0.656°""  0.463"" 0.342" 1.000

5.DS 2.216 0.368 0.093 -0.225 0.307" 0.253"" 1.000

6.CL 3.732 0.405 0.057 0.264°*  -0.219 * 0.185"*  -0.127 1.000
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Tab.4 Regression analysis results of direct effects and mediation effects
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VIF e RfE 1.651 3.013 2.484 4.208 2.745 4.375 2.485 4.883 2.059
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0.01, """ £/m& P < 0.001,
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Tab.5 Multi-level regression analysis results of the moderating effects
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Fig.2 Moderating effects of competitive strategy on
the relationship between benchmarking and

enterprises’ mainstream technological innovation
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Fig.3 Moderating effects of competitive strategy on
the relationship between benchmarking and

enterprises’ new-stream technological innovation
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