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Abstract

Competition in marketing, particularly through advertising rivalries, is a dynamic and pivotal aspect of
business strategy. This deep dive explores how companies use advertising to differentiate themselves and
capture market share in highly competitive environments. Advertising rivalries often involve creative
campaigns, aggressive pricing strategies, and innovative use of media to attract and retain customers. The
study examines notable cases of advertising wars, where companies have engaged in direct and indirect
confrontations through their marketing efforts. These rivalries not only influence consumer perceptions
and brand loyalty but also drive industry innovation and set new standards for marketing practices. The
impact of digital media and social platforms on advertising competition is also analyzed, highlighting how
real-time feedback and viral content have transformed traditional marketing strategies. By understanding
the mechanisms and outcomes of advertising rivalries, businesses can better navigate the competitive
landscape, optimize their marketing tactics, and achieve sustainable growth. This exploration underscores
the importance of creativity, strategic planning, and adaptability in maintaining a competitive edge in the
ever-evolving world of marketing.

Keywords: Advertising wars; Brand loyalty; Competitive strategy; Consumer perception; Digital media; Marketing inno-
vation

Abbreviations: RevPAR: Revenue per available room, SVoD: Subscription video on demand

1. Introduction

In today’s market economy, competition in marketing is a driving force that shapes consumer choices,
pricing strategies, and overall brand positioning. Companies engage in fierce advertising rivalries,
leveraging tactics like comparative advertising and content marketing to highlight their strengths
and weaknesses against competitors [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. These battles often involve industry giants like
Coca-Cola and Pepsi, McDonald’s and Burger King, or Nike and Adidas, vying for market share
through social media marketing and strategic consolidation moves. This takes a deep dive into the
world of advertising rivalries, exploring the psychological underpinnings, legal implications, and po-
tential backlash of comparative advertising campaigns. It delves into high-profile cases where brands
have gone head-to-head, dissecting the strategies employed and analyzing the outcomes through the
lens of competitor analysis and consumer behavior (Fig. 1) [6, 7, 8, 9].

2. Coca-Cola vs. Pepsi

The Coca-Cola and Pepsi rivalry is one of the most enduring consumer brand rivalries, dating back to
the 20th century, and has played a pivotal role in shaping modern advertising. Coke has traditionally
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Figure 1. Thematic Evolution.

been the market leader, with a much larger marketing budget than Pepsi in the early years, while
Pepsi has positioned itself as the ’challenger’ brand, often using more innovative and disruptive
marketing tactics as given in Table 1 [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17].

« Pepsi introduced a popular radio jingle in the late 1930s that revolutionized radio advertising.

« Pepsi’s 'Pepsi Generation’ campaign in the 1960s targeted the rebellious youth culture.

« Coke’s iconic "Hilltop’ ad in 1971 appealed to a younger, more global consumer base.

« Pepsi’s 'Pepsi Challenge’ blind taste tests in the 1970s challenged Coke’s dominance.

« Coke’s disastrous 'New Coke’ product launch in 1985 showed the importance of brand loyalty

beyond just taste.

Table 1. Coca-Cola vs. Pepsi

Coca-Cola Pepsi

Established earlier, larger marketing budget | Positioned as the ’challenger’ brand

Iconic ’Hilltop’ ad targeted global youth "Pepsi Generation’ campaign targeted rebellious youth

Brand loyalty beyond taste "Pepsi Challenge’ blind taste tests challenged dominance

('New Coke’ fiasco)

In recent years, both brands have had to adapt to changing consumer preferences and media con-
sumption habits, experimenting with new digital and experiential marketing tactics. As sustain-
ability becomes a bigger concern, the brands may need to cooperate more rather than compete to
address issues like plastic waste [18, 19, 20].

3. McDonald’s vs. Burger King

The rivalry between McDonald’s and Burger King has been a defining force in the fast food in-
dustry, shaping marketing strategies and consumer preferences for decades. Despite McDonald’s
dominance, with about twice as many restaurants, five times the ad budget, and 10 times the rev-
enue of Burger King, the latter has driven a lot of innovation in marketing, developing tactics that
have persisted throughout the industry as given in Table 2 [21, 22, 23].

Burger King has often taken a more irreverent and competitive approach in its marketing, poking
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fun at McDonald’s, while McDonald’s has maintained a more stable, leader-like brand image. Key
marketing campaigns and events include:

« Burger King’s "Have it your way’ slogan and jingle in the 1970s, offering customizable burgers.

« McDonald’s successful 'I'm lovin’ it’ campaign and focus on celebrity partnerships.

Table 2. McDonald’s vs. Burger King

McDonald’s Burger King

Positive marketing tactics | Irreverent, competitive approach
"I’'m lovin’ it’ campaign ’Have it your way’ slogan
Celebrity partnerships Poked fun at McDonald’s

In recent years, both brands have worked with independent creative agencies, a significant shift in
their marketing strategies. Burger King is focused on driving relevancy and authenticity in culture,
while McDonald’s continues to leverage its strong brand equity and nostalgia.

The brands have also introduced new premium and healthier menu items over time to cater to chang-
ing consumer tastes. In the early years, McDonald’s offered a limited selection of products, while
Burger King differentiated itself by offering customizable burgers through its 'Have it Your Way’
slogan [24, 25].

4. Nike vs. Adidas

Nike and Adidas are the two leading brands in the sneaker and sportswear market, engaged in a
silent but intense rivalry. Adidas was founded in 1924 by the Dassler brothers in Germany, while
Nike was founded in 1964 in the US by Bill Bowerman and Phil Knight. The rivalry between the
two brands intensified as they both sought to capture a larger share of the lucrative North American
market, where Nike dominates as given in Table 3.

In terms of financials, Nike is the clear leader with significantly higher revenues and spending power
for marketing, sponsorships, and celebrity endorsements. Both brands have invested heavily in
technological innovations and collaborations with designers to create iconic shoe models and stay
ahead of the competition. The rivalry intensified when Kanye West, who was previously associated
with Nike, moved to Adidas in 2014 and launched his successful Yeezy line [26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31].

Table 3. Nike Vs Adidas

Nike Adidas
Bold, heroic personality Lifestyle brand

*Just Do It’ campaign cemented position ocus on sustainability and environmental

responsibility

Purpose-driven advertising like Colin Kaepernick | Celebrity/artist collaborations

Emotional connections, celebrity endorsements | Creative marketing tactics, event sponsorships

Strong digital marketing presence Global athlete/team sponsorships

During the COVID-19 pandemic, both brands responded with their own protective equipment of-
ferings, such as face masks and face shields. Nike positions itself as a brand with a bold, heroic
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personality, challenging the status quo, while Adidas is seen more as a lifestyle brand. Nike’s iconic
‘Just Do It’ campaign in the 1980s helped cement its position, and the brand has continued to use
bold, purpose-driven advertising like the Colin Kaepernick campaign. Adidas has focused on sus-
tainability and environmental responsibility as part of its brand identity [32].

Both brands leverage celebrity and athlete endorsements, as well as high-profile collaborations, to
drive cultural relevance. The rivalry continues to evolve, with both brands exploring opportunities
in the metaverse and digital/NFT spaces.

« The Nike logo is a simple checkmark shape called the Swoosh’, while the Adidas logo is the iconic
three-stripe mark representing diversity and the three continents where their shoes were sold.

« Nike’s famous tagline is "Just Do It’, which is meant to inspire and motivate consumers. Adidas
has used taglines like 'Impossible is Nothing” and ’All In’ to convey their brand values.

« Nike focuses on emotional connections with consumers, using celebrity endorsements and high-
profile sponsorships extensively. They also have a strong digital marketing presence.

« Adidas uses creative marketing tactics like collaborations with celebrities and artists. They also
advertise heavily during major sporting events and sponsor athletes/teams globally.

According to Statista, Nike has higher global revenue than Adidas and Puma combined, indicating
Nike’s dominance in the industry. The Nike vs. Adidas rivalry has spanned six decades, influencing
sports marketing and culture, and who dominates in the future may depend on innovation and acting
on sustainability pledges [33].

5. Apple vs. Samsung

Apple and Samsung are the two dominant smartphone brands, often competing head-to-head in the
market. Apple was first to market with the original iPhone in 2007, while Samsung’s first smartphone
came in 2009. However, Samsung has since made significant progress and now has a larger market
share than Apple as given in Table 4 [34, 35, 36].

The two companies have very different marketing strategies:

« Apple focuses on consistency in branding and packaging design, as well as clearly defined brand
values like quality and reliability.

« Samsung has a stronger social media presence and often aims to create marketing ’sensations’
through celebrity endorsements and ambush marketing tactics.

Examples of Samsung and Apple engaging in ambush marketing:

« When Samsung referenced Steve Jobs’ comments about larger phones to promote the Galaxy Note
4.

« When Apple created an ad referencing the patent disputes and Samsung allegedly copying their

ideas.

While Samsung may be more aggressive in its marketing, Apple’s stronger brand image and more
consistent messaging have helped it maintain a higher brand value and revenue compared to Sam-
sung.
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Table 4. Apple Vs Samsung

Apple Samsung

Focus on design, user experience, and continuous Operates across wide range of industries with
innovation vertical integration

Outsources hardware manufacturing to keep R&D Spends heavily on R&D and CapEx for production
costs low capabilities

Tightly integrated products make switching difficult Vertically integrated supply chain for control and

logistics
Known for elegant, simple advertising campaigns Mix of advertising and promotional tactics
Distributes through own stores, trade partners, Distributes through dealers, retail chains,
online distributors

The two companies have been engaged in numerous patent infringement lawsuits since 2011, span-
ning multiple continents and billions of dollars in damages. Key legal battles include [37]:

1. 2012: Apple awarded $1.05 billion, later reduced to $600 million
2. 2014: Apple awarded $120 million, Samsung awarded $160,000
3. 2018: Apple awarded $539 million

In Q1 2023, Samsung regained the top spot in global smartphone sales with a 22% market share,
followed by Apple at 21%. Samsung smartphones generally offer more features and customization
options, while iPhones are known for their minimalist design and user experience. Samsung’s smart-
phones are available at a wider range of price points, while Apple’s iPhones are typically more ex-
pensive [38].

6. Ford vs. Chevrolet

The Ford vs. Chevrolet (Chevy) rivalry has been a longstanding tradition in the American automotive
industry, especially in the Midwest region. Families were divided into either Ford or Chevy loyalists
in the 1960s, with Dodge being seen as more neutral. This rivalry extended to social gatherings,
sports events, and other aspects of life [39, 40, 41].

The author’s family was a Ford family, with the author’s grandfather and father both working for
Ford-related companies, which shaped the author’s love for the Ford brand. The author’s family
owned several Ford vehicles over the years, including a 1959 Ford Fairlane convertible ’rat rod’,
a 1970 Ford Country Squire station wagon, and a 1970 Ford Bronco. The author’s experience of
working on the Bronco and learning about automobile engines firsthand was a valuable lesson, even
though it led to some mistakes.

The Ford vs. Chevy rivalry continued to exist in the author’s high school years in the mid-1980s,
with no clear reason for its persistence over the decades. However, in the current market, both
brands have their strengths and weaknesses across different vehicle segments:

« Small SUV Segment: Ford has a more diverse lineup including the Bronco and Bronco Sport,
which outperform Chevrolet’s Equinox.

« Midsize SUV Segment: Chevrolet’s Traverse is the winner, offering more cargo space and an
adult-friendly third row compared to the Ford Explorer.
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« Large SUV Segment: The Chevrolet Tahoe, Suburban, and Ford Expedition are all evenly matched,
with each offering unique strengths.

« Small Truck Segment: The redesigned Chevrolet Colorado edges out Ford’s offerings.

« Full-size Truck Segment: The Ford F-150 is the winner, offering best-in-class towing capacity
and a well-rounded package.

« Sports Car Segment: Chevrolet’s Corvette has the edge over the Ford Mustang with its mid-
engine design and high-end performance.

In recent comparison tests by Cars.com, Ford entries have generally outperformed comparable Chev-
rolet models across various vehicle segments. However, in the truck segment, the rivalry is most
heated, with loyalists on both sides citing sales figures, horsepower, and towing capacity as key
metrics. In the muscle car segment, the 2016 Chevrolet Camaro SS won a comparison test over the
Ford Mustang GT, though the Mustang has since been updated [42, 43].

7. Airbnb vs. Traditional Hotels

The rise of Airbnb has significantly disrupted the traditional hotel industry, causing a real decline in
revenue per available room (RevPAR) across various hotel segments as given in Table 5. According
to studies, Airbnb’s growth has led to [44, 45, ﬁ]

« A 2% real decline in RevPAR across all hotel segments
« Up to 4% decline in the luxury hotel segment

«+ In Boston alone, a 2.5% decrease in hotel RevPAR, amounting to $5.8 million in lost revenue in
2016

Airbnb now accounts for nearly 3% of all traditional hotel demand in the U.S., reflecting the changing
consumer preferences and travel trends.

Table 5. Consumer Trends

Consumer Trends

Airbnb Advantages

Hotel Advantages

Unique, authentic experiences

Personalization

Hospitableness

Increased mobility and diverse travel

Communitas

Human interactions

Localness

Brand loyalty shifting to instant gratification

Focus on access over ownership Serendipity -

Emphasis on wellness and well-being Ethical consumerism | -

While Airbnb outperforms hotels on dimensions like personalization, communitas, localness, serend-
ipity, and ethical consumerism, hotels maintain an advantage in hospitableness and leveraging the
human factor for genuine guest interactions. However, governments have been lenient in regulat-
ing Airbnb, focusing more on mitigating negative externalities rather than leveling the playing field,
with enforcement of regulations remaining a challenge.

To compete with Airbnb, hotels can:

« Rethink their brand promise and leverage authentic storytelling to connect emotionally with con-
sumers

« Focus on the ’Experiential Value Proposition’ beyond just the guest room
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« Enhance the human touch and sense of hospitableness
« Leverage loyalty programs to personalize the guest experience

« Explore integrating home sharing models into their business

8. Red Bull vs. Monster Energy

Red Bull and Monster Energy are two of the most prominent energy drink brands, engaged in a fierce
rivalry for market dominance. The brands have distinct brand identities and marketing strategies
that cater to their respective target audiences. Red Bull has cultivated a more aggressive, wild, and
powerful brand image, while Monster has embraced a more bloody, scary, and provocative image.
Red Bull’s catchphrase focuses on giving consumers *wings’ to reach their dreams, tapping into as-
pirational themes, whereas Monster’s catchphrase appeals to the consumer’s 'dark side’ and ferocity
as given in Table 6 [47, 48, 49].

Table 6. Red Bull vs. Monster Energy

Red Bull Monster Energy
Simple, minimalist can design Cluttered, eye-catching can design
3 can sizes (250ml, 355ml, 473ml) 2 can sizes (250ml, 500ml)

Consistent product identity across range | Differentiated identities for various flavors

Premium pricing (e.g., 473ml can 2.08) Lower pricing (e.g., 500ml can 1.59)

While both brands have built strong brand loyalty through fan communities and sponsorships part-
nerships, their strategies differ. Red Bull has employed more ownership strategies, such as owning
Formula 1 teams, while Monster has relied more heavily on sponsorships. Both brands have high-
profile brand ambassadors, like Sebastien Vettel and Thierry Henry for Red Bull, and Nate Adams
for Monster.

Targeting dynamic, active consumers aged 18-30, including ’night birds’ and sportspeople, Red Bull
has expanded its reach to include workers and trendsetters, while Monster has focused more on
using ’Monster Girls’ to attract male attention. Red Bull is a major advertiser, while Monster does
not engage in traditional advertising. However, both brands are active on social media, with Red
Bull having significantly more followers [50].

Competition between the two brands is intense, with Red Bull positioned as the market leader and
pioneer, while Monster is seen as a follower. Red Bull has a clearer and more positive brand image
compared to Monster, which has more negative associations. Taste is the most important factor for
consumers when choosing an energy drink, followed by price and brand reputation. In a blind taste
test, consumers preferred the taste of Red Bull over Monster, even when the drinks were mislabeled

[51].

9. Netflix vs. Traditional Cable TV

Netflix has disrupted the traditional TV industry with its streaming service, boasting about 233
million paying subscribers globally. It offers several subscription tiers ranging from $6.99 per month
for an ad-supported plan to $19.99 per month for a premium plan, making it a more affordable option
compared to the typical household’s $217.42 per month for a base cable TV package as given in Table
7 [52, 53].
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Netflix’s journey began in 1997 as a DVD rental service, and it launched its streaming service in
2007, allowing customers to watch content on various devices. The company’s success and growth
have been driven by its foray into producing original content, which started in 2013. Additionally,
Netflix’s data-driven approach to content selection and personalization has been a key competitive
advantage.

While Netflix faces increasing competition from rivals like Amazon, Google, and Disney;, its focus on
exclusive content and user experience has helped it maintain its dominance. However, in Q1 2023,
Netflix lost 2.31 million subscribers to cable TV and live TV providers, indicating the ongoing battle
for viewership.

Table 7. Netflix vs. Traditional Cable TV

Netflix Traditional Cable TV
Affordable subscription plans Expensive base packages
On-demand streaming Linear programming

Original and licensed content Primarily licensed content
Data-driven content selection Programming based on ratings
Device compatibility Limited to TV sets
Personalized recommendations | One-size-fits-all approach

The rise of cord-cutters, who have replaced traditional cable with streaming services, is evident.
According to data [48]:

« Cord-cutters in the US are expected to reach 55.1 million by 2022.
« As of 2021, only 45% of households in America subscribed to cable, down from 52% in 2015.
« In 2021, 74% of US households had a subscription video on demand (SVoD) service.

70% of US adults use streaming services, while only 65% had cable TV as of 2015.

+ 64% of adults in the US subscribe to Netflix, making it the most subscribed to streaming service.

The competition between traditional TV, YouTube (AVoD), and Netflix (PVoD) in the audiovisual
media market is intense. While younger generations view YouTube as a closer alternative to TV
compared to older generations, consumers are more likely to view Netflix as an alternative to TV
than YouTube. However, there are mixed views on whether YouTube and Netflix are alternatives to
each other (see Fig. 2).

The study suggests that there is strong competition between these services during prime-time eveni-
ng hours for entertainment consumption. YouTube is more complementary for purposes like gaining
knowledge or personal motivation, while Netflix and TV compete more for feature films and series.
Older age groups use YouTube less than younger groups, who are more likely to substitute YouTube
for TV. Competition between streaming and traditional TV is intensifying, with[ consolidation’,
‘strengths and weaknesses’, ’social media marketing’, ’content marketing’, ’competitor analysis’,
’pricing strategy’, ‘market economy’] playing a crucial role. According to Nielsen data, streaming
TV time is poised to equal traditional TV viewing time in November 2023, with each accounting for
49% of total TV time. Netflix remains the SVOD leader, delivering twice as many viewing minutes
as its nearest competitor. Furthermore, 23% of US adults consider Netflix their default TV source,
almost four times as many as the closest rival, Hulu.
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Figure 2. Prospects of Al in digital marketing.

10. Conclusion

The battle for consumer attention and loyalty in the marketing landscape is intense, with brands
employing various tactics to gain a competitive edge. From iconic advertising campaigns to disrup-
tive innovations, the rivalries explored in this article showcase the power dynamics and strategic
maneuverings that shape consumer choices and drive industry evolution. While some rivalries have
endured for decades, fueled by deep-rooted consumer loyalties and brand identities, others are more
recent, arising from the disruption of traditional business models by nimble upstarts. Ultimately,
these marketing battles serve as a testament to the ever-changing nature of consumer preferences
and the need for brands to continuously adapt, innovate, and redefine their value propositions to
remain relevant in a highly competitive market economy.

References

[1] Robert Cluley. Essentials of advertising. Kogan Page Publishers, 2017.

[2] C Scott Hemphill. “Disruptive incumbents”. In: Columbia Law Review 119.7 (2019), pp. 1973—
2000.

[3] Robin Wensley. “The basics of marketing strategy”. In: The marketing book. Routledge, 2016,
pp. 53-85.

[4] GavinKilduff, Adam D Galinsky, Edoardo Gallo, and James Reade. “Whatever it takes: Rivalry
and unethical behavior”. In: Intl. Association for Conflict Management, IACM 25th Annual Con-
ference. 2012.

[5] Oliver Ava, Muhammad Oscar, and Tommy George. “The Impact and Prevention of Latch-up
in CMOS in VLSI Design”. In: Fusion of Multidisciplinary Research, An International Journal
(FMR) 1.1 (2020), pp. 1-13.



480

(6]

[16]

(17]

(18]
(19]

(20]

Pollyanna Obi et al.

Gavin J Kilduff, Adam D Galinsky, Edoardo Gallo, and J James Reade. “Whatever it takes to
win: Rivalry increases unethical behavior”. In: Academy of Management Journal 59.5 (2016),
pp. 1508-1534.

Mark Glick, Catherine Ruetschlin, and Darren Bush. “Big tech’s buying spree and the failed
ideology of competition law”. In: Hastings LT 72 (2020), p. 465.

Philip Kotler. Marketing insights from A to Z: 80 concepts every manager needs to know. John
Wiley & Sons, 2003.

Rich Horwath. Deep dive: The proven method for building strategy, focusing your resources, and
taking smart action. Greenleaf Book Group, 2009.

Nesim Yilmaz, Tuncer Demir, Safak Kaplan, and Sevilin Demirci. “Demystifying Big Data An-
alytics in Cloud Computing”. In: Fusion of Multidisciplinary Research, An International Journal
(FMR) 1.1 (2020), pp. 25-36.

Joan Magretta. Understanding Michael Porter: The essential guide to competition and strategy.
Harvard business press, 2012.

Douglas C West, John Battice Ford, and Essam Ibrahim. Strategic marketing: creating compet-
itive advantage. Oxford University Press, USA, 2015.

Vijay Kumar and Shaphali Gupta. “Conceptualizing the evolution and future of advertising”.
In: Journal of advertising 45.3 (2016), pp. 302-317.

Louisa Ha. “Media models and advertising effects: Conceptualization and theoretical implica-
tions”. In: Journal of Current Issues & Research in Advertising 17.2 (1995), pp. 1-15.

Antonio Lorenza, Gabriella Caterina, and Bianca Isabella. “Machine Learning Techniques for
Accurate Prediction of Proteins Function”. In: Fusion of Multidisciplinary Research, An Inter-
national Journal (FMR) 1.2 (2020), pp. 85-96.

Hal Brands. “The lost art of long-term competition”. In: The Washington Quarterly 41.4 (2018),
pp- 31-51.

Christian Geisler Asmussen. “Strategic factor markets, scale free resources, and economic
performance: The impact of product market rivalry”. In: Strategic Management Journal 36.12
(2015), pp. 1826-1844.

W Chan Kim. “Blue ocean strategy: from theory to practice”. In: California management review
47.3 (2005), pp. 105-121.

Michael Serazio. “The other ‘fake news: Professional ideals and objectivity ambitions in brand
journalism”. In: Journalism 22.6 (2021), pp. 1340-1356.

Jimeno Estanislau, Federico Hermogenes, and Bernardo Clemente. “Battery Energy Transfor-
mation and Unravelling the Thermodynamics of Energy Storage and Conversion”. In: Fusion
of Multidisciplinary Research, An International Journal (FMR) 2.1 (2021), pp. 122-135.

David Light Shields and Brenda Light Bredemeier. True competition. Human Kinetics, 2009.
Pierre-Jean Benghozi and Elisa Salvador. “Technological competition: a path towards com-
moditization or differentiation? Some evidence from a comparison of e-book readers”. In: Sys-
témes d’information et management 20.3 (2015), pp. 97-135.

Margaret Hughes-Morgan and Walter ] Ferrier. “‘Short interest pressure’and competitive be-
haviour”. In: British Journal of Management 28.1 (2017), pp. 120-134.

Andy Lockett and Steve Thompson. “The resource-based view and economics”. In: Journal of
management 27.6 (2001), pp. 723-754.

Manuel André, Jodo Margarida, Heitor Garcia, and Augusto Dante. “Complexities of Blockchain
Technology and Distributed Ledger Technologies: A Detailed Inspection”. In: Fusion of Multi-
disciplinary Research, An International Journal (FMR) 2.1 (2021), pp. 164-177.

Yuan Peng. “TikTok’s Business Model Innovation and Development-Porter’s Five Forces Model,
Business Model Canvas and SWOT Analysis as Tools”. In: 1st International Symposium on In-
novative Management and Economics (ISIME 2021). Atlantis Press. 2021, pp. 482-489.



(27]

(28]
[29]

(30]

(31]
(32]

(33]

(38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

Fusion of Multidisciplinary Research, An International Journal (FMR) 481

Mark Glick and Catherine Ruetschlin. “Big tech acquisitions and the potential competition
doctrine: The case of Facebook”. In: Institute for New Economic Thinking Working Paper Series
104 (2019).

Bernard Ascher. “Global beer: The road to monopoly”. In: American Antitrust Institute 1.1
(2012), pp. 1-36.

Yadong Luo. “From foreign investors to strategic insiders: Shifting parameters, prescriptions
and paradigms for MNCs in China”. In: Journal of world Business 42.1 (2007), pp. 14-34.
Theodore Elijah, James Clarence, Benjamin Anthony, and Christopher William. “The Journey
and Potential of Organ-on-a-Chip Technology”. In: Fusion of Multidisciplinary Research, An
International Journal (FMR) 2.2 (2021), pp. 211-223.

David S Evans and Elisa V Mariscal. “Market Definition Analysis in Latin America with Ap-
plications to Internet-Based Industries”. In: ISJLP 9 (2013), p. 531.

Kjetil Selvik. “Elite rivalry in a semi-democracy: the Kuwaiti press scene”. In: Middle Eastern
Studies 47.3 (2011), pp. 477-496.

Chung Yip, Lokyi Seol, and Xu Zhu Hon. “A Step-by-Step Approach to Partial Differential
Equations”. In: Fusion of Multidisciplinary Research, An International Journal (FMR) 3.1 (2022),
pp. 302-315.

Noel Doherty and Nejdet Delener. “Chaos theory: Marketing & management implications”.
In: Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice 9.4 (2001), pp. 66-75.

John Grant. The brand innovation manifesto: How to build brands, redefine markets & defy con-
ventions. Wiley+ ORM, 2011.

Willie Pietersen. Strategic learning: How to be smarter than your competition and turn key in-
sights into competitive advantage. John Wiley & Sons, 2010.

John Gallaugher. “Strategic positioning and resource-based thinking: cutting through the haze
of punditry to understand factors behind sustainable, successful internet businesses”. In: In-
ternational Journal of E-Business Research (IJEBR) 3.3 (2007), pp. 14-24.

Tereza Martin, Veronika Ondra, and Karolina Dominik. “The Role of Fiscal vs Monetary Policy
in Modern Economics”. In: Fusion of Multidisciplinary Research, An International Journal (FMR)
3.2 (2022), pp. 329-341.

Bruno Cassiman and Sandra Sieber. “The impact of the internet on market structure”. In:
Handbook of information technology in organizations and electronic markets (2007), pp. 299—
322.

Isaac M Dinner, Harald J Heerde Van, and Scott A Neslin. “Driving online and offline sales: The
cross-channel effects of traditional, online display, and paid search advertising”. In: Journal of
marketing research 51.5 (2014), pp. 527-545.

Zulqurnain Ali, Saira Ejaz, Asma Aleem, Muhammad Usman Saeed, MA Tahir, and Muham-
mad Kashif. “Understanding E-Marketi g as a Fir’s Pro otio al tool and Its Impact on Consumer
Perception”. In: International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences 5.3
(2015), pp. 2222-6990.

Roger Dooley. Brainfluence: 100 ways to persuade and convince consumers with neuromarketing.
John Wiley & Sons, 2011.

Emilia Aleksi and Veera Leevi. “Discovering the Marvels and Intricacies of Physics & As-
tronomy: A Journey Through Fundamental Principles and Cosmic Phenomena”. In: Fusion of
Multidisciplinary Research, An International Journal (FMR) 3.2 (2022), pp. 342-353.

Nan Zhou and Russell W Belk. “Chinese consumer readings of global and local advertising
appeals”. In: Journal of advertising 33.3 (2004), pp. 63-76.

Nicholas Mason. “Building Brand Byron: Early-nineteenth-century advertising and the mar-
keting of Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage”. In: MLQ: Modern Language Quarterly 63.4 (2002), pp. 411-
440.



482

(46]

Pollyanna Obi et al.

Inge Geyskens, Katrijn Gielens, and Marnik G Dekimpe. “The market valuation of internet
channel additions”. In: Journal of marketing 66.2 (2002), pp. 102-119.

Behice Ece Ilhan, Koen Pauwels, and Raoul Kiibler. “Dancing with the enemy: broadened un-
derstanding of engagement in rival brand dyads”. In: MSI Report (2016), pp. 16—107.

Michael Dunford and Bing Qi. “Global reset: COVID-19, systemic rivalry and the global order”.
In: Research in Globalization 2 (2020), p. 100021.

Rory M McDonald and Kathleen M Eisenhardt. “Parallel play: Startups, nascent markets, and
effective business-model design”. In: Administrative Science Quarterly 65.2 (2020), pp. 483-523.
Linnea Daniel, Sondre Robin, and Matthew Aleksander. “Future Facts: Unveiling Mental Health
Issues in the Digital Age”. In: Fusion of Multidisciplinary Research, An International Journal
(FMR) 3.2 (2022), pp. 354-365.

Benjamin Gilad. Business War Games: How large, small, and new companies can vastly improve
their strategies and outmaneuver the competition. Red Wheel/Weiser, 2008.

Rod Carveth. “The economics of online media”. In: Media Economics. Routledge, 2003, pp. 275-
292.

Kai A Konrad. “Strategy in contests-an introduction”. In: WZB-Markets and Politics Working
Paper No. SP II 1 (2007).



	Introduction
	Coca-Cola vs. Pepsi
	McDonald's vs. Burger King
	Nike vs. Adidas
	Apple vs. Samsung
	Ford vs. Chevrolet
	Airbnb vs. Traditional Hotels
	Red Bull vs. Monster Energy
	Netflix vs. Traditional Cable TV
	Conclusion
	References

