
Most content strategies stall for one of two reasons. Either the team keeps publishing ideas that are slightly
different but basically cover the same ground as competitors, or they chase broad themes without answering the
specific questions their audience is already asking. Content gap analysis is what breaks that loop. It helps you
discover where competitors are earning attention, where the audience’s needs are only partially addressed, and
where a better angle can earn the next click.

The key mindset shift is this: a “gap” is not simply a missing topic. A gap is a missing match between search intent,
buyer stage, and the type of content your competitors provide. Two articles can cover the same keyword and still
be serving different jobs. Your job is to identify the jobs and then deliver content that performs.

Start with what competitors actually rank for
A lot of teams begin with a list of competitor URLs and a guess at keywords. That approach feels efficient, but it
misses the real competition: the pages that consistently earn visibility.

When I’m running a gap analysis, I start with three buckets of competitor pages:

First are the pages that rank reliably for high-intent searches. These are usually category pages, product-led
guides, “best of” comparisons, and problem-solution articles that earn organic traffic over time.

Second are the pages that rank for informational queries, because those often become the top-of-funnel entry
points that feed email signups and later conversions.

Third are the pages that rank for mid-funnel refinement searches, where the user is comparing options or trying to
validate a decision. Think “template vs checklist,” “pricing factors,” “implementation timeline,” “requirements,” and
similar phrases that signal evaluation.

You want more than a keyword list. You want a map of competitor page types by intent. If you don’t do this, you’ll
end up writing the right topic in the wrong format, which looks like a content gap but behaves like a duplicate.

Build a simple intent map, not a keyword spreadsheet
A keyword spreadsheet can be useful, but it often becomes a graveyard of columns. Instead, I recommend you
create an intent map that ties together four elements:

what the searcher is trying to do

the level of experience they likely have

the format that matches how they want to decide

how competitors currently answer, including what they skip

For example, a competitor might publish a “how to choose X” guide. That’s not automatically a gap if your
audience wants it. The gap might be that their guide assumes a level of technical knowledge, or it doesn’t include
decision criteria tied to budgets, timelines, or constraints.

Here’s a pattern I’ve seen repeatedly. Competitors rank for “X pricing” content, but their pages talk in ranges
without explaining how those ranges are calculated. Another site might include the calculations, but they bury the
practical trade-offs. Your gap analysis should catch both kinds of shortcomings.

Identify the three types of content gaps that matter



Once you’ve gathered competitor pages, gaps usually fall into three categories. Not every gap is worth chasing, so
it helps to separate “interesting” from “valuable.”

1) Keyword coverage gaps

This is the straightforward one: competitors search engine optimization rank for certain terms, but you do not.
Keyword coverage gaps are where quick wins can happen, especially when your site already has adjacent authority.

However, keyword coverage gaps can be deceptive. If a competitor ranks for a term but provides a weak or thin
page, you might not want to chase the term directly. Sometimes it’s better to build the page that should have
existed, and then target a cluster around it.

2) Intent and format gaps

This gap shows up when competitors rank for the right topic but provide the wrong content job. Common
examples include:

A competitor writes an overview for a query where users want a checklist, a worksheet, or a step-by-step
implementation path.

Another competitor covers the “what” but not the “how much effort,” the “who owns it,” or the “what can go
wrong.” Those missing details often matter more than additional theory.

Intent gaps are also where your industry context matters. If competitors are speaking to enterprise teams, but
your audience is small to mid-size, their content can read like it belongs to someone else. Your version can win by
being specific about constraints.

3) Depth and evidence gaps

Sometimes competitors cover the topic fully but do not support claims with evidence your audience expects.
Evidence can be quantitative, like metrics and measured outcomes, or qualitative, like case studies, implementation
notes, or annotated examples.

Evidence gaps are often the difference between “we wrote about this” and “we became the reference.” When I
review competitor guides, I look for patterns like:

They recommend a framework but never show how they chose the framework in the first place. They describe a
workflow but omit decision points, assumptions, and exception cases. They include testimonials but not enough
detail for readers to tell whether those results apply to their situation.

Your content can win by adding the missing scaffolding, not just more words.

Reverse-engineer why competitors rank
Ranking is not magic, and it’s not only about keywords. Competitor pages often earn placement because of a mix
of relevance, clarity, comprehensiveness, and internal linking. You can reverse-engineer those factors without
copying their work.

I usually review:

How long the pages are, and whether that length corresponds to real sections or filler. Whether they define key
terms early or assume readers already know the vocabulary. Whether they address “next questions” in the same
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page, or force users into a bounce-and-search loop. Whether they include examples, comparisons, or decision
criteria that help the reader act.

Pay attention to the writing mechanics too. Some competitors publish “big” articles but hide the usable parts deep
in the text. If the surface-level explanations are broad and the useful specifics appear late or not at all, that’s an
opening. Readers don’t need more theory. They need the parts they can apply quickly.

Look for “owned by competitors” topics where you still have room
You might find a topic where competitors consistently dominate. That can feel discouraging, but it’s where the
most profitable gap analysis often happens. Dominance usually means the audience trusts that site for a certain
job. You don’t have to beat them on raw coverage. You can beat them on differentiation.

Three differentiation angles tend to work well:

1) Narrow the scope to a real audience subset

If competitors target “all industries,” your version can target “regulated industries,” “agencies,” “ecommerce teams,”
or “IT departments with limited capacity.” Narrowing is not about being smaller, it’s about being clearer.

2) Add operational detail

Many blogs stay at the strategy level. Adding operational detail, such as how you set up the workflow, what you
measure, how long each step usually takes, and who is involved, makes your content more usable.

3) Offer a stronger decision framework

Some competitors explain options but don’t help readers decide. You can win by making your content decision-
driven. Readers should be able to answer, “What should I do next?” even if they disagree with your
recommendation later.

When you find “owned” topics, ask a simple question: where would a reader feel friction using the competitor
page? That friction point is your content gap.

Run a content audit through the lens of the reader’s journey
Gap analysis gets more accurate when you connect it to the buyer journey. A competitor might own awareness
keywords, while you could own consideration or decision-stage searches.

For example, a competitor’s site may have dozens of introductory posts. That means they’re strong at getting
attention. But do they also have:

Pages that explain trade-offs for different budgets or requirements? Comparison pages that include real criteria,
not just categories? Implementation guides that explain timelines, staffing, and dependencies?

If not, your gap might be in the middle and bottom of the funnel. And those sections can be easier to outrank
because fewer sites provide practical, decision-ready content.

This is where you should also think about your internal sales or customer success feedback. If your team hears the
same objections repeatedly, map those objections to content that directly resolves them. The gap isn’t only search
visibility. The gap is the content your audience expects to exist before they commit.

Use a keyword cluster approach, but don’t worship clusters



Clusters help you plan. They also help you avoid one-off pages that compete with each other. Still, clusters should
serve a content job, not become the job.

A healthy cluster tends to share:

A common intent type (how-to, comparison, evaluation, troubleshooting) A common audience level (beginner,
intermediate, advanced) A common set of decision criteria

If your cluster includes mixed intent, you’ll end up writing a page that tries to satisfy everyone and helps no one.
When that happens, the “gap analysis” might show you https://ronin.com.au/seo-services/ opportunities, but the
execution will fail.

If you need a rule of thumb, I use this: if the reader’s “next click” would likely differ depending on which query they
entered, split the cluster. The page should match the moment the reader is in.

Translate insights into a practical publishing plan
At some point, the research has to turn into work. The goal is not just to find gaps, it’s to prioritize which gaps you
can realistically fill and which ones will pay back.

Here’s how I decide priorities when time is tight:

First, I look for gaps that align with what your audience already cares about. If the gap sits in a topic that attracts
traffic but doesn’t map to your product, your sales cycle, or your onboarding needs, you’ll likely see vanity metrics
and weak conversion.

Second, I evaluate how hard it will be to outperform competitors. Some gaps require just tighter structure. Others
require deeper research, original examples, or data gathering.

Third, I check whether you have enabling content. If you want to publish an advanced guide but your site lacks
beginner explanations, your page will be harder to interpret. You can still publish, but you might need a light
educational layer to avoid confusing readers.

Fourth, I consider internal capacity. A page that needs interviews, screenshots, and custom frameworks can take
months. A page that repurposes existing expertise might take weeks.

A short prioritization checklist

Choose gaps that match a clear audience job, not just a keyword theme

Prefer gaps where competitors’ pages omit decision criteria or operational detail

Target topics that connect to conversion or onboarding needs

Estimate effort honestly, including research and review time

Pick a mix of quick wins and deeper “reference” pieces

What to write when the gap is evidence, not just explanation
Evidence gaps are common because writing a clear explanation is easier than writing something readers can trust.
Yet evidence is where defensibility lives.

You don’t always need original studies with big sample sizes. Many content teams underestimate how much
credibility you can gain through grounded specificity.

For instance, you can add evidence by:
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Documenting your own implementation steps and the rationale behind them. Including a realistic timeline with
typical bottlenecks. Sharing anonymized metrics from pilots, even if they are directional rather than statistically
perfect. Comparing two approaches you tested, describing the trade-offs you observed. Annotating real artifacts,
like a sample worksheet or a redacted reporting dashboard.

Readers can usually tell when a guide was written by someone who has done the work. That lived experience does
not require fancy data collection. It does require honesty about what worked, what didn’t, and what depended on
context.

Avoid the “duplicate but different” trap
A gap analysis can accidentally push you into publishing near-duplicates. If your goal is to “cover the topic,” you’ll
write a better organized version of the same thing and still fail to earn attention. Search engines and people are
both sensitive to whether content adds value.

The best way to avoid that trap is to treat your competitor pages as a map of the conversation, not a checklist of
what to replicate.

When you read competitor content, identify:

What is consistently covered, even if it’s generic What is inconsistently covered, or missing entirely Where the
competitor’s examples are unrealistic for your audience Where the competitor assumes a toolset, staffing model,
or workflow you don’t share

Then design your page to answer the questions your competitors did not fully answer.

Sometimes that means writing a “decision guide” instead of another “overview.” Sometimes it means publishing a
“tool-agnostic” implementation path, where you explain the steps and outcomes without locking readers into a
single platform.

Make competitor ownership concrete with page-by-page comparison
Gap analysis becomes more actionable when you compare pages directly. Not as a copy exercise, as a diagnostic.

I recommend a lightweight comparison of your top competitors’ pages in the same intent category. You’ll notice
patterns quickly: recurring headings, repeated claims, missing sections, and where users get stuck.

If you have to choose a single method, compare by:

What problem the page claims to solve How fast the page reaches usable information Whether it includes
examples or templates Whether it addresses trade-offs and edge cases Whether it gives readers a clear next step

This is also where you can spot content that is technically “complete” but still fails readers. Completeness is not the
same as usability.

A practical page comparison table

| Competitor page strength | What it usually helps | Where the gap often appears | What you can add | |---|---|---
|---| | Strong coverage of definitions | Understanding basics quickly | No decision criteria | A framework to choose
between options | | Good keyword targeting | Search visibility | Weak operational detail | Timelines, owners, and
implementation steps | | Lengthy guides | Perceived thoroughness | Few real examples | Annotated walkthroughs
with realistic scenarios | | Many internal links | Navigation and crawl signals | Hard-to-scan key takeaways | Better



structure and “next action” sections | | Comparison content | Early evaluation | Biased framing or missing trade-offs
| Balanced options with constraints and risks |

Measure the outcome in a way that matches the goal
Publishing is only half the equation. If you measure the wrong signals, you’ll think the strategy failed when it
actually worked.

For content gap work, I typically measure at least two layers:

Performance that reflects visibility, such as impressions and clicks for the targeted intent cluster. This tells you
whether the market sees your page.

Performance that reflects usefulness, such as engagement depth, assisted conversions, demo requests, or signups
that trace back to the content. This tells you whether the page did its job.

You also want to watch ranking movement over time. A common mistake is to judge within a couple weeks when
the content may still be stabilizing. I treat early performance as a signal, not a verdict.

Finally, incorporate qualitative feedback. Sales and customer success teams often notice whether prospects quote
your content, ask questions that your content already answered, or share links internally. Those are strong
indicators that the gap was real and your execution matched it.

A repeatable workflow your team can run monthly
Content gap analysis is not a one-time event. Competitors update. Search intent shifts. New subtopics emerge.
Your audience learns.

A monthly rhythm usually keeps things manageable without overwhelming your calendar. Here’s what that
rhythm can look like in practice:

Pick one intent category to focus on (for example, comparisons, pricing, troubleshooting)

Pull the pages that rank for the highest-impact queries in that category

Identify where competitors consistently provide incomplete decision support

Decide which gaps you can fill with your internal expertise and evidence

Draft, review for evidence and edge cases, then publish and track outcomes

The “repeatable” part is not the exact tools or templates. It’s the discipline of asking the same diagnostic questions
every time. Are we matching intent? Are we adding usable detail? Are we answering the questions that create
decisions and conversions?

When to widen the gap and when to stay narrow
A final judgment call matters: should you pursue a wider topic or stay narrow?

If the competitors are strong and the evidence gap is obvious, narrow is often better. A focused page with clear
decision criteria can outperform a broad guide that reads like a survey article.

If the competitors are thin across an entire topic cluster, widening might be the advantage. In those cases, the
best move is to create a hub that covers the full journey from basic understanding to implementation and
troubleshooting, then link out to supporting pages.



The trade-off is effort. Narrow content can be faster and easier to validate, but it might not build enough topical
authority. Wider content builds authority faster, but it demands consistent quality across multiple sub-questions.
Your gap analysis should tell you which trade-off is safer based on what competitors already do.

Bringing it all together: gaps are not just openings, they are
responsibilities
A solid content gap analysis gives you a clearer target than “write more content.” It turns vague opportunities into
specific reader needs and specific shortcomings in competitor pages. When you do it well, you stop guessing and
start building content that earns trust.

The best part is that this approach improves everything downstream. Editorial planning gets easier. Briefs become
sharper. Reviews become more rigorous because “value” has concrete definitions, like decision criteria, operational
detail, and evidence that supports claims.

If you treat gaps as responsibilities, not just opportunities, your content stops chasing rankings and starts building
a reputation. And that is the difference between publishing and winning.


