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Once market definition and segmentation are completed, managers need to choose the most desirable segment(s) and competitively position the product in the chosen segment.  This note completes the STP process of market opportunity identification and evaluation.  For market definition and segmentation, refer to a separate Babson College technical note on “Market Definition and Segmentation.”

The STP Process

The STP process involves four distinct, but interrelated stages:

· Market Definition: identifying and defining market

· Segmentation: developing customer groups that are internally homogeneous, but heterogeneous across the groups

· Targeting: evaluating the segments and choosing the most desirable ones

· Positioning: developing an “optimal” marketing mix to secure a right space in customer’s mind

However, this is easier said than done.  Heterogeneity of customers poses a significant challenge to managers who try to maximize the market opportunity by balancing efficiency and effectiveness of marketing implementation.  After properly identifying the segments, companies can only then improve the chance of reaching the right target segment(s) (targeting), and position the product/service offering right (positioning).  Because the four components (market definition, segmentation, targeting, and positioning) are distinct but interdependent, the following generic STP process chart (Figure 1) is a useful road map.  It reminds the managers of the sequential steps that need to be taken.  This map also allows managers to go back and rework the process if they found a difficulty in one stage.   Therefore, although the STP process is sequential in concept, the execution of it would require ongoing iterations in practice.  In the following sections, targeting and positioning are discussed.
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The STP Process Framework
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Targeting: Segment Evaluation and Selection

Once a company has identified and described the market segments, it needs to evaluate them in order to determine which one(s) offers the best market opportunity.  When evaluating market segments, managers need to appraise both overall attractiveness of each segment and the fit between the segment and the company’s resources and objectives.

Overall Segment Attractiveness

The primary purpose of assessing the overall attractiveness is to gauge whether or not a generic market potential exists for any prospective entrant to the market.  The company first needs to assess whether a segment has characteristics that makes it attractive.  Managers typically use a combination of the following criteria to evaluate overall attractiveness of a segment. These criteria are:

1. Size/sales Potential: sales (unit and dollar)

2. Growth Potential: sales (unit and dollar), number of customers, potential of increasing depth of relationships

3. Profitability: revenue and cost

4. Needs: primary demand, magnitude of unsatisfied needs

5. Competition: strengths and weaknesses of competitors in the segment

Data and information pertaining to these criteria are usually obtained by conducting market research.  Sources of information may be primary or secondary.  Primary data (or information) refers to those that are obtained in a study designed and conducted by the researching party for its specific needs.  A questionnaire survey is an example of primary data collection which is conducted by many companies to answer specific questions.  Data mining of the in-house information, such as account sales reports, is also an example of primary data collection.  On the other hand, secondary data refers to information that is obtained by an outside party in the past for some other purpose.  For example, government statistics, such as census data, is a type of secondary data.  Impressive amounts of secondary data and information are published by many other organizations (e.g., consulting firms, non-profit organizations, industry associations) and available at libraries, or, in some cases, over the Internet.

Generally speaking, primary data has advantages over secondary data in terms of specificity, relevance, and recency of the information obtained.  However, obtaining primary data is generally more expensive and time consuming.  Meanwhile, secondary data has major advantages over primary data, such as low cost and a short lead-time in obtaining information because the data is already collected and published by somebody else.  However, there are several major limitations in secondary data.  First on is that the secondary data may not exactly correspond to the research questions on hand.  For example, one may want to know children’s preference of outdoor activities, but available secondary data might only contain information on team sports activities.   Second, secondary data might be too dated to be useful for managers in rapidly changing environments.  Third, unit of analysis in secondary data might not suit to a manager’s particular need.  For example, a brand manager might want to know the mean household income of a particular geographic area, but the only available secondary data might be about mean individual income, or per capita income.

Although each type of data has its own strengths and weaknesses, it is generally a good idea first to examine whether or not the information one needs already exists in-house, followed by secondary data exploration and primary data collection.  For more detailed discussion of the research process and methodology, one should investigate more advanced courses, such as marketing research.

Segment/Company Fit

Once a generic market potential is assessed, an organization needs to evaluate the fit with the segment given its goals, objectives, and resources.  Sometimes attractive segments have to be dismissed because the company’s long-term goals and objectives are at odds with the opportunities in those segments.  For example, a research-oriented pharmaceutical company may not choose to be in a generic pharmaceutical segment because of its long-term aspiration and commitment to provide cutting-edge medical solutions for “hard-to-cure diseases.”  Even if the segment is compatible with the long-term objectives, the organization needs to consider whether it has the competencies and resource to succeed in that particular segment. On the other hand, a company might find a segment attractive because it is compatible and synergistic with other segments currently served.  For instance, Tyson Foods, the largest poultry meat producer in the U.S., found the prepared meal market attractive when they introduced an oven-ready stuffed chicken along with their fresh chicken.  The expected synergy encompasses several areas: production, distribution, and marketing.

In sum, an organization should enter a market segment when it can develop superior advantages over the competition and offer superior value to the customers.  Therefore, key factors for consideration are:

1. Goals and Objectives 

2. Resources: in possession, required level, availability of the required level of resource

3. Competency: organization’s strengths and weaknesses (market, technological, operational)

4. Synergy: compatibility with the current market segments

Portfolio Matrix Approach

A number of portfolio matrix approaches were developed in late 1970s and early 1980s to evaluate attractiveness of markets.  Fundamentally, the portfolio matrix approach attempts to evaluate the strategic desirability of business lines collectively (or a portfolio of business lines) within a company.  Many companies have multiple business lines that are managed by strategic business units (SBU’s)*.  For example, General Motors has numerous SBU’s including Chevrolet, Pontiac, GMC Truck, Oldsmobile, and Cadillac. Although the portfolio approach is primarily designed to answer market attractiveness at business unit level, the logic is applicable to evaluate product and brand-level market opportunity in many cases.  Two of the most used ones are introduced here.

1. The Boston Consulting Group (BCG) Matrix

The BCG matrix argues that the fundamental business attractiveness is a function of market growth rate and relative market share.  In Figure 2, the vertical axis represents market growth rate and the horizontal axis represents relative market share.  Often in practice, the market growth rate is considered low when it is below 10% per year.  Relative market share refers to the ratio of the company’s market share to its largest competitor.  For example, if a company has 10% market share, but its largest competitor commands 40%, the company’s relative market share is .1/.4, or .25.  If the company’s share is 50% and the largest competitor has only 5% of the market, then the relative market share is .5/.05, or 10.



Figure 2
The Boston Consulting Group (BCG) Matrix

In Figure 2, five business units of a hypothetical company were shown in the matrix.  The five circles represent the five business units, and the size of the circles corresponds to the relative sales volume of each business.  Each quadrant bears its own label: Question Marks, Stars, Cash Cows, and Dogs.

· Question Marks

Question marks refer to those businesses that are operated in high market growth rates but have low relative market shares.  Many businesses begin as question marks as they try to capitalize upon high growth markets.  Because of its high market growth rate, the markets require a substantial amount of capital not only to keep up with the speed and pace but also to become a dominant player as many more companies are trying to enter the market.  It is labeled as “question marks” because the managers need to think very hard about whether continuing investments will eventually pay off.  Because the question mark market is often at an early stage of market/industry development, managers need to evaluate whether and how long the high market growth rate would continue and what level of relative market share they can achieve.  The greatest challenge is that it is very difficult to evaluate these questions simply because there aren’t many data points in the early market development stage for managers to base their judgement.  Thus, they are “question marks.”

The hypothetical company has two question mark businesses, and should be hard pressed to consider whether it can afford to spread its resources to two uncertain markets.  The typical strategy taken for this type of business is to “build,” that is to increase market share, even if it means sacrificing short-term profitability.  This strategy may be appropriate for the company to grow the question mark business into a star business of the future.

· Stars

A star refers to a market leader in a high growth market.  When the question mark business becomes successful and outgrows the competition, it will become a star.  However, a star status does not necessarily mean the business is generating a positive cash flow.  Because of the market’s high growth, the company may have to continue spending a substantial amount of money to keep up with the growth rate and fend off its competition.  The hypothetical company has one star in its portfolio and needs to solidify its market leader status to turn the cash flow into a positive one. 

· Cash Cows

In general, if a business is in a market with lower than 10% annual growth rate with a relatively high market share, it is called a cash cow business.*  The company does not have to finance a large expansion because the market growth is low.   Furthermore, because the company is a market share leader with probably fewer competitors, it enjoys economies of scale and higher profit margins.   Therefore, a cash cow business produces a large positive cash flow for the company.  The benefit of having a cash cow business is not only to be able to pay off and recapture past investment, but also to use the cash to support other non-cash cow businesses.

The hypothetical company has one cash cow with a modest size.  It can be said that the company is in a vulnerable position because this is the only one to support other businesses.  When other non-cash cow businesses start to drain the cash, the cash cow business will become unable to support its market leader position and slide to become a dog business (i.e., a low relative share in a low growth market).  Ideally, the hypothetical company needs more and/or larger cash cow businesses.  The strategy usually chosen for this type of businesses is to “hold,” that is to maintain the market share.  The companies with cash cow businesses also choose a “harvesting” or “milking” strategy often, by which they concentrate on increasing the business’s short-term cash flow regardless of long-term effect.  Harvesting often involves cutting operating expenses, reducing R&D and marketing expenditures, or stopping upgrading production facilities.  The purpose is to reduce the cost faster than the sales decline, thus increasing a cash flow in the short term.  This is appropriate when the prognosis of the business is dismal or when the business needs more cash flow to support more promising initiatives.  

· Dogs

The least desirable quadrant is labeled as “dogs” for its low relative market share and low market growth rate.  The businesses that belong to this category usually generate low profits or losses. The hypothetical company has one dog business with a relatively large amount of sales to other businesses.  Because typical dog businesses require more management attention for lower return, the company might want to seriously consider either divesting or phasing out (i.e., harvesting) these businesses, unless there is a good reason to hold onto it such as expected reversal of market growth or competitor’s exit.  

Although the BCG model is originally developed to evaluate the desirability of a company’s business lines, the central logic is quite applicable to evaluate the desirability of a company’s brands.  Some brands can be described as “dogs,” and others can be described as “cash cows” and so on.  If each brand caters one market segment
, then a portfolio matrix approach can be used to elucidate which market segment is more (or less) desirable over the others.  Certainly this is an applied technique beyond its original conception (i.e., evaluating business lines) that helps select the most desirable segment.

2. The General Electric (GE) Model

The GE model takes two different dimensions: market attractiveness and business strength.  The logic is similar to the preceding discussion of Segment/Company Fit (p.4), and the GE model is one standardized approach to assess this fit.  The GE model is depicted in Figure 3.



Figure 3
The GE Model

Source
: adapted from Kotler (1997) and Best (1997) 
The market attractiveness is derived by evaluating the market based on the following factors: overall market size, annual market growth rate, historical profit margin, competitive intensity, technological requirements, inflationary vulnerability, energy requirements, environmental impact, social/political and legal.  For each of these factors, a weight that reflects the importance of the factor to determine the overall attractiveness is assigned.  Note that the total of weights equals 1.00.  Then, for each factor, the market is rated on the scale of 1-5 (i.e., 1 = very unattractive, 5 = very attractive).  Finally, the overall attractiveness is derived by multiplying the weight and rating score for each factor, and then summing all the component weighted scores (Table 1).


Weight
Rating (1-5)
Weighted Score

Overall market size 
0.15
5
0.75

Annual market growth rate
0.20
4
0.80

Historical profit margin 
0.10
5
0.50

Competitive intensity
0.15
2
0.30

Technological requirements 
0.15
5
0.75

Inflationary vulnerability 
0.05
3
0.15

Energy requirements 
0.05
3
0.15

Environmental impact
0.05
3
0.15

Social/political legal
0.10
4
0.40

Total
1.00
-
3.95

Table 1
Market Attractiveness

On the other hand, business strength is derived by evaluating the company based on the following factors: market share, share growth, product quality, brand reputation, distribution network, promotional effectiveness, productive capacity, productive efficiency, unit costs, material supplies, R&D performance, and managerial personnel.  For each factor, a weight is assigned based on the importance of the factor in winning in the market.  The sum of the weights is equal to 1.00.  Then, the company is rated on each factor by using the 5-point scale (i.e., 1 = very weak, 5 = very strong).  Like in the case of market attractiveness quantification, the weight and rating score for each factor are multiplied to obtain the weighted rating score.  Finally, the component weighted rating scores are summed to obtain the overall business strength (Table 2).


Weight
Rating (1-5)
Weighted Score

Market share 
0.10
4
0.40

Share growth
0.10
4
0.40

Product quality
0.10
3
0.30

Brand reputation
0.10
4
0.40

Distribution network
0.15
3
0.45

Promotional effectiveness
0.05
3
0.15

Productive capacity
0.05
3
0.15

Productive efficiency
0.05
4
0.20

Unit cost
0.10
4
0.40

Material supplies
0.05
4
0.20

R&D performance
0.05
5
0.25

Managerial personnel
0.10
4
0.40

Total
1.00
-
3.70

Table 2
Business Strength

After getting the weighted score for both dimensions, the fit between the market attractiveness and business strength is evaluated (Figure 4).  The example case is shown by a star mark on the figure.



Figure 4
Market-Business Fit

Then each of the existing businesses (or products) will be evaluated for three generic kinds of strategic treatment.  The three generic treatments are:

· Additional cash may be invested for sales growth and/or market share growth (the “good fit” cases).

· The business (or product) may be funded selectively to maintain a consistent market share and earnings flow (the diagonal “borderline” cases).

· The product may be denied additional funding.  A dying but still profitable business may be harvested (given only minimal support).  Unprofitable business may be divested (the “poor fit” cases).

Figure 4 can be used not only for existing product segments, but also for  evaluating a potential product segment where the company does not currently have a product.  Suppose a company is contemplating the appropriateness of introducing a new product.  The company can evaluate the market attractiveness of this new product’s potential target segment and the company’s strength for this type of product market.  Thus, the company will arrive at a hypothetical scenario under which the management can further evaluate whether the fit would be acceptable or not.   The management can further extend this type of scenario analysis by conducting a so-called sensitivity analysis, in which it evaluates how much change in the objective function (i.e., market-business fit) would result from a change in one or more assumptions (e.g., importance weights of market attractiveness, hypothetical component scores of business strength).

In conclusion, evaluation and selection of target segment(s) is an elaborate process taking many factors into consideration.  Three types of analytical orientation are discussed in this section: overall segment attractiveness, segment/company fit, and portfolio matrix.  These three approaches complement each other, thereby providing managers a much richer picture of segment attractiveness and potential courses of actions.  Evaluation and selection of the segments requires data (primary and/or secondary), assessment, and insights not only from marketing but also from other business functions such as corporate business planning, finance and accounting, and sales.  Because each functional division tends to focus on a particular type of data and hold a different “worldview,” it is important to integrate a diverse set of perspectives, knowledge, and wisdom to arrive at a more balanced, less biased assessment of the segment opportunity. In the next section, positioning, which follows targeting (i.e., segment evaluation and selection), is discussed.

Positioning

By definition, different characteristics manifest in different market segments.  Quite understandably, these differences result in different needs for product or service offerings.  Companies try to satisfy target market needs and therefore must position their offerings according to the needs.  More technically, positioning refers to “the company’s choice of marketing mix – including its desired image, product attributes, communication message, distribution, and pricing – to achieve its intended position in the target customers’ minds.”
  It is important to note that positioning is both an act (company’s intention) of the business and the achieved position in the customers’ minds (customers’ perception).  These two (intention and perception) can turn out to be quite different if the company does not do the positioning right. Furthermore, to do the positioning right, managers must understand the market well through segmentation and targeting stages.  Thus, effective positioning is dependent upon market definition and segmentation, the first two stages of the STP process.

An organization’s positioning strategy is an important starting point toward the realized, perceived position in customers’ minds.  Every aspect of the product offering, as well as competitors’ actions, influences customers’ perceptions.  Therefore, the essence of positioning strategy is to offer a product that is meaningful to target customers, but is differentiated enough from those of its competitors, and to communicate and emphasize the advantages of the product.  Companies may select one or more in combination from the following positioning strategy options depending on the customer and competitive characteristics of the target segment.

· Product attributes and benefits

A company may emphasize one or more specific product attributes (i.e., objective features and characteristics) and the related benefits the product provides for the target segment.  To be effective, the attributes and benefits of the product must be clear and relevant to the target segment customers.  For example, Johnson & Johnson’s positions its Tylenol for children based on its product attributes and benefits.  The company emphasizes its chewable form and flavor (e.g., grape, cherry, bubble gum, watermelon), both of which are objective product attributes.  The resulting benefits are children’s willingness to take the medication and the relief of symptoms (i.e., children like the pleasant flavor of the medication and find it easy to swallow).

· Usage occasions or functions

A company may also position its product based on its particular usage occasions or functions.  For example, Excedrin is positioned as a “Tough headache medicine” in the United States, while the same brand is positioned as a menstrual pain reliever in Japan.  These different usage occasion positionings in two different countries reflect the competitive consideration in each country market, where Excedrin’s competitor brands are already occupying other usage occasions.  Another example of successful usage occasion positioning is Johnson Wax’s Off brand aerial insect repellants (candles and mosquito coils), which are specifically positioned to summer cook-outs with families and friends.  

· Advantage relative to competition

Positioning can be done by using a competitor as a referent to the brand.  The most famous example is Avis’s “We try harder” campaign, in which the company positions itself as the number two company after Hertz and pledges it tries harder to satisfy customers through price and services.   Also, in its Priority Mail campaign, the United States Postal Service compares the 2-3 days delivery service to FedEx 2Day and UPS 2nd Day Air based on the price with a tagline “What’s Your Priority?”  These are examples of positioning using competitor as a referent to the focal brand.  

The effectiveness of positioning hinges greatly on skillful differentiation of the product or service to the competition.  Good product differentiation is not a simple act of making the product different from the competition or “differentiation for differentiation sake.”  Then, what constitutes good product differentiation?  Kotler (1997)
 provides the following normative criteria to evaluate whether or not the differentiation is worth establishing and being used as positioning bases:

· Important: Does the difference deliver a highly valued benefit to a sufficient number of buyers?

· Distinctive: Is the difference not offered by others or offered in a more distinctive way by the company?

· Superior: Is the difference superior to other ways of obtaining the same benefit?

· Communicable: Is the difference communicable and visible to buyers?

· Preemptive: Is the difference difficult to be copied by competitors?

· Affordable: Can the buyers afford to pay for the difference?

· Profitable: Will the company find it profitable to introduce the difference?

Nonetheless, quite a few brands fail in product differentiation and positioning by not meeting one or more of the above criteria.  One example is Crystal Pepsi.  This soft drink is clear in color, unlike other regular cola drinks.  The product was obviously different, distinctive, communicable, and affordable.  But having “no color” was not relevant enough for consumers to try and the benefit, if any, was hardly perceived by consumers.  Another example is Hellmann’s Dijonnaise, a combination of mayonnaise and Dijon mustard.  The idea was intuitively attractive – the convenience of mayonnaise and mustard in one.  It was affordably priced, not offered by the competition (thus distinctive), and the product concept is easy to communicate.  However, most consumers do adjust the amount of mayonnaise and mustard to their own tastes, and a substantial number of people use either mayonnaise or mustard, but not both for their foods such as sandwiches.  Thus, the product attributes and benefits were not perceived as important or superior as the company had originally thought, because consumers can easily get both mayonnaise and mustard from the refrigerator and apply them in whatever proportions they prefer.  

The Perceptual Mapping Technique

Because it is customers’ perception that matters at the end of the day, many managers use a technique that graphically describes the people’s perception about different objects.  The technique is called perceptual mapping.  Perceptual maps are used at various levels, such as for brands, product, and corporate positioning.  Perceptual maps of brands may be used to evaluate opportunities for new brands, as well as for repositioning existing brands.  Figure 5-1
 provides one example of a perceptual map for the laundry detergent market.  The vertical axis represents the strength of the detergents in fighting the stain, and the horizontal axis denotes perceived price of the detergents.  It can be intuitively understood how the brands in the market are perceived in terms of these two dimensions.  Because the brands’ positions are graphically expressed in this manner, it is also called a positioning map.

Basically, there are two ways to develop a perceptual map.  One is to rely on managers’ and/or customers’ intuition about how the brands are perceived. It is dependent on informal, qualitative observations people make about the brands.  Another way is a more formal, structured approach which involves data collection and advanced statistical techniques such as multi-dimensional scaling, cluster analysis, factor analysis, and discriminant analysis.  These techniques are readily available in many advanced statistical software packages (e.g., SPSS, SAS).  Although explaining these techniques is generally reserved for advanced statistics or marketing research courses and is beyond the scope of this note, in essence, these statistical programs help managers to: 1) derive several important dimensions out of many possible ones, and 2) place each brand (or company, product) on a given two dimensional space based on brand similarity or rating scores of the brands on the dimensions. 



Figure 5-1
Perceptual Map of Laundry Detergents

The perceptual map can help managers not only to understand how each brand is perceived, but also to: 1) identify open “space” that the existing brands do not occupy in customers’ minds, and 2) identify the competitive sets that are the clusters of brands sharing the similar space in customers’ minds.  These are very useful pieces of information for a positioning strategy.  For example, if a brand manager is contemplating to launch a new product in the detergent market, he or she needs to know what the competitive landscape looks like and where the unfilled positions are.  In Figure 5-1, it is obvious that there is a space for a tough-stain fighter that is priced economically.  Based on this, the brand manager might want to further explore the feasibility of launching a new detergent that could be positioned as an economic stain-fighter.

The map also suggests clusters of market segments as defined by the perceived differences of brands.  From Figure 5-1, it seems reasonable to suspect that Tide and Wisk form a market segment that prefers a strong stain-fighter at a premium price, All seems to “own” its segment, and Cheers and Arm & Hammer form another segment.  Suppose that a brand manager for Arm & Hammer realized that Cheers is taking its market share away probably because the price of Cheers is perceived to be lower.  The brand manager for Arm & Hammer might then want to correct at least the price perception of his or her brand (by, for example, introducing an economy pack or promoting the price per gallon) and attempt to prevent the share erosion due to the perceived price difference.

Despite all its benefits, the perceptual map has several limitations.  The first is the fact that only so much perceptual information can be presented in a two-dimensional space.  The brands’ positions are expressed only in terms of the defined dimensions that may not provide enough insights to managers.  Stain fighting capability and economy may be useful dimensions, but they may not be the only dimensions on which managers need to analyze the brands.  To compensate this disadvantage, managers need to create additional perceptual maps incorporating different dimensions, such as color protection, or soft/harshness to the fabric.   Such an example is given in Figure 5-2.



Figure 5-2
Perceptual Map with Different Dimensions

By using different dimensions, the competitive landscape of the detergent market has become more complete.  Based on the two maps (Figures 5-1 and 5-2), it is observable that Tide’s primary competition is Wisk, as they are perceived to be very similar on all the four dimensions (i.e., stain fighting capability, economy, harsh/softness on fabric, and color protection).  But the brand manager for Tide, a Proctor & Gamble brand, may not want to move up on color protection dimension in the hope of simply differentiating it from Wisk, because Cheers (another P&G brand) has its own space of “superior color protection.”  It can be also observed that All seems to have a quite distinct perceptual space from the other brands.  Additionally, although Arm & Hammer is competing with Cheers for the space on stain-fighting and economy (Figure 5-1), it is sufficiently differentiated on both color protection and harsh/softness on fabric (Figure 5-2).  Thus, it may not share exactly the same segment as suspected by Figure 5-1 alone.

A second disadvantage of the perceptual mapping technique is that it is simply a snapshot that illustrates the perceived position of the existing brands at one particular moment.  Remember this map is based on people’s perception that could change for many reasons such as new product introductions, changes in competitors positioning, new product information that was not previously available, and so on.  In other words, the market is dynamic, but the map is not.  Therefore, managers need to periodically update when important changes occur in the market.

Finally, in spite of the usefulness of identifying an “open space,” the open space does not necessarily mean a good opportunity.  For example, there might be a good reason for the existing brands not to be in that open space.  Perhaps, it could be an infeasible combination of attributes for profitable business, such as extremely expensive product characteristics (i.e., the so-called “black hole” case).  Thus, the value of the perceptual map is not that it provides an answer (because it can’t), but that it provides a piece of information that can be used for further analysis, and hopefully, for more informed decision-making.

Conclusions

This note reviewed the concepts of targeting and positioning in market opportunity analysis.   They are discussed as part of the STP process that starts with market definition and market segmentation.  All the steps in the STP process are interrelated.

A few points for executing the STP process need to be noted.  First, the STP constitutes a major part of market opportunity analysis that many marketing and business development managers are required to prepare.  Although the entire STP process appears to be lengthy at first, it can be done quite efficiently on a routine basis once the logic is understood and each stage is systematically executed.   A permanent market intelligence mechanism, small or large, has to be in place within the organization.  Like many other analytical exercises, learning by doing is the best way to master this important market opportunity assessment process.  Second, implementing the STP process within an organization requires a strong senior management commitment.  Because the middle level managers who are often responsible for the analysis are very likely preoccupied by day-to-day tasks, they often feel forced to tradeoff the long-term strategic benefits of the STP process and short-term tactical responses.  This can be avoided only if the senior management supports the process as a critical component of its strategic planning. 

Although the primary focus of this note is to introduce the readers to technical aspects of the STP process (targeting and positioning, in particular), these implementation issues are equally important for successfully identifying and evaluating market opportunities.
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