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This study emphasized the relationship between the Chinese companies’ product
market competition and organizational performance. This article explored the mediating
effect of capital structure and the moderating impact of firm size in achieving better
performance of Chinese companies. This study employed a sample of 2,502 Chinese
firm observations and identified that market competition positively influenced firm
performance. Additionally, capital structure partly mediated the relationship between
product market competition and firm performance. Similarly, the present study also
tested the moderating effect of firm size (both small and large) on the association
between product market competition and firm performance. The results showed that
moderating large businesses affects the nexus between product market competition
and firm performance. Conversely, small firms’ moderating role revealed a substantial
adverse impact on the association between product market competition and firm
performance. These findings contribute to the literature on the complex implications
of market competition on business firms’ performance. The results provide insightful
and practical implications for future research directions.

Keywords: product market competition, GMM model, firm size, capital structure, firm performance

INTRODUCTION

Many organizations consider corporate competitive strategies to be a strategic imperative in an
increasingly competitive global environment. Corporate competitive strategies are those corporate
plans firms use to increase market share (Franko, 1989), competitive advantage (Hitt et al., 1996),
and improve firm performance (Giroud and Mueller, 2011). Businesses incorporate competitive
strategies as an essential tool to achieve their objectives. Many scholars have long been interested
in investigating corporate strategy, and they focused on examining the relationship between
product market competition and firm performance (Raith, 2003; Pant and Pattanayak, 2010;
Sheikh, 2018; Javeed et al., 2020). Existing studies revealed mixed findings on this relationship.
Previous studies (Raith, 2003; Pant and Pattanayak, 2010; Sheikh, 2018) reported that competition
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positively and significantly affects firm performance (Mubeen
et al., 2020). However, another study showed that business
competition forms a competitive setting for businesses,
decreasing pricing power and thus leading to low profits (Javeed
et al., 2020). The consequences of the impact differ significantly
due to the different data, time, and various performance
measurements. Consequently, academics recommend that the
intervening mechanism between product market competition
and firm performance be studied to uncover whether and
how product market competition affects firm performance
(Sheikh, 2018). However, few studies have examined the
intermediate link between product market competition and
company performance, leading the authors to suggest that
intervention variables should be explored in future studies.
Another study (Michaelides et al., 2019) debated that the impact
of competition may be limited or enhanced depending on the
organizational environment. In reality, several aspects of the
corporate business environment may moderate or mediate the
relationship between product market competition and firm
performance, such as organizational capital structure, firm
size, growth orientation, and ask requirement (Blundell et al.,
1999; Guney et al., 2011; Ammann et al., 2013; Dang et al.,
2018). For example, researchers have called for more research
on the contingencies—moderators and mediating mechanism
affecting the product market competition and firm performance
relationship. Therefore, we explore this question by examining
how product market competition affects firm performance
through the two mediating and moderating mechanisms: capital
structure and firm size.

We focus on capital structure and firm size as intervening
mechanisms in this study because prior literature indicates that
these two variables are significant predictors of organizational
values (Hillman et al., 2007; Gul et al., 2011). Research has
theorized and empirically found that capital structure is a
valuable resource that enables a business to generate higher
firm value. Additionally, scholars considered firm size a critical
underlying mechanism between product market competition
and firm performance, constraining or facilitating business
activities such as decision making and firm innovation process
(Li and Chen, 2018).

Capital structure works as a valuable source for earning
higher profits by producing high-quality or value products
for the competitive markets (Boubaker et al., 2018). This
study examines the direct impact of market competition
on capital structure and investigates the mediating role of
capital structure on the association of market competition
to attain firm performance. Existing literature debated
that capital structure cannot be neglected in a competitive
organizational environment (Jiraporn et al., 2012). According
to the authors’ knowledge, no study is available that investigates
the mediating impact of capital structure on the association
of market competition and firm performance. Therefore, this
is the first study highlighting the role of capital structure
on the relationship between market competition and firm
performance. However, the present study emphasizes the
moderating effect of firm size based on the following
arguments. First, firm size is important for organizational

performance and management. Managerial productivity
increase with firm size (Zona et al., 2013; Dang et al.,
2018). For example, larger firms are more advanced and
well-organized to respond to market changes for achieving
the desired profit.

This study focused on examining product market competition
and firm performance in the Chinese economy. Next, it
investigated capital structure as a mediating factor in this
relationship. Furthermore, it used the firm as a moderating factor
to study the connection between product market competition
and firm performance. Using the GMM model, the results
revealed that the product market competition positively connects
with firm performance, and capital structure partially mediates
this relationship. Furthermore, small firms negatively affect this
relationship, while large firms positively moderate the connection
between product market competition and firm performance.
Therefore, it is essential to consider this variable to evaluate the
relationship between market competition and firm performance.

In brief, this study offers two significant contributions to the
association between market competition and firm performance.
First, we test whether capital structure mediates the market
competition and firm performance association. Second, this
study tests the moderating role of firm size on this relationship
because, before this, most studies investigated only product
market competition and firm performance (Yuan et al., 2019).
This study promotes the role of market competition in China and
other developing economies.

The research classification specifies the subsequent sections.
Section “Literature Review” introduces the literature, theoretical
framework, and hypothesis development. Section “Research
Data, Sample, and Methods” provides detailed information on
sample and variable selection. It describes applicable econometric
techniques. Section “Results and Discussion” provides the results
of this research and discussion. Finally, Section “Discussion”
summarizes the research and policy implications. Figure 1
displays the conceptual framework of the study.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Relationship Between Product
Market Competition and Firm
Performance
Several theoretical literature debated that strong product market
competition leads to better understanding and improved
performance. As market competition builds a better reputation,
it provides competitive benefits, and these advantages are
consequences of increased firm values. As the main goal of
an enterprise is to achieve higher financial returns, attaining a
sustainable competitive advantage plays a vital role (Dunk, 2007).
Accordingly, many corporate strategies aim to gain a sustainable
competitive advantage. The competitive scenario builds an
excellent image for businesses in a competitive market and
provides competitive advantages (Saeidi et al., 2015). Competitive
advantage enables the firm to gain higher firm value by offering
superior products and services.
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FIGURE 1 | Conceptual framework of the study.

Additionally, the literature indicated that product market
competition is a powerful force that solves agency conflicts
between owners and managers and reduces the managerial
slack, leading to increased firm values (Hermalin, 1992; Mnasri
and Ellouze, 2015; Li M. et al., 2018; Abbas et al., 2019b;
Javeed et al., 2020). Managers in competitive industries face
more bankruptcy risk than those in concentrated industries
do. Therefore, managers are prompted to make the best and
worthy decisions due to the fear of losing their jobs (Abbas
et al., 2020; Aman et al., 2021b; Fu and Abbas, 2021). Another
study contended that pressure is essential for enhancing firm
performance (Ammann et al., 2013). Empirical studies showed
the positive and negative association between product market
competition and firm performance. For instance Ammann et al.
(2013) explained that competition works as the desired tool for
shareholders because it influences top management to work hard.
Therefore, it reduces agency costs, increasing profitability.

For instance, a study of 670 United Kingdom companies
from 1972 to 1986 showed that competition was positively
correlated with organizational performance. Additionally,
various researchers have studied the relationship between
corporate performance and competition. A previous study
(Januszewski et al., 2002) examined the association between
product market competition, corporate governance in Germany
by selecting 500 firms from 1986 to 1994. Their findings showed
that product market competition positively affects productivity
and strong competition compels businesses to convert resources
into social profit maximization (Fernández-Kranz and Santaló,
2010). Moreover, previous research evidence that competition
is positively related to firm performance (Okada, 2005), while
other studies identify a non-linear link between competition
and firm values (Tingvall and Poldahl, 2006; Inui et al., 2012).
Consequently, some previous works concluded that there
is an inverted U-shaped association between competition
and firm profit.

When referring to some literature examined in emerging
economies, we noticed that their results are conducive to the
positive connection between product market competition and

performance. For example, Javeed et al. (2020) investigated
the association between product market competition and firm
performance and selected 147 Pakistani firms’ data over 2008–
2017. Their findings showed that product market competition
has positive effects on company performance. Other studies have
tested the link between product market competition and firm
value, and the results revealed the positive connection between
product market competition and firm value concentration
(Blundell et al., 1999). Sattar et al. (2020) also reported a positive
relationship between firm value and product competition. Based
on the literature review, we established the Hypothesis as follows:

H1: Product market competition has a positive effect on
firm performance.

The Relationship Between Product
Market Competition and Firm
Performance With Mediating Effects of
Capital Structure
Numerous experimental studies have revealed that the effect of
firm market competition on firm performance may change based
on the strength of the corporate debt structure. These studies
conclude that market competition has a complex interaction
with the firm’s debt structure. For instance, Brander and
Lewis (1986) recommend that capital structure or debt allows
organizations to compete in highly competitive environments.
Furthermore, it is always a top priority for managers to increase
the leverage, reducing agency problems between managers
and shareholders, and leading to higher profits. Thus, capital
structure is vital for business growth and to achieve the defined
firm strategic objectives.

Capital structure and company performance have attracted
much empirical debate, and the results of empirical studies
are mixed. For example, advocates of agency theory believe
that a company’s capital structure negatively impacts financial
performance (Margaritis and Psillaki, 2010; Chintrakarn et al.,
2014). However, limited liability and disciplining effect proposed
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a positive impact of leverage on performance (Brander and
Lewis, 1986; Fosu, 2013). Capital structure is considered outside
funding that permits a firm to advance more products, thus
positively impacting firm performance (Jiraporn et al., 2012). In
contrast, leverage will enable organizations to participate more
aggressively in the market due to limited liability. A previous
study debated that different conditions impact the profit of
such planned behavior on the type of competition and product
features (Wanzenried, 2003). It recommends that leverage effects
could fail to increase leveraged business effectiveness. Previous
literature suggests that leveraged firms could suffer significant
competitive disadvantage in product markets (Chevalier, 1995;
Wanzenried, 2003).

Capital structure is an organizational plan that enables a
company to gain a competitive benefit by adding other products
to increase company performance (Desai et al., 2003). Therefore,
we hypothesize that Capital structure is an essential mediating
variable in understanding how market competition is related
to firm performance. This is because the intermediary variable
plays a vital role in organizational sciences. It is useful to
examine the association between product market competition
and firm performance by adding mediation and intermediator,
and how and why one variable impacts another (Franko,
1989). Existing literature has empirically found that managers
prefer high leverage, which raises profits and positively impacts
firm performance (Fosberg, 2004). Other studies have also
found that market competition is positively related to durable
firm performance (Abor, 2007). Furthermore, existing literature
demonstrates that leverage opens up opportunities for rivalry
predation in concentrated product markets, increasing firm
growth and profits (Chevalier, 1995; Dasgupta and Titman, 1998;
Fosu, 2013). Based on the above-stated literature review, we
propose the following hypothesis:

H2: Capital structure mediates the relationship between
product market competition and firm performance.

H2a: Product market competition is negatively associated with
capital structure.

H2b: Capital structure positively mediates the relationship
between market competition and firm performance.

The Relationship Between Product
Market Competition and Firm
Performance With Moderating Effects of
Firm Size
The literature demonstrates that the association between product
market competition and firm performance has produced mixed
outcomes (Fosu, 2013; Sheikh, 2018; Javeed et al., 2020). However,
minimal evidence shows why these results are so different in
the literature. Sheikh (2018) explained that some organizational
factors might not allow the firm to achieve the benefits of market
competition. The literature recognized firm size as one of the
moderating mechanisms, which may modify business activities
to fulfill their objectives, such as managers’ interests, firm
improvement, and decision making (Januszewski et al., 2002;

Li and Chen, 2018). This study investigates whether firm size
plays a moderating role in improving or constraining the
effect of product market competition and firm performance.
However, no empirical research found how and why firm size
might enhance or restrain the association of product market
competition and firm performance. Therefore, we employ firm
size as a moderating element to explain why observed conclusions
on the product market competition and firm performance are
seemingly contradictory.

Existing literature on market competition demonstrates that
large firms have strong market reputations and more assets to
produce new products. Although theoretical recommendations
were made that market competition may change over firm size
(Dang et al., 2018), these suggestions lead to possible pressure
between firm size and market competition as they are linked with
firm performance (McWilliams et al., 2006). For instance, larger
firms have more resources and market reputation than smaller
firms do. Additionally, they are more skilled in producing new
products and achieving desired goals (Damanpour, 2010; Zona
et al., 2013).

In general, larger firms are more advanced and well-
organized to respond to market changes (Rajan and Zingales,
1995). However, smaller firms have low resources, and their
organizational structure is not well-organized. Additionally,
smaller firms with insufficient resources cannot produce
according to market changes. They tend to utilize accessible
resources to increase their performance (Baker and Hall, 2004).
Based on this discussion, we hypothesize that firm size is
an important variable to understand how market competition
increases firm performance (Yang and Zhao, 2014). Furthermore,
it discloses how and why one variable affects another (Baron and
Kenny, 1986). Thus, we establish the following hypothesis:

H3: Firm size moderates the association between product
market competition and firm performance.

H3 (a): There is a positive relationship between product
market competition and firm performance when
firm size is large.

H3 (b): There is a negative association between product
market competition and firm performance when firm size is
small.

RESEARCH DATA, SAMPLE, AND
METHODS

We collected data from the Chinese stock market and accounting
research (CSMAR) database and spans 2012–2017 due to lack
of data and missing values. The study considered a panel
dataset from Chinese listed firms over 2012–2017. The reason
behind the data period (2012–2017) are as follows, For instance,
the china securities regulatory commission (CSRC) 2006 has
focused on the improvement of organizational structure as
a priority (Li and Chen, 2018). In response to deepening
market development, Chinese firms have gradually implementing
corporate governance structures, especially many measures
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adopted (Conyon and He, 2011). Second, we excluded the
financial crises duration (2008–2009) as mentioned (Kirkpatrick,
2009; Kahle and Stulz, 2013). For the study analysis we focused
on state-owned enterprise firms as we collected data from
CSMAR database which includes only publicly listed firms rather
than all Chinese firms (Liu et al., 2018). This study contains
a sample of manufacturing firms’ annual observations, and
the data filtering techniques have been employed; therefore, it
ignores organizations with incomplete data. Additionally, we
select firms with at least 3 consecutive years’ statistics for the
GMM regression analysis. Finally, we used 417 firms covering
6-year data, with 2,502 firms’ years’ observations. We chose
the Chinese economy because it has achieved immense success
amongst emerging countries and has done detailed work on the
role of corporate governance.

The reason behind the data period (2012–2017) are as follows,
For instance, the china securities regulatory commission (CSRC)
2006 has focused on the improvement of organizational structure
as a priority (Li and Chen, 2018). In response to deepening
market development, Chinese firms have gradually implementing
corporate governance structures, especially many measures
adopted (Conyon and He, 2011). Second, we excluded the
financial crises duration (2008–2009) as mentioned (Kirkpatrick,
2009; Kahle and Stulz, 2013). For the study analysis we focused on
state-owned enterprise firms as we collected data from CSMAR
database which includes only publicly listed firms rather than all
Chinese firms (Liu et al., 2018).

Variable Definition
Product Market Competition
Product market competition is the main independent variable in
our study. In terms of operations, the degree of product market
competition means the monopoly, oligopoly, or competitiveness
of the company. Existing studies have used different techniques to
measure market competition, such as the Herfindahl Hirschman
Index (HHI) and Boone Index (Fosu, 2013). Previous research
has shown that HHI is the best measure of market competition
among other available methods (Zou et al., 2015). Past research
has also shown that companies usually compete based on their
sales, indicating the industry’s competition in terms of revenue
(Zou et al., 2015). Additionally, many scholars have used the HHI
to calculate industry competition (Jain et al., 2013; Michaelides
et al., 2019). Following (Michaelides et al., 2019; Javeed et al.,
2020), we use each company’s total squared market share in the
industry to calculate market competition based on the total sales
of the industry.

Firm Performance
In this study, we use company performance as our dependent
variable. Existing literature showed that various methods could
be used to calculate company performance, such as return on
assets (ROA), return on investment (ROI), return on equity
(ROE), Tobin Q, and dividends payable (Javeed et al., 2020).
However, we use ROA and ROE measures as our dependent
variables. Some studies (Hutchinson and Gul, 2004; Javeed et al.,
2020) reported that accounting-based measurement methods are
most suitable for corporate governance research because they can

easily track the company’s ability to manage its value. By adding
to this debate, Bhagat and Bolton (2008) indicated that a higher
ROA reflects the organization’s aptitude on asset efficiency and
shareholder value.

Furthermore, ROA discloses firm production related to
management when using assets. Therefore, based on previous
research, we calculated the ROA by the ratio of the firm’s
net profit to total assets (Javeed et al., 2020). While the
calculation method of ROE is the ratio of operating profit to
shareholder’s equity (Bhagat and Bolton, 2008), ROE is mainly
used for corporate governance-related research and research
related to corporate governance. According to the shareholders’
perspective, return on equity has better tested the company’s
business performance (Brown and Caylor, 2009).

Control Variables
This study used different control variables to obtain more
relevant results: growth, current ratio, and innovation.
Companies with high growth expectations will have realistic
opportunities for future profits and flexibility in choosing
future investments, so the rate of return may be positively
correlated with growth. Sales growth (Growth), a proxy for
growth opportunities, was measured as changes in the company’s
sales revenue (King and Santor, 2008). The current nature of
assets (liquidity) can improve the company’s solvency; therefore,
the relationship between debt and current ratios can be positive
or negative. The current ratio is calculated by dividing total
existing assets by total current liabilities (Guney et al., 2011).
We use R&D expenses (research and development expenses)
for the innovation measurements as a proxy for innovation.
Scholars believe that innovation reflects management decisions;
allocating resources to produce more products, and previous
literature has proven that the company’s R&D intensity is an
appropriate proxy for the firm’s innovation (O’Brien, 2003;
Miller and Del Carmen Triana, 2009). Consistent with this,
innovation is measured by the intensity of R&D. We use this
as the company’s reported R&D expenditure divided by sales
(Miller and Del Carmen Triana, 2009).

Moderating and Mediating Variables
Existing literature indicates intervening variables in the
relationship between gender diversity and firm performance
(Fosu, 2013). To address the concerns, we investigated the
moderating and mediating role of firm size and capital structure
on the association between product market competition and firm
performance. This study used the capital structure as a mediating
variable to investigate their mediating role in the association
between product market competition and firm performance.
For the mediation analysis, the capital structure may be defined
in various ways. Previous work debates that the definition of
the capital structure depends on the study objective (Rajan and
Zingales, 1995). In this study, we define capital structure as the
ratio of total debt to total assets.

In the corporate finance literature, firm size is a crucial
variable. Existing studies used firm size as a control variable
in all studies of corporate finance. However, this study used
moderating variables based on the identified current literature
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gaps that firm size should be studied in the association
between product market competition and firm performance.
Firm performance is not the same at different firm sizes. Previous
work demonstrates other methods to measure firm size, such as
total sales, natural log of total assets, and market equity assets
(Dang et al., 2018). Following a current study, we used firm size
as a log of total sales (Dang et al., 2018).

Empirical Examination
In the regression model, when there is a correlation between the
error terms, the variables face endogeneity problems. Similarly,
these problems may also result from automatic regression
or missing variables, measurement errors, and autocorrelation
errors (Singh et al., 2018). According to the rules of econometrics,
if there is only one endogenous variable in the research
model, appropriate techniques need to be applied to solve
the endogenous problem (Javeed et al., 2020). Endogeneity
correlates explanatory variables with error terms (Cannella et al.,
2008). The formation of the panel dataset places limitations
using OLS (ordinary least square model) because it leads
to biased estimation and unobserved heterogeneity (Javeed
et al., 2020). For example, dealing with historical company
information, such as unobservable and observable company
characteristics, leads to endogenous issues (Kang and Zardkoohi,
2005). Unnoticeable heterogeneity, dynamic, and simultaneity
endogeneity are multiple causes of endogeneity. According to
scholars, about 90% of the research published in reputable
journals has not yet fully discussed the issue of endogeneity
(Hamilton and Nickerson, 2003; Antonakis et al., 2010; Javeed
et al., 2020). Therefore, literature suggested that it needs to tackle
endogenous problems.

Existing studies argued that there are many techniques to solve
the endogenous problems in panel data. The literature reported
that control variables could solve the three-factor effect (Li,
2016). Additionally, the lagged independent variable is a crucial
method to overcome the simultaneous issues. Nevertheless, to
eliminate causality, tool change technology is considered a top
priority. Moreover, lagged dependent variable techniques can
deal with solid historical information such as unobservable and
observable effects. After studying all approaches to deal with the
endogeneity issue, like using variables to control the firm fixed
effects, third-factor effects, lagged independent variables, and
GMM or dynamic models controls upward. Downward bias, and
in certain situations in OLS assessment (Li, 2016), most scholars
propose the generalized method of moments (GMM). The GMM
model is a superior technique to overcome endogenous problems
(Wintoki et al., 2012). In this study, we used GMM model
heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation, and endogeneity issues.

Arellano and Bond (1991) first proposed the GMM, explicitly
used for panel data (Arellano and Bond, 1991). For dynamic
panel data, the causality of primary sight usually changes over
time. In this case, this technique is suitable for the lag of
the predictor variable as an independent variable. Therefore,
the lag value of the predictor variable is considered as a
tool to overcome endogeneity. Furthermore, the GMM model
overcomes endogeneity by “inner altering the data” -when a
variable’s initial value is subtracted from the current value,

the change implies a statistical situation (Wooldridge, 2016).
Finally, GMM is a suitable approach for controlling endogenous
problems than other methods. GMM has a higher effect on
coefficient correction (Javeed et al., 2021).

We used some specific tests to check whether data is
appropriate for examination before applying the GMM model.
First, this study used a variance inflation factor (VIF) test to
confirm the multicollinearity issues in data. The results of the
VIF test guaranteed that there are no multicollinearity issues in
this study. Next, this study applied the Wald test to check for
heteroscedasticity. The outcomes of the Wald test display no
heteroscedasticity in this data. The study used the Sargan test
for instrument validity and over-identifying restrictions. Sargan
test outcomes confirm the validity of instrumental variables.
This study established the data for serial autocorrelation by
applying an AR (1) and AR (2) test and concluded no serial
autocorrelation. Finally, we tested the data for endogeneity
problems and found that our data have endogeneity issues. This
study incorporated the GMM model to explore endogeneity
problems between variables and error terms. The study examined
the consistency of the GMM model with previous research,
which stated that GMM is the best model among other statistical
analytical techniques (Singh et al., 2018). Hence, the GMM model
is a superior method with the maximum power to deal with
endogeneity (Javeed et al., 2020). All instrument tests show that
the weak instruments do not affect the study’s specifications, and
instrumental variables perform well.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Descriptive Statistics
Table 1 describes the descriptive statistics and VIF of all
dependent and independent variables of this study (Abbas et al.,
2019a,c). Panel A shows the descriptive statistics of the data, and
this study applied ROA and ROE as dependent variables based
on the total 2,502 observations used in 5 years (Hussain et al.,
2019, 2021). All details of descriptive statistics of all variables are
given in panel A.

Panel B of Table 1 presents the VIF. Multicollinearity of the
coefficients may lead to higher standard errors and makes the

TABLE 1 | Analysis of variance inflation factor (VIF).

Panel A Panel B

Variables Observations Mean Std. VIF 1/VIF

ROA 2,502 0.00912 1.01

Current ratio 2,502 0.0197 1.046 1.25 0.797

Size 2,502 9.703 0.586 1.14 0.875

DR (capital structure) 2,502 0.5447 1.307 1.11 0.831

ROE 2,502 0.2859 0.766 1.21 0.824

Growth 2,502 0.271 0.167 1.20 0.831

HHI 2,502 0.8053 0.396 1.00 0.997

Innovation 2,502 0.0063 0.078 1.00 0.998

Mean VIF 1.13
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inference difficult and biased (Mamirkulova et al., 2020; Paulson
et al., 2021; Zhou et al., 2021; Li et al., 2022). Therefore, to
trace down the multicollinearity in this study, VIF confirms
the absence of multicollinearity (Aman et al., 2019a,b, 2021a).
Average values of all dependent and independent variables
are lower than 10, confirming that our data are free from
multicollinearity (Abbasi et al., 2021; Azadi et al., 2021; Local
Burden of Disease HIV Collaborators, 2021; Wang et al., 2021).
Previous studies stated that the value of VIF higher than five
might indicate that a specific variable suffers multicollinearity
(Hair et al., 2006; Li Y. et al., 2018). Panel B of Table 1 describes
the details of the VIF analysis outlined below.

Analysis of Hypotheses 1 and 2
Hypothesis 1 showed that market competition and firm
performance have a positive relationship. Thus, Table 2 reports
the coefficient values of product market competition and firm
performance. Model 1 displays that the coefficient values of
HHI are0.619 and 0.300, respectively, with a 1% significant level
with both performance measurements ROA and ROE. These
results supported H1 of this study; there is a substantial and
positive connection between product market competition and
firm performance. Additionally, our outcomes are consistent
with previous studies (Pant and Pattanayak, 2010; Ammann et al.,
2013; Li M. et al., 2018).

Hypothesis 2 showed the mediating impact of capital
structure on the association of market competition and firm
performance. Model 2 specifies the outcomes of Hypothesis
2, which discloses the relationship between product market
competition and capital structure. Model 2 describes that
the GMM regression coefficient value is –0.0224 with a 1%
significant level. This result showed that there is a negative
association between capital structure and market competition.
These outcomes confirmed our hypothesis from the other studies
(Fosu, 2013). Therefore, leveraged businesses might suffer a
substantial competitive difficulty in product markets because of
high debt costs (Fosu, 2013). Additionally, Model 3 presents
the consequences of the association between market competition
and firm performance with the mediating effects of capital
structure. Model 3 indicates the interaction term of HHI with
both performance measurements ROA and ROE, respectively.
Model 3 shows that the value of the coefficients of HHI is 0.0858
and 1.703 at 1% of significant level. These results supported H2.

Analysis of Hypothesis 3
Table 3 displays the outcomes of Models 4 and 5, which
describe the association between product market competition
and firm performance with the moderating role of firm size
(small and large firm). Model 4 specifies the interaction term
of small firms (S∗HHI), with both performance measures. It
shows the significant and negative coefficient value of S∗HHI is –
0.0676 and –0.2204, respectively. This result showed a statistically
significant and negative connection between the small firm,
capital structure, and firm performance. These outcomes indicate
that small firms negatively moderate the relationship between
product market competition and firm performance. The study
results are consistent with other (Porter and Kramer, 2006;

Javeed et al., 2021) outcomes, which stated that small firms have
a low growth rate and profitability.

Additionally, small organizations have limited products, and
their managers do not consider innovative products, leading to
low profits. Model 5 indicates the coefficient value of L∗HHI is
0.1507 and 0.0405, statistically significant at 1% level. The positive
coefficient value of L∗HHI showed the positive role of large firms
on market competition and firm performance. Large firms have
more innovative and differentiated products that lead to higher
profits. The results of Model 4 and 5 provide support for the
proposed H3. See Table 3 below.

DISCUSSION

H1 confirms the positive link between product market
competition and firm performance, and previous literature
supports our results (Javeed et al., 2020). Additionally,
participating more in market competition can improve the
company’s financial performance by establishing an excellent
organizational image (Porter and Van der Linde, 1995).
Companies in developing economies aim to improve market
reputation and are considered unique, thereby bringing higher
profits. The competition of developing economies forces
companies to create innovative products and gain a first-
mover advantage to maximize profits. Another study stated
that high competition puts pressure on managers and makes
them enthusiastic about making the company profitable when
performing tasks (Raith, 2003). Thus, managers have limited
opportunities to use firm resources for personal use in a highly
competitive marketplace.

H2 indicates that capital structure mediates the association
between product market competition and firm performance.
Capital structure positively mediates this relationship, and
outcomes are consistent (Fosberg, 2004). Existing literature
demonstrated that leverage permits firms to compete in highly
competitive environments, increasing shareholders’ benefits and
leading to higher profits. Therefore, the capital structure
allows a firm to gain competitive advantages by adding more
products to achieve strategic objectives and maximize profit
(Desai et al., 2003). Additionally, existing literature demonstrates
that competitive benefit uncovers opportunities for opposition
predation in a concentrated product marketplace. Thus, it leads
to an increase in firm growth and profits. Previous studies have
found the same outcomes and support our study (Abor, 2007).

H3 reports that firm size moderates the association between
product market competition and firm performance. Product
market competition and firm performance have a positive
association with large firms. Our results are consistent with
other studies’ (Porter and Kramer, 2006) outcomes, stating that
large firms participate in CSR (other stakeholders) activities and
create entry barriers for small businesses. This delivers higher
benefits for large organizations. Furthermore, large firms always
compel top firm executives to form a differentiated strategy for
profit maximization. However, product market competition and
firm performance have a negative association with small firms.
Our results are consistent with (Porter and Van der Linde, 1995),
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TABLE 2 | Market competition and firm performance: a mediating effect of capital structure.

Dependent variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

ROE ROA ROE ROA

HHI 0.619** (0.347) 0.30024** (0.150) 0.0858** (0.0446) 1.703*** (0.492)

D.R. –0.0224*** (0.0076) –0.0613*** (0.016) –0.797*** (0.016)

R&D –45.9* (35.03) –0.270 (0.233) 20.78* (13.55)*** –15.14* (11.17) –0.2843** (0.167)

Current ratio 3.368*** (0.685) 5.595*** (0.215) –0.080** (0.041) 0.1310** (0.0683) –0.549*** (0.104)

Growth 6.22 (1.608) 11.20*** (1.37) –1.534** (0.649) –0.7722*** (0.215) –6.325*** (2.800)

Constant –1.704*** (0.512) –3.54 (0.337) 1.104*** (0.173) 0.5527*** (0.0783) 0.8085 (0.784)

Wald test 48.53*** 24.25*** 61.62*** 45.38*** 4,135***

AR (1) –1.07 –1.02 –3.76 –3.78 –4.22

AR (2) –1.75 –1.44 1.01 –1.78 0.29

Sargan test 4.08 6.86 118.04 719.21 202.04

Observation 2,502 2,502 2,502 2,502 2,502

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 shows significance levels.

TABLE 3 | Market competition and firm performance: a moderating effect of firm size.

Dependent variables Model 4 Model 5

ROE ROA ROE ROA

HHI –0.0676** (0.39) –0.2204*** (0.088) 0.1507*** (0.0527) 0.0405*** (0.0147)

Size –0.0392* (0.149) 0.1258** (0.63) 0.4073*** (0.081) 0.0546** (0.0250)

S*HHI 0.2097*** (0.0625) –0.0476 (0.064)

L*HHI –0.17092*** (0.062) 0.0231* (0.0219)

R&D –0.1375*** (0.0420) 66.71*** (9.69) 0.1323*** (0.056) –12.49*** (1.334)

Current ratio 0.1525** (0.0843) 0.1878*** (0.0501) –0.0240 (0.077) 0.0688*** (0.020)

Growth –0.5488* (0.361) 1.065** (0.508) –4.237*** (1.55) –0.1451 (0.160)

Constant 0.7587 (1.43) –1.642*** (0.667) –2.55*** (0.678) –0.4658** (0.243)

Wald test 84.60*** 19.31*** 85*** 19.4***

AR (1) –3.92 –1.10 –4.39 –1.47

AR (2) –1.65 –0.95 –1.64 1.00

Sargan test 203.08 85.10 17.84 587.68

Observation 2,502 2,502 2,502 2,502

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 shows significance levels.

which highlighted that the growth of small businesses and
new product developments are slow, leading to a decline in
profitability. Small businesses have limited products with the
same revenue margin. Additionally, small firms use poor quality
raw materials for making products and do not show innovative
behavior leading to lower profitability (Dechezleprêtre and Sato,
2017). Furthermore, Raith (2003) added that small organizations
keep managers more relaxed, decreasing profitability.

The main benefits of competitive firms are that they have
developed “global immunity” to the crisis by working in a
highly turbulent environment for a long time, allowing them
to remain resilient during the crisis (Iorember and Jelilov,
2018; Dabwor et al., 2020; Iorember et al., 2020; Maqsood
et al., 2021; Mubeen et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2022). Government
organizations and business firms encountered competitive
environment in energy consumption demands, innovative
products, global trade, and economic growth (Iorember and
Jelilov, 2018; Iorember et al., 2019, 2021; Usman et al.,
2019, 2020). The pandemic has developed challenges to meet
renewable energy usage, human capital and quality environment
(Usman et al., 2019, 2020; Jelilov et al., 2020; Iorember et al.,

2021). Globally, the pandemic has posed household income
inequalities, unemployment, and monitory policy shocks (Philip
and Iorember, 2017; Goshit et al., 2020; Goshit and Iorember,
2020).

Business firms have faced challenges to protect their
employees’ as vaccines availability for everyone was not
guaranteed (Akhtar et al., 2020; Su et al., 2020, 2021a,b;
Islam et al., 2021b). Companies encountered various challenges
in the pandemic crisis (Anser et al., 2020; Akhtar et al.,
2021a,b; Islam et al., 2021a). Business firms’ have seen tough
competition to survive in the crisis (Akhtar et al., 2019b,
2021b; Siddiqi et al., 2019, 2020). Tourism and travel firms
faced turbulent business environment to maintain their business
growth in the competitive product market competition (Akhtar
et al., 2019a; Ali et al., 2020; Ashraf et al., 2020; Siddiqi and
Akhtar, 2020). Additionally, the companies benefited from their
preparedness during the COVID-19 pandemic to safeguard
their employees’ health with protective measures (Mohammadi
et al., 2021; Shoib et al., 2021; Soroush et al., 2021; Liu
et al., 2022). This ensures the entire industry’s sustainability,
while all the advantages come from “competitive activities.”
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Another advantage is that competitive organizations allow
companies to meet modern customers and environmental
requirements that arose before the COVID-19 crisis and
intensified during this period (additional services and digital
solutions) (Pouresmaeil et al., 2019; Fattahi et al., 2020;
Ilinova et al., 2021; Lebni et al., 2021). Further, competitive
advantages allowed us to determine that they belong to “core
competencies” and could be considered the basis for further
growth in fertilizer companies. The key conclusion is that
the competitive advantage could ensure the supply chain’s
resilience and contribute to further growth. However, during
a crisis, it is necessary to create core competencies to ensure
growth. Thus the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic crisis
on competitive fertilizer businesses is not crucial compared
to other industries. The main factors of such resilience were:
first, competitive firms play an important role and have always
been turbulent. Therefore, they have some “immunity” to
disturbances. Second, competitive organizations are strong and
mature (Xu et al., 2021). This leads to the situation when
the strength of competitors provides resilience to the entire
industry. Third, competitive companies aim to create value
for customers, shareholders, and society. However, competitive
businesses transform by developing innovative tools, solutions,
and technologies for growth (Zhou et al., 2021; Ge et al., 2022;
Rahmat et al., 2022).

CONCLUSION

Many scholars have explored the direct relationship between
product market competition and firm performance. Some
positive relationships were found (Ruiz-Porras and Lopez-
Mateo, 2011; Van Reenen, 2011; Javeed et al., 2020), while
others were negative or U shape (Januszewski et al., 2002;
Bloom et al., 2010; Ko et al., 2016). Thus, the literature
did not explain the negative, positive, or neutral relationship
between product market competition and firm performance.
Furthermore, existing research demanded that omitted mediators
and moderators be examined for studying the real effects
of product market competition on firm performance (Guney
et al., 2011; Sheikh, 2018). Consequently, based on these
logical and rational claims, this study fills the literature gap
by adding two associated variables, capital structure, and firm
size, to show why and how product market competition
influences company performance. After employing the GMM
model, we concluded that product market competition and firm
performance positively correlate.

The outcomes of our study show that competitive firms
make innovative products and have limited probabilities
to use firm resources for private benefits in a competitive
market. This study examines the mediating impact of capital
structure and finds that the capital structure positively mediates
the relationship between product market competition and
firm performance. The debt structure of firms uncovers
opportunities for firms. Thus, it leads to an increase in
firm growth and profits. Moreover, we investigated the
moderating impact of firm size and found that large firms

positively impact the association between product market
competition and firm performance. As large organizations
are well-reputed, they compel top firm executives to
form a differentiated strategy for profit maximization.
Additionally, the study tested small firms’ effects on the
connection between product market competition and firm
performance. This study found that small firms negatively
affect the association of product market competition and
firm performance. Moreover, it is stated that small firms do
not show innovative behavior, leading to lower profitability
(Dechezleprêtre and Sato, 2017).

Based on this research, we provided suggestions for
companies, decision-makers, and developed and developing
economies to improve company performance. Our results will
help the company attract owners, stakeholders, and investors to
contribute to the competitive environment. The role of market
competition and debt structure will be the focus of companies to
increase profits. Our findings are helpful to decision-makers in
formulating strategies in the industrial sector related to creating
a competitive environment.

This study has several limitations. First, answer to the
question how firm size moderates the product market
competition and firm performance relationship is still
unclear, which needs further theoretical development and
thus helps us understand the mechanism of the moderating
role in the relationship. Second, it is based on a sample of
Chinese companies. A significant limitation may be China’s
unique institutional environment. China is the second-largest
economy globally due to its unique capital market and state
intervention in the corporate sector. Therefore, the results
of this study may not be generalized to other economies.
However, few studies have been conducted from multiple
aspects. On the contrary, these limitations provide the
potential for future research and may help understand the
link between competitive pressures and company performance.
Future research could investigate the role of governance
structure, corporate model, corporate governance, and finance
allocation by selecting more data and sectors to understand
the relationship between product market competition and
company performance.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The original contributions presented in the study are included
in the article/supplementary material, further inquiries can be
directed to the corresponding authors.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

RM and JA conceptualized the idea, contributed to study design,
completed the entire article, including introduction, literature,
discussion, conclusion, and edited the original manuscript
before submission. DH reviewed and approved the final edited
version and approved the submitted version. SR and WB
have significantly helped and provided major contributions in

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 9 May 2022 | Volume 12 | Article 709678

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-12-709678 May 17, 2022 Time: 12:50 # 10

Mubeen et al. Product Market Competition and Firm Performance

revising this manuscript. They have also provided contribution to
resource to make possible this manuscript. All authors reviewed
and approved the final edited version and approved the submitted
version.

FUNDING

National Natural Science Foundation of China (72172042) has
funded this research article.

REFERENCES
Abbas, J., Mahmood, S., Ali, H., Ali Raza, M., Ali, G., Aman, J., et al. (2019b).

The effects of corporate social responsibility practices and environmental
factors through a moderating role of social media marketing on sustainable
performance of business firms. Sustainability 11:3434. doi: 10.3390/su1112
3434

Abbas, J., Aman, J., Nurunnabi, M., and Bano, S. (2019a). The impact of social
media on learning behavior for sustainable education: evidence of students
from selected universities in Pakistan. Sustainability 11:1683. doi: 10.3390/
su11061683

Abbas, J., Raza, S., Nurunnabi, M., Minai, M. S., and Bano, S. (2019c). The impact of
entrepreneurial business networks on firms’ performance through a mediating
role of dynamic capabilities. Sustainability 11:3006. doi: 10.3390/su11113006

Abbas, J., Zhang, Q., Hussain, I., Akram, S., Afaq, A., and Shad, M. A. (2020).
Sustainable innovation in small medium enterprises: the impact of knowledge
management on organizational innovation through a mediation analysis by
using SEM approach. Sustainability 12:2407. doi: 10.3390/su12062407

Abbasi, K. R., Adedoyin, F. F., Abbas, J., and Hussain, K. (2021).
The impact of energy depletion and renewable energy on CO2
emissions in Thailand: fresh evidence from the novel dynamic ARDL
simulation. Renew. Energy 180, 1439–1450. doi: 10.1016/j.renene.2021.0
8.078

Abor, J. (2007). Debt policy and performance of SMEs: evidence from Ghanaian
and South African firms. J. Risk Fin. Incorporat. Bal. Sheet 8, 364–379.

Akhtar, N., Chen, X., Siddiqi, U. I., Zeng, G., and Islam, T. (2021a). Language
constraints in hotel attributes and consumers’ offendedness associated with
behavioral intentions. Asia Pac. J. Market. Logist. 33, 1–14. doi: 10.1108/apjml-
05-2020-0375

Akhtar, N., Nadeem Akhtar, M., Usman, M., Ali, M., and Iqbal Siddiqi, U. (2020).
COVID-19 restrictions and consumers’ psychological reactance toward offline
shopping freedom restoration. Serv. Ind. J. 40, 891–913. doi: 10.1080/02642069.
2020.1790535

Akhtar, N., Siddiqi, U. I., Ahmad, W., Usman, M., Chen, X., and Islam, T.
(2021b). Effects of service encounter barriers on situational abnormality
and consumers’ behavioral intentions at food and beverage restaurants.
Asia Pac. J. Market. Logist. 33, 1513–1534. doi: 10.1108/APJML-03-2020-
0192

Akhtar, N., Sun, J., Chen, J., and Akhtar, M. N. (2019b). The role of attitude
ambivalence in conflicting online hotel reviews. J. Hosp. Market. Manag. 29,
471–502. doi: 10.1080/19368623.2019.1650684

Akhtar, N., Sun, J., Akhtar, M. N., and Chen, J. (2019a). How attitude ambivalence
from conflicting online hotel reviews affects consumers’ behavioural responses:
the moderating role of dialecticism I. J. Hosp. Tour. Manag. 41, 28–40. doi:
10.1016/j.jhtm.2019.09.003

Ali, M., Usman, M., Pham, N. T., Agyemang-Mintah, P., and Akhtar, N. (2020).
Being ignored at work: understanding how and when spiritual leadership curbs
workplace ostracism in the hospitality industry. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 91:102696.
doi: 10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102696

Aman, J., Abbas, J., Lela, U., and Shi, G. (2021a). Religious affiliation, daily
spirituals, and private religious factors promote marital commitment among
married couples: does religiosity help people amid the COVID-19 crisis? Front.
Psychol. 12:657400. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.657400

Aman, J., Abbas, J., and Shi, G. (2021b). Community wellbeing under
China-Pakistan Economic Corridor: role of social, economic, cultural, and
educational factors in improving residents’ quality of life. Front. Psychol. 12,
816592.

Aman, J., Abbas, J., Mahmood, S., Nurunnabi, M., and Bano, S. (2019a).
The influence of islamic religiosity on the perceived socio-cultural
impact of sustainable tourism development in Pakistan: a structural

equation modeling approach. Sustainability 11:3039. doi: 10.3390/su1111
3039

Aman, J., Abbas, J., Nurunnabi, M., and Bano, S. (2019b). The relationship
of religiosity and marital satisfaction: the role of religious commitment and
practices on marital satisfaction among Pakistani respondents. Behav. Sci.
(Basel) 9:30. doi: 10.3390/bs9030030

Ammann, M., Oesch, D., and Schmid, M. M. (2013). Product market competition,
corporate governance, and firm value: evidence from the EU area. Eur. Fin.
Manag. 19, 452–469.

Anser, M. K., Shafique, S., Usman, M., Akhtar, N., and Ali, M. (2020). Spiritual
leadership and organizational citizenship behavior for the environment: an
intervening and interactional analysis. J. Environ. Plan. Manag. 64, 1496–1514.
doi: 10.1080/09640568.2020.1832446

Antonakis, J., Bendahan, S., Jacquart, P., and Lalive, R. (2010). On making causal
claims: a review and recommendations. Leadersh. Q. 21, 1086–1120.

Arellano, M., and Bond, S. (1991). Some tests of specification for panel data: monte
carlo evidence and an application to employment equations. Rev. Econ. Stud.
58, 277–297.

Ashraf, M. S., Akhtar, N., Ashraf, R. U., Hou, F., Junaid, M., and Kirmani,
S. A. A. (2020). Traveling responsibly to ecofriendly destinations: an individual-
level cross-cultural comparison between the United Kingdom and China.
Sustainability 12:3248.

Azadi, N. A., Ziapour, A., Lebni, J. Y., Irandoost, S. F., Abbas, J., and Chaboksavar,
F. (2021). The effect of education based on health belief model on promoting
preventive behaviors of hypertensive disease in staff of the Iran University of
Medical Sciences. Arch. Public Health 79:69. doi: 10.1186/s13690-021-00594-4

Baker, G. P., and Hall, B. J. (2004). CEO incentives and firm size. J. Lab. Econ. 22,
767–798.

Baron, R. M., and Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable
distinction in social psychological research: conceptual, strategic, and statistical
considerations. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 51:1173.

Bhagat, S., and Bolton, B. (2008). Corporate governance and firm performance.
J. Corp. Fin. 14, 257–273.

Bloom, N., Sadun, R., and Van Reenen, J. (2010). Does product market competition
lead firms to decentralize? Am. Econ. Rev. 100, 434–438.

Blundell, R., Griffith, R., and van Reenen, J. (1999). Market share, market value
and innovation in a panel of british manufacturing firms. Rev. Econ. Stud. 66,
529–554. doi: 10.1111/1467-937x.00097

Boubaker, S., Saffar, W., and Sassi, S. (2018). Product market competition and debt
choice. J. Corp. Fin. 49, 204–224. doi: 10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2018.01.007

Brander, J. A., and Lewis, T. R. (1986). Oligopoly and financial structure: the limited
liability effect. Am. Econ. Rev. 76, 956–970.

Brown, L. D., and Caylor, M. L. (2009). Corporate governance and firm operating
performance. Rev. Quant. Fin. Account. 32, 129–144.

Cannella, B., Finkelstein, S., and Hambrick, D. C. (2008). Strategic Leadership:
Theory and Research on Executives, Top Management Teams, and Boards.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Chevalier, J. A. (1995). Capital structure and product-market competition:
empirical evidence from the supermarket industry. Am. Econ. Rev. 85, 415–435.

Chintrakarn, P., Jiraporn, P., and Singh, M. (2014). Powerful CEOs and capital
structure decisions: evidence from the CEO pay slice (CPS). Appl. Econ. Lett.
21, 564–568.

Conyon, M. J., and He, L. (2011). Executive compensation and corporate
governance in China. J. Corp. Fin. 17, 1158–1175.

Dabwor, D. T., Iorember, P. T., and Yusuf Danjuma, S. (2020). Stock market
returns, globalization and economic growth in Nigeria: evidence from volatility
and cointegrating analyses. J/ Public Aff. 2020:e2393. doi: 10.1002/pa.2393

Damanpour, F. (2010). An integration of research findings of effects of firm size
and market competition on product and process innovations. Br. J. Manag. 21,
996–1010.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 10 May 2022 | Volume 12 | Article 709678

https://doi.org/10.3390/su11123434
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11123434
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11061683
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11061683
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11113006
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12062407
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2021.08.078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2021.08.078
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjml-05-2020-0375
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjml-05-2020-0375
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2020.1790535
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2020.1790535
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-03-2020-0192
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-03-2020-0192
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2019.1650684
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2019.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2019.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102696
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.657400
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11113039
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11113039
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs9030030
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2020.1832446
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13690-021-00594-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-937x.00097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2018.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2393
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-12-709678 May 17, 2022 Time: 12:50 # 11

Mubeen et al. Product Market Competition and Firm Performance

Dang, C., Li, Z., and Yang, C. (2018). Measuring firm size in empirical corporate
finance. J. Bank. Fin. 86, 159–176. doi: 10.1016/j.jbankfin.2017.09.006

Dasgupta, S., and Titman, S. (1998). Pricing strategy and financial policy. Rev. Fin.
Stud. 11, 705–737.

Dechezleprêtre, A., and Sato, M. (2017). The impacts of environmental regulations
on competitiveness. Rev. Environ. Econ. Policy 11, 183–206.

Desai, A., Kroll, M., and Wright, P. (2003). CEO duality, board monitoring, and
acquisition performance: a test of competing theories. J. Bus. Strat. 20:137.

Dunk, A. S. (2007). Assessing the effects of product quality and environmental
management accounting on the competitive advantage of firms. Austr. Account.
Busin. Fin. J. 1: 3.

Fattahi, E., Solhi, M., Abbas, J., Kasmaei, P., Rastaghi, S., Pouresmaeil, M.,
et al. (2020). Prioritization of needs among students of University of Medical
Sciences: a needs assessment. J. Educ. Health Promot. 9:57. doi: 10.4103/0445-
7706.281641

Fernández-Kranz, D., and Santaló, J. (2010). When necessity becomes a virtue: the
effect of product market competition on corporate social responsibility. J. Econ.
Manag. Strat. 19, 453–487. doi: 10.1111/j.1530-9134.2010.00258.x

Fosberg, R. H. (2004). Agency problems and debt financing: leadership structure
effects. Corp. Govern. 41, 31–38.

Fosu, S. (2013). Capital structure, product market competition and firm
performance: evidence from South Africa. Q. Rev. Econ. Fin. 53, 140–151.
doi: 10.1016/j.qref.2013.02.004

Franko, L. G. (1989). Global corporate competition: who’s winning, who’s losing,
and the R&D factor as one reason why. Strat. Manag. J. 10, 449–474.

Fu, Q., and Abbas, J. (2021). Reset the industry redux through corporate social
responsibility: the COVID-19 tourism impact on hospitality firms through
business model innovation. Front. Psychol. 12. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.709678

Ge, T., Abbas, J., Ullah, R., Abbas, A., Sadiq, I., and Zhang, R. (2022). Women’s
entrepreneurial contribution to family income: innovative technologies
promote females’ entrepreneurship amid COVID-19 crisis. Front. Psychol.
13:828040. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.828040

Giroud, X., and Mueller, H. M. (2011). Corporate governance, product market
competition, and equity prices. J. Fin. 66, 563–600. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6261.
2010.01642.x

Goshit, G. G., and Iorember, P. T. (2020). Measuring the asymmetric pass-through
of monetary policy rate to unemployment in nigeria: evidence from nonlinear
ARDL. Niger. J. Econ. Soc. Stud. 62, 369–387.

Goshit, G. G., Jelilov, G., Iorember, P. T., Celik, B., and Davd-Wayas, O. M.
(2020). Asymmetric effects of monetary policy shocks on output growth in
Nigeria: evidence from nonlinearARDLandHatemi-Jcausality tests. J. Public Aff.
2020:e2449. doi: 10.1002/pa.2449

Gul, F. A., Srinidhi, B., and Ng, A. C. (2011). Does board gender diversity improve
the informativeness of stock prices? J. Account. Econ. 51, 314–338. doi: 10.1016/
j.jacceco.2011.01.005

Guney, Y., Li, L., and Fairchild, R. (2011). The relationship between product market
competition and capital structure in Chinese listed firms. Int. Rev. Fin. Anal. 20,
41–51. doi: 10.1016/j.irfa.2010.10.003

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., and Tatham, R. L. (2006).
Multivariate Data Analysis, Vol. 6. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice
Hall.

Hamilton, B. H., and Nickerson, J. A. (2003). Correcting for endogeneity in
strategic management research. Strat. Organ. 1, 51–78.

Hermalin, B. E. (1992). The effects of competition on executive behavior. RAND J.
Econ. 23, 350–365. doi: 10.2307/2555867

Hillman, A. J., Shropshire, C., Albert, A., and Cannella, J. (2007). Organizational
predictors of women on corporate boards. Acad. Manag. J. 50, 941–952. doi:
10.5465/amj.2007.26279222

Hitt, M. A., Hoskisson, R. E., Johnson, R. A., and Moesel, D. D. (1996).
The market for corporate control and firm innovation. Acad. Manag. J. 39,
1084–1119.

Hussain, T., Abbas, J., Wei, Z., Ahmad, S., Xuehao, B., and Gaoli, Z. (2021). Impact
of urban village disamenity on neighboring residential properties: empirical
evidence from Nanjing through hedonic pricing model appraisal. J. Urban Plan.
Dev. 147:04020055. doi: 10.1061/(asce)up.1943-5444.0000645

Hussain, T., Abbas, J., Wei, Z., and Nurunnabi, M. (2019). The effect of sustainable
urban planning and slum disamenity on the value of neighboring residential

property: application of the hedonic pricing model in rent price appraisal.
Sustainability 11:1144. doi: 10.3390/su11041144

Hutchinson, M., and Gul, F. A. (2004). Investment opportunity set, corporate
governance practices and firm performance. J. Corpor. Fin. 10, 595–614. doi:
10.1016/S0929-1199(03)00022-1

Ilinova, A., Dmitrieva, D., and Kraslawski, A. (2021). Influence of COVID-19
pandemic on fertilizer companies: the role of competitive advantages. Resourc.
Policy 71:102019.

Inui, T., Kawakami, A., and Miyagawa, T. (2012). Market competition, differences
in technology, and productivity improvement: An empirical analysis based on
Japanese manufacturing firm data. Japan World Econ. 24, 197–206.

Iorember, P., Usman, O., and Jelilov, G. (2019). Asymmetric Effects of Renewable
Energy Consumption, Trade Openness and Economic Growth on Environmental
Quality in Nigeria and South Africa. Germany: University Library of Munich.

Iorember, P. T., Goshit, G. G., and Dabwor, D. T. (2020). Testing the nexus
between renewable energy consumption and environmental quality in Nigeria:
the role of broad-based financial development. Afr. Dev. Rev. 32, 163–175.
doi: 10.1111/1467-8268.12425

Iorember, P. T., and Jelilov, G. (2018). Computable general equilibrium analysis
of increase in government agricultural expenditure on household welfare in
Nigeria. Afr. Dev. Rev. 30, 362–371. doi: 10.1111/1467-8268.12344

Iorember, P. T., Jelilov, G., Usman, O., Isik, A., and Celik, B. (2021). The influence
of renewable energy use, human capital, and trade on environmental quality in
South Africa: multiple structural breaks cointegration approach. Environ. Sci.
Pollut. Res. Int. 28, 13162–13174. doi: 10.1007/s11356-020-11370-2

Islam, T., Pitafi, A. H., Arya, V., Wang, Y., Akhtar, N., Mubarik, S.,
et al. (2021b). Panic buying in the COVID-19 pandemic: a multi-country
examination. J. Retail. Cons. Serv. 59:102357. doi: 10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.10
2357

Islam, T., Pitafi, A. H., Akhtar, N., and Xiaobei, L. (2021a). Determinants of
purchase luxury counterfeit products in social commerce: the mediating role
of compulsive internet use. J. Retail. Cons. Serv. 62:102596. doi: 10.1016/j.
jretconser.2021.102596

Jain, B. A., Li, J., and Shao, Y. (2013). Governance, product market competition and
cash management in IPO firms. J. Bank. Fin. 37, 2052–2068.

Januszewski, S. I., Köke, J., and Winter, J. K. (2002). Product market competition,
corporate governance and firm performance: an empirical analysis for
Germany. Res. Econ. 56, 299–332. doi: 10.1006/reec.2001.0278

Javeed, S. A., Latief, R., Jiang, T., San Ong, T., and Tang, Y. (2021). How
environmental regulations and corporate social responsibility affect the firm
innovation with the moderating role of Chief executive officer (CEO) power
and ownership concentration? J. Clean. Prod. 308:127212. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.
2021.127212

Javeed, S. A., Latief, R., and Lefen, L. (2020). An analysis of relationship between
environmental regulations and firm performance with moderating effects of
product market competition: empirical evidence from Pakistan. J. Clean. Prod.
254:120197. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120197

Jelilov, G., Iorember, P. T., Usman, O., and Yua, P. M. (2020). Testing the
nexus between stock market returns and inflation in Nigeria: does the effect
of COVID-19 pandemic matter? J. Public Aff. 20:e2289. doi: 10.1002/pa.
2289

Jiraporn, P., Chintrakarn, P., and Liu, Y. (2012). Capital structure, CEO
dominance, and corporate performance. J. Fin. Serv. Res.h 42, 139–158.

Kahle, K. M., and Stulz, R. M. (2013). Access to capital, investment, and the
financial crisis. J. Fin. Econ. 110, 280–299.

Kang, E., and Zardkoohi, A. (2005). Board leadership structure and firm
performance. Corp. Govern. Int. Rev. 13, 785–799.

King, M. R., and Santor, E. (2008). Family values: ownership structure, performance
and capital structure of Canadian firms. J. Bank. Fin. 32, 2423–2432. doi: 10.
1016/j.jbankfin.2008.02.002

Kirkpatrick, G. (2009). The corporate governance lessons from the financial crisis.
OECD J. Fin. Mark. Trends 2009, 61–87.

Ko, H.-C. A., Tong, Y. J., Zhang, F. F., and Zheng, G. (2016). Corporate governance,
product market competition and managerial incentives: evidence from four
Pacific Basin countries. Pac. Basin Fin. J. 40, 491–502.

Lebni, J. Y., Toghroli, R., Abbas, J., Kianipour, N., NeJhaddadgar, N., Salahshoor,
M. R., et al. (2021). Nurses’ work-related quality of life and its influencing

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 11 May 2022 | Volume 12 | Article 709678

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2017.09.006
https://doi.org/10.4103/0445-7706.281641
https://doi.org/10.4103/0445-7706.281641
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9134.2010.00258.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.qref.2013.02.004
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.709678
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.828040
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2010.01642.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2010.01642.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2449
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2011.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2011.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2010.10.003
https://doi.org/10.2307/2555867
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279222
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279222
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)up.1943-5444.0000645
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11041144
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-1199(03)00022-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-1199(03)00022-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8268.12425
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8268.12344
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-11370-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102357
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102357
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2021.102596
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2021.102596
https://doi.org/10.1006/reec.2001.0278
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127212
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127212
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120197
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2289
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2289
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2008.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2008.02.002
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-12-709678 May 17, 2022 Time: 12:50 # 12

Mubeen et al. Product Market Competition and Firm Performance

demographic factors at a public hospital in Western Iran: a cross-
sectional study. Int. Q. Commun. Health Educ. 42, 37–45. doi: 10.1177/
0272684X20972838

Li, F. (2016). Endogeneity in CEO power: a survey and experiment. Invest. Anal. J.
45, 149–162.

Li, H., and Chen, P. (2018). Board gender diversity and firm performance: the
moderating role of firm size. Bus. Ethics Eur. Rev. 27, 294–308.

Li, J., Wang, D., Abbas, J., Duan, K., and Mubeen, R. (2022). Tourists’ health risk
threats amid COVID-19 era: role of technology innovation, Transformation,
and recovery implications for sustainable tourism. Front. Psychol. 12:769175.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.769175

Li, M., Lu, Y., and Phillips, G. M. (2018). CEOs and the product market: when
are powerful CEOs beneficial? J. Fin. Quant. Anal. 54, 2295–2326. doi: 10.1017/
s0022109018001138

Li, Y., Gong, M., Zhang, X.-Y., and Koh, L. (2018). The impact of environmental,
social, and governance disclosure on firm value: the role of CEO power. Br.
Account. Rev. 50, 60–75.

Liu, L., Qu, W., and Haman, J. (2018). Product market competition, state-
ownership, corporate governance and firm performance. Asian Rev. Account.
26, 62–83.

Liu, Q., Qu, X., Wang, D., Abbas, J., and Mubeen, R. (2022). Product market
competition and firm performance: business survival through innovation and
entrepreneurial orientation amid COVID-19 financial crisis. Front. Psychol.
12:790923. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.790923

Local Burden of Disease HIV Collaborators (2021). Mapping subnational HIV
mortality in six Latin American countries with incomplete vital registration
systems. BMC Med. 19:4. doi: 10.1186/s12916-020-01876-4

Mamirkulova, G., Mi, J., Abbas, J., Mahmood, S., Mubeen, R., and Ziapour,
A. (2020). New silk road infrastructure opportunities in developing tourism
environment for residents better quality of life. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 24:e01194.
doi: 10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e01194

Maqsood, A., Abbas, J., Rehman, G., and Mubeen, R. (2021). The paradigm shift
for educational system continuance in the advent of COVID-19 pandemic:
mental health challenges and reflections. Curr. Res. Behav. Sci. 2:100011. doi:
10.1016/j.crbeha.2020.100011

Margaritis, D., and Psillaki, M. (2010). Capital structure, equity ownership and firm
performance. J. Bank. Fin. 34, 621–632.

McWilliams, A., Siegel, D. S., and Wright, P. M. (2006). Corporate social
responsibility: strategic implications. J. Manag. Stud. 43, 1–18.

Michaelides, P. G., Tsionas, E. G., Konstantakis, K. N., and Xidonas, P. (2019). The
impact of market competition on CEO salary in the US energy sector1. Energy
Policy 132, 32–37.

Miller, T., and Del Carmen Triana, M. (2009). Demographic diversity
in the boardroom: mediators of the board diversity–firm performance
relationship. J. Manag. Stud. 46, 755–786. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.
00839.x

Mnasri, K., and Ellouze, D. (2015). Ownership structure, product market
competition and productivity. Manag. Dec. 53, 1771–1805. doi: 10.1108/md-
10-2014-0618

Mohammadi, A., Pishgar, E., Firouraghi, N., Bagheri, N., Shamsoddini, A., Abbas,
J., et al. (2021). A geodatabase of blood pressure level and the associated factors
including lifestyle, nutritional, air pollution, and urban greenspace. BMC Res.
Notes 14:416. doi: 10.1186/s13104-021-05830-2

Mubeen, R., Han, D., Abbas, J., Álvarez-Otero, S., and Sial, M. S. (2021).
The relationship between CEO duality and business firms’ performance: the
moderating role of firm size and corporate social responsibility. Front. Psychol.
12. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.669715

Mubeen, R., Han, D., Abbas, J., and Hussain, I. (2020). The effects of market
competition, capital structure, and CEO duality on firm performance: a
mediation analysis by incorporating the GMM model technique. Sustainability
12:3480. doi: 10.3390/su12083480

O’Brien, J. P. (2003). The capital structure implications of pursuing a strategy of
innovation. Strat. Manag. J.l 24, 415–431. doi: 10.1002/smj.308

Okada, Y. (2005). Competition and productivity in Japanese manufacturing
industries. J. Jpn. Int. Econ. 19, 586–616.

Pant, M., and Pattanayak, M. (2010). Corporate governance, competition and
firm performance:evidence from India. J. Emerg. Mark. Fin. 9, 347–381. doi:
10.1177/097265271000900305

Paulson, K. R., Kamath, A. M., Alam, T., Bienhoff, K., Abady, G. G., Abbas,
J., et al. (2021). Global, regional, and national progress towards sustainable
development goal 3.2 for neonatal and child health: all-cause and cause-specific
mortality findings from the global burden of disease study 2019. Lancet 398,
870–905. doi: 10.1016/s0140-6736(21)01207-1

Philip, A., and Iorember, P. T. (2017). Macroeconomic and household welfare
impact of increase in minimum wage in Nigeria: a computable general
equilibrium model. Am. J. Econ. 7, 249–258. doi: 10.5923/j.economics.
20170705.06

Porter, M., and Van der Linde, C. (1995). “Green and competitive: ending the
stalemate,” in The Dynamics of the Eco-Efficient Economy: Environmental
Regulation and Competitive Advantage, ed. E. F. M. Wubben (Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar Publishing), 33.

Porter, M. E., and Kramer, M. R. (2006). The link between competitive advantage
and corporate social responsibility. Harv. Bus. Rev. 84, 78–92.

Pouresmaeil, M., Abbas, J., Solhi, M., Ziapour, A., and Fattahi, E. (2019).
Prioritizing health promotion lifestyle domains in students of Qazvin
University of Medical Sciences from the students and professors’ perspective.
J. Educ. Health Promot. 8:228. doi: 10.4103/jehp.jehp_250_19

Rahmat, T. E., Raza, S., Zahid, H., Abbas, J., Mohd Sobri, F., and Sidiki, S. (2022).
Nexus between integrating technology readiness 2.0 index and students’ e-
library services adoption amid the COVID-19 challenges: implications based
on the theory of planned behavior. J. Educ. Health Promot. 11:50. doi: 10.4103/
jehp.jehp_508_21

Raith, M. (2003). Competition, risk, and managerial incentives. Am. Econ. Rev. 93,
1425–1436.

Rajan, R. G., and Zingales, L. (1995). What do we know about capital structure?
Some evidence from international data. J. Fin. 50, 1421–1460. doi: 10.1111/j.
1540-6261.1995.tb05184.x

Ruiz-Porras, A., and Lopez-Mateo, C. (2011). Corporate Governance, Market
Competition and Investment Decisions in Mexican Manufacturing Firms.
Toronto, ON: Canadian Center of Science and Education.

Saeidi, S. P., Sofian, S., Saeidi, P., Saeidi, S. P., and Saaeidi, S. A. (2015). How does
corporate social responsibility contribute to firm financial performance? The
mediating role of competitive advantage, reputation, and customer satisfaction.
J. Bus. Res. 68, 341–350.

Sattar, U., Javeed, S. A., and Latief, R. (2020). How audit quality affects the firm
performance with the moderating role of the product market competition:
empirical evidence from Pakistani manufacturing firms. Sustainability 12:4153.

Sheikh, S. (2018). CEO power, product market competition and firm value. Res. Int.
Bus. Fin. 46, 373–386. doi: 10.1016/j.ribaf.2018.04.009

Shoib, S., Gaitan Buitrago, J. E. T., Shuja, K. H., Aqeel, M., de Filippis, R., Abbas,
J., et al. (2021). Suicidal behavior sociocultural factors in developing countries
during COVID-19. Encephale 47, 1–10. doi: 10.1016/j.encep.2021.06.011

Siddiqi, U. I., and Akhtar, N. (2020). Effects of conflicting hotel reviews shared
by novice and expert traveler on attitude ambivalence: the moderating role
of quality of managers’ responses. J. Hosp. Market. Manag. 30, 178–200. doi:
10.1080/19368623.2020.1778595

Siddiqi, U. I., Sun, J., and Akhtar, N. (2019). The role of conflicting online reviews
in consumers’ attitude ambivalence. Serv. Ind. J.l 40, 1003–1030. doi: 10.1080/
02642069.2019.1684905

Siddiqi, U. I., Sun, J., and Akhtar, N. (2020). Ulterior motives in peer and expert
supplementary online reviews and consumers’ perceived deception. Asia Pac. J.
Market. Logist. 33, 73–98. doi: 10.1108/apjml-06-2019-0399

Singh, S., Tabassum, N., Darwish, T. K., and Batsakis, G. (2018). Corporate
governance and tobin’s Q as a measure of organizational performance. Br. J.
Manag. 29, 171–190.

Soroush, A., Ziapour, A., Abbas, J., Jahanbin, I., Andayeshgar, B., Moradi, F., et al.
(2021). Effects of group logotherapy training on self-esteem, communication
skills, and impact of event scale-revised (IES-R) in older adults. Age. Int. 46,
1–21. doi: 10.1007/s12126-021-09458-2

Su, Z., McDonnell, D., Abbas, J., Shi, L., Cai, Y., and Yang, L. (2021a). Secondhand
smoke exposure of expectant mothers in china: factoring in the role of culture
in data collection. JMIR Can. 7:e24984. doi: 10.2196/24984

Su, Z., McDonnell, D., Li, X., Bennett, B., Segalo, S., Abbas, J., et al.
(2021b). COVID-19 vaccine donations-vaccine empathy or vaccine
diplomacy? a narrative literature review. Vaccines (Basel) 9:1024.
doi: 10.3390/vaccines9091024

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 12 May 2022 | Volume 12 | Article 709678

https://doi.org/10.1177/0272684X20972838
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272684X20972838
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.769175
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0022109018001138
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0022109018001138
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.790923
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-020-01876-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e01194
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crbeha.2020.100011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crbeha.2020.100011
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00839.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00839.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/md-10-2014-0618
https://doi.org/10.1108/md-10-2014-0618
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13104-021-05830-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.669715
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083480
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.308
https://doi.org/10.1177/097265271000900305
https://doi.org/10.1177/097265271000900305
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(21)01207-1
https://doi.org/10.5923/j.economics.20170705.06
https://doi.org/10.5923/j.economics.20170705.06
https://doi.org/10.4103/jehp.jehp_250_19
https://doi.org/10.4103/jehp.jehp_508_21
https://doi.org/10.4103/jehp.jehp_508_21
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1995.tb05184.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1995.tb05184.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2018.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.encep.2021.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2020.1778595
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2020.1778595
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2019.1684905
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2019.1684905
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjml-06-2019-0399
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12126-021-09458-2
https://doi.org/10.2196/24984
https://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines9091024
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-12-709678 May 17, 2022 Time: 12:50 # 13

Mubeen et al. Product Market Competition and Firm Performance

Su, Z., Wen, J., Abbas, J., McDonnell, D., Cheshmehzangi, A., Li, X., et al. (2020).
A race for a better understanding of COVID-19 vaccine non-adopters. Brain
Behav. Immun. Health 9:100159. doi: 10.1016/j.bbih.2020.100159

Tingvall, P. G., and Poldahl, A. (2006). Is there really an inverted U-shaped
relation between competition and R&D? Econ. Innov. New Technol. 15,
101–118.

Usman, O., Iorember, P. T., and Olanipekun, I. O. (2019). Revisiting the
environmental Kuznets curve (EKC) hypothesis in India: the effects of energy
consumption and democracy. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. Int. 26, 13390–13400.
doi: 10.1007/s11356-019-04696-z

Usman, O., Olanipekun, I. O., Iorember, P. T., and Abu-Goodman, M. (2020).
Modelling environmental degradation in South Africa: the effects of energy
consumption, democracy, and globalization using innovation accounting tests.
Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. Int. 27, 8334–8349. doi: 10.1007/s11356-019-06687-6

Van Reenen, J. (2011). Does competition raise productivity through improving
management quality? Int. J. Ind. Organ. 29, 306–316.

Wang, C., Wang, D., Abbas, J., Duan, K., and Mubeen, R. (2021). Global financial
crisis, smart lockdown strategies, and the COVID-19 spillover impacts: a global
perspective implications from Southeast Asia. Front. Psychiatry 12:643783. doi:
10.3389/fpsyt.2021.643783

Wanzenried, G. (2003). Capital structure decisions and output market competition
under demand uncertainty. Int. J. Ind. Organ. 21, 171–200.

Wintoki, M. B., Linck, J. S., and Netter, J. M. (2012). Endogeneity and the dynamics
of internal corporate governance. J. Fin. Econ.s 105, 581–606.

Wooldridge, J. M. (2016). Introductory Econometrics: A Modern Approach.
Toronto, ON: Nelson Education.

Xu, D., Guo, Y., and Huang, M. (2021). Can artificial intelligence improve
firms’ competitiveness during the COVID-19 pandemic: international evidence.
Emerg. Mark. Fin. Trade 57, 2812–2825.

Yang, T., and Zhao, S. (2014). CEO duality and firm performance: evidence from
an exogenous shock to the competitive environment. J. Bank. Fin. 49, 534–552.

Yuan, J., Zhou, Z., Zhou, N., and Zhan, G. (2019). Product market competition,
market munificence and firms’ unethical behavior. Chin. Manag. Stud. 13,
468–488.

Zhou, Y., Draghici, A., Abbas, J., Mubeen, R., Boatca, M. E., and Salam,
M. A. (2021). Social media efficacy in crisis management: effectiveness of
non-pharmaceutical interventions to manage COVID-19 challenges. Front.
Psychiatry 12:626134. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2021.626134

Zona, F., Zattoni, A., and Minichilli, A. (2013). A contingency model of boards of
directors and firm innovation: the moderating role of firm size. Br. J. Manag.
24, 299–315.

Zou, H., Zeng, S., Lin, H., and Xie, X. (2015). Top executives’ compensation,
industrial competition, and corporate environmental performance. Manag.
Dec. 53, 2036–2059.

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of
the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in
this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Mubeen, Han, Abbas, Raza and Bodian. This is an open-access
article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License
(CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided
the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice.
No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with
these terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 13 May 2022 | Volume 12 | Article 709678

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbih.2020.100159
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-019-04696-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-019-06687-6
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2021.643783
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2021.643783
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2021.626134
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	Examining the Relationship Between Product Market Competition and Chinese Firms Performance: The Mediating Impact of Capital Structure and Moderating Influence of Firm Size
	Introduction
	Literature Review
	The Relationship Between Product Market Competition and Firm Performance
	The Relationship Between Product Market Competition and Firm Performance With Mediating Effects of Capital Structure
	The Relationship Between Product Market Competition and Firm Performance With Moderating Effects of Firm Size

	Research Data, Sample, and Methods
	Variable Definition
	Product Market Competition
	Firm Performance
	Control Variables
	Moderating and Mediating Variables

	Empirical Examination

	Results and Discussion
	Descriptive Statistics
	Analysis of Hypotheses 1 and 2
	Analysis of Hypothesis 3

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	References


