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Abstract. 

We examine the timing of foreign market entry by extending neoinstitutional theory's predictions 
about imitative influences on market entry rates, to include elements of a firm's competitive 
environment.  Our focal construct is a bunched entry, which we define as a foreign market entry 
made as a timely response to a rival's entry.  We find that the likelihood of a bunched entry is 
influenced by the density of prior entry activity of other home country firms and by industry 
rivals.  Bunched entry is also influenced by conditions in the home country in terms of seller 
concentration in a firm's industry, and the characteristics of the entering firm and the preceding 
entrant.  These findings, which are based on 18 years of data collected for 2,572 foreign market 
entries of 608 Japanese firms in 64 countries, support the idea that home rivalry is an important 
aspect of international strategy. 
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Foreign market entry is a strategic action that has important consequences for the international 

competitiveness and profitability of a firm.  It also has consequences and ramifications for the 

competitive position of a firm compared to its home country rivals.  Although early depictions of 

foreign investment considered rivalry and competition to be important drivers of a firm's foreign 

investment decisions (Flowers, 1976; Hymer, 1976; Knickerbocker, 1973), competitive 

considerations have given way to examination of foreign entry as a response to market failure, 

market seeking and factor exploiting incentives (Caves, 1996; Dunning, 1993).  More recently, 

foreign market entry has been looked at as a social response to legitimization and information 

concerns (Guillen, 2001). 

 These depictions of foreign market entry motivations have helped explain why a firm 

goes abroad in terms of economic incentives and how a firm responds to making decisions when 

faced with uncertainty.  Notably, these depictions have been made in large part independent of 

competitive concerns.  In light of recent research highlighting the importance of timely 

competitive action and reaction to protect and gain market positions (D'Aveni, 1994; Ferrier, 

Smith & Grimm, 1999), we would like to re-focus discussions of foreign market entry on its 

competitive aspects. 

 We do this by concentrating on the issue of entry timing (Stalk & Hout, 1990).  Entry 

order, being a first, early or late mover into a market, has important consequences for a firm's 

performance in its domestic and international markets (Lieberman & Montgomery, 1988; 

Mitchell, Shaver & Yeung, 1994).  The timing of an action, or reaction, relative to competitors is 

also relevant (Chen & Hambrick, 1995; Chen, Smith & Grimm, 1992).  Where competition is 

dynamic, firms need to move quickly to pre-empt and counter moves of rival firms (Smith, 

Grimm & Gannon, 1992). Faster actions, imply more aggressive intentions (Smith, Grimm, 
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Young & Wally, 1997) and the aggressiveness of a firm's actions can be an important form of 

preemption that slows rivals' reactions (Chen & MacMillan, 1992).  

Although the speed of reaction is a critical component of international strategy, just as it 

is for its domestic strategy (D'Aveni, 1994), research has devoted sparse attention to this issue 

(Caves, 1996: 91).  Early conceptions of foreign direct investment (FDI) stressed oligopolistic 

rivalry as an impetus to FDI (Flowers, 1976; Knickerbocker, 1973), but this stream received little 

development (Yu & Ito, 1988, is an exception).  Developments have been stronger in 

perspectives that emphasize how social influences and a firm's interorganizational environment 

condition rates of entry (Greve, 2000; Guillen, 2001; Haveman & Nonnemaker, 2000; Martin, 

Swaminathan & Mitchell, 1998).   

Research from a sociological perspective puts an appropriate emphasis on rates of entry, 

and the timing issues we regard as important, but it has done so largely independent of 

consideration about which firms respond to social influences on market entry decisions. With 

this restriction, these studies have implicitly assumed that firms across industries will respond 

similarly to legitimizations pull on foreign market entry.  Yet, cross-industry research on FDI has 

shown that differences in competitive conditions in the home country of a foreign investing firm 

exert an important influence on foreign market entry behavior.  Further, research on strategic 

action and reaction has shown the timing of actions has a high dependence on the characteristics 

and actions of rivals (Ferrier et al.,1999). 

This study considers these latter two issues explicitly.  Rather than treat all firms as 

having homogeneous responses to interorganizational influences on market entry rates, we drill 

down through the interorganizational environment to identify how firms in different industries, 

and how the different characteristics of an investing firm, and its rivals, influence decisions about 
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the timing of market entry.  To do this, we set as our focus the timing of a firm's entry relative to 

its rivals' entries in a host country.  We consider a rapid response to a competitor's entry, which 

we term a bunched entry, as a marker of competitive rivalry.  We develop a model that ties 

together predictions from neoinstitutional theory about how other firms' actions provide 

information about foreign markets, with the push to foreign market entry provided by 

competitive conditions in a firm's home country.  We also condition our predictions on a firm's 

competitive position in its main industry in its home country. 

The data used to test these ideas comprised 2,572 manufacturing plant entries by 608 

publicly-listed Japanese manufacturing firms.  These entries were made across a wide variety of 

industries and host countries. The models include firm-level and industry-level effects, and 

control for variance in economic conditions across host countries, making this paper unique in its 

approach to the study of the influences a firm's competitive and interorganizational environments 

have on its timing of foreign market entry decision. 

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
 

The underlying idea of our hypotheses is a foreign market entry is a strategic action that can 

change the balance of competition in a firm's home and international markets.  A foreign entry is 

a discrete form of expansion, that is highly observable (Martin et al., 1998).  Its high visibility 

means a competitor can readily track and counter a firm’s foreign entries by investing in similar 

locations.  Given its high visibility, and its importance to a firm's strategic position, its 

competitiveness and its profitability, foreign expansion is likely to engender strategic responses 

by competitors, like other strategic actions (Ferrier et al., 1999). 

We take the speed of a firm's strategic response as an indicator of the rivalrous 

implications of the foreign market entry either in the home market, or in the host country market.  
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Rapid responses mark aggressive and dynamic competitive conditions (Smith et al., 1992; 1997).  

From this idea, we believe that for a market entry to be considered a strategic, timely response, it 

should occur within a short time span from a rival's entry. Building from Flowers (1977), when a 

firm follows a rival's entry in a proximate time period, we term this a bunched entry. We develop 

each hypothesis with reference to whether the interorganizational environment, the industry 

context or firm characteristics influence bunched entry likelihoods. 

Interorganizational Environment and Bunched Entry 

The foreign entry decision is one marked by considerable uncertainty and incomplete 

information (Aharoni, 1966; Hymer, 1976). Neoinstitutional researchers have identified the 

heightened role of social influences for decisions characterized by high uncertainty (DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983).  When faced with uncertainty, a firm turns to the decisions of other firms as 

sources of information and legitimacy for a course of action (Tolbert & Zucker, 1983).  Firms 

tend to implement the same decisions as other firms with greater frequency as the number of 

other firms that have engaged in the decision increases (March, 1991).  

Even though firms imitate the actions of other firms, not all firms exert a similar imitative 

influence.  Firms tend to look to other firms with which they have social contacts as guides for 

imitation (Marsden & Friedkin, 1993).  The basis for imitation can be relatively broad, such as 

all other firms in a firm's immediate interorganizational environment, or it might be more 

narrowly-defined using a selective process for identification of sets of firms to imitate.  The 

former is termed frequency-based imitation, and the latter, trait-based imitation (Haunschild & 

Miner, 1997).  Trait-based imitation is a more discerning imitation mode because the 

characteristics that define the reference group for imitation are thought to be characteristics 

embodied in a successful firm. Features such as size, success and status have acted as traits to 
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define groups of firms to imitate (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Haveman, 1993; Haunschild & 

Miner, 1997).  

Meanwhile, frequency-based imitation is more of a pure social imitative process.  

Frequency-based imitation refers to the tendency to imitate structures, practices and decisions 

that have been adopted by growing numbers of organizations.  In this form of imitation, all 

organizations in the influence group, a firm's interorganizational environment, have the same 

impact on a firm’s decision-making process.  Considerable empirical support exists for 

frequency-based imitation, with Greve (1996) and Haveman (1993) finding evidence of 

frequency-based imitation in the market expansion context.  Following this logic, we expect that 

the probability of bunched entry will be greater, the greater the number of entries made by all 

other firms in a firm's interorganizational environment. 

Hypothesis 1a: The likelihood of bunched entry in a given country will be 
greater the greater the number of previous entries in that country by all other 
firms from an entrant's home country. 

Compared to frequency-based imitation, trait-based imitation is a more selective imitative 

process.  In trait-based imitation, a firm models itself after a relevant subset of the organizational 

population.  The subset is formed on the basis of identifiable characteristics, such as industry 

membership.  While this form of imitation is based on some form of objective characteristic, it 

still has a social consideration element (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990).  Even so, an element of 

technical efficiency, which is absent from frequency-based imitation, is present in trait-based 

imitation (Davis, Diekmann & Tinsley, 1994; Haunschild, 1993).  This element arises from the 

belief that a structure, decision or practice adopted by a firm with which a trait is shared is more 

likely to have a positive outcome for the imitating firm.  It is this similarity of traits that 

enhances the perceived value of implementing a structure, decision or practice.   
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In previous studies, the size and success of a firm have been found to enhance the 

likelihood of a peer imitating its actions  (Greve, 2000; Haunschild & Miner, 1997), as has the 

industry context (Fligstein, 1985; Haveman, 1993).  Research on foreign expansion has likewise 

demonstrated that the home industry context shapes international expansion patterns (Guillen, 

2001; Martin at al., 1998).   

The influence of the home industry context is manifest in several ways.  It extends from 

the use of common benchmarks used by industry rivals.  Bodies such as financial institutions 

tend to compare the performance of firms that operate in the same industry (Guillen, 2001).  The 

influence can likewise come from the greater legitimacy a foreign entry has as increasing 

numbers of competing firms expand internationally.  Greater legitimacy means that it is easier 

for a firm to justify a potentially controversial decision like a foreign entry, where it might be 

met by opposition from a subset of managers, executives or the board of directors of a firm 

(Guillen, 2001).  Entry can also be facilitated by shared information.  Early entrants convey 

information that may help to reduce uncertainty about the benefits of entering a particular 

country.  Finally, the competitive implications and the competitive advantages garnered by early 

movers (Lieberman & Montgomery, 1988) can also spur competitors to follow rapidly. 

Consequently, if trait-based imitation occurs, we expect bunched entry to be positively related to 

the amount of entry by other home country firms that compete in the same industry. 

Hypothesis 1b: The likelihood of bunched entry in a given country will be 
greater the greater the number of previous entries by a firm's home country 
industry rivals. 

Industry Context and Bunched Entry 

Industry market structure comprises a number of factors including  concentration, the extent of 

product differentiation and barriers to entry, among others (Scherer & Ross, 1990).  Although the 
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influence of market structure on firm conduct has received generous attention in studies of 

domestic competition, investigations of its relationship to international rivalry are  few in number 

(Caves, 1996: Chapter 4).  Previous research has examined how oligopolistic conditions 

influences competition as played out in imitative foreign entry behavior, and how oligopolistic 

conditions emerge in foreign competition.   

In terms of rivalry and foreign entry, the primary influence extends from an oligopolistic 

reaction, in which firms in highly concentrated industries have greater likelihoods of making a 

bunched entry.  As shown by Flowers (1976) and Knickerbocker (1973), firms in an oligopolistic 

situation face an intense competitive environment, and are likely to follow a rival's foreign entry 

with a rapid entry of their own. Although Knickerbocker (1973) raised the possibility that 

competition in concentrated industries gives way to collusion when concentration levels are high, 

there is little evidence for successful collusion among firms competing in international markets 

(Caves, 1996: 93).  Meanwhile, Kogut and Chang (1992), Yamawaki (1998) and Yu and Ito 

(1988) provide evidence that entry concentration, or the extent of entrant bunching, is positively 

related to seller concentration in the home country.  Correspondingly, we expect a firm will be 

more likely to make a competitive response to a rival's entry when home industry concentration 

is higher. 

Hypothesis 2a: The likelihood of bunched entry in a given country will be 
greater the higher the concentration rate of a firm's industry in its home country. 

An implicit attribute of neoinstitutional theorists explanation of imitation is its lack of 

consideration of cross-industry variance in a firm's inclination to adopt other firms' practices and 

decisions.  Neoinstitutional theorists emphasize uncertainty, and how it impels a firm to turn to 

the actions of other firms' as a guide to decisions.  As noted by Guillen (2001), neoinstitutional 
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theory advocates that imitative behavior occurs independent of economic factors, such as 

industry concentration.   

Although plausible, this line of argument does not fully embrace the idea that competitors 

are engaged in a process of action and reaction that can reinforce leading positions in an 

industry, or displace incumbents (Ferrier et al., 1999). This process is most acute where there is a 

condition of high rivalry.  Rivalries are more likely to emerge when there is a high level of 

competitive interdependence, such as in an oligopolistic industry.  In a perfectly competitive 

industry, the actions of one firm are largely independent of other firms.  

This suggests that firms in highly concentrated industries will be the most sensitive to 

rivals' actions in competitive markets.  Although rivals' actions might have a legitimizing effect 

on market entry, rivals' market entries will also exert a competitive pressure on a firm to enter a 

foreign market.  This pressure is positively related to the concentration of a firm's industry in its 

home country.  Hence, we would expect that firms in more concentrated industries would have a 

sharper reaction to a rival's actions, such as its foreign market entries.  Even though we expect 

concentration to moderate the intensity of trait-based imitation, we expect no such effect for 

frequency-based imitation because the firms being imitated in a frequency-based response are 

not industry rivals and their actions do not impose a significant competitive threat.  

Consequently, we expect the likelihood of bunched entry in response to competing firms' entries 

to be greater when home industry concentration is greater. 

Hypothesis 2b: The positive influence of the number of competitors' entries on 
the likelihood of bunched entry will be greater the greater the concentration rate 
of a firm's industry in its home country. 
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Firm Characteristics and Bunched Entry 

Analytic models of industry rivalry focus on predicting and responding to the competitive 

moves, actions and responses of rivals (Porter, 1980).  Schumpeterian models of competition 

likewise show that incumbency is in constant threat because of the potential for aggressive and 

new actions of rival firms to displace leaders.  By the same token, a leading firm can protect its 

superior market position by preempting challenging firms' actions (Ferrier et al., 1999). 

 The international context has become an important arena for competition as leading firms 

in home economies transfer their competitive advantages to overseas markets.  Moving early into 

a foreign market can be a competitive action that potentially leads to first mover advantages in 

relation to home country rivals, but being a first mover comes at the cost of encountering greater 

uncertainty in the market than later entrants.  In a situation where uncertainty levels are high, 

adopting a "wait-and-see" posture for market entry might actually have value for a firm (Rivoli 

& Salorio, 1996).  Uncertainty levels can be a formidable deterrent to foreign market entry 

because of the significant demands to learn about and develop capabilities in a setting in which 

language, culture, buyers, suppliers and political and legal systems can be different (Beamish, 

1988; Hymer, 1976). 

 Even with the information and capability challenges found in foreign entry, early entrants 

can still succeed in international expansion (Mitchell et al., 1994).  Research identifies firms with 

strengths in intangible assets that underlie technological or marketing-based advantages as 

leaders in international activity (Caves, 1996).  Foreign market entry also has a path dependency 

in which accumulated international experience leads to the development of knowledge and 

capabilities useful for managing future international expansions (Barkema, Bell & Pennings, 

1996; Pennings, Barkema & Douma, 1994).  Consequently, a firm that has invested 
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internationally in the past often develops a capability profile that enhances the feasibility and 

supports the success of future expansions (Kogut, 1983; Chang, 1995). 

 These characteristics suggest that firms with advantages, in terms of the possession of 

intangible assets or in terms of the accumulation of foreign market entry experience, are more 

likely to invest abroad. A firm with significant international experience is also less likely to face 

the informational and knowledge challenges that impedes the foreign entry activities of rival 

firms.  A firm with intangible asset advantages is more likely to be in a competitive position that 

can compensate for deficiencies in local market knowledge (Caves, 1996).  

Extending this to issues of entry timing, a firm with an intangible asset advantage is 

likely to be among the leaders in entry into a particular market because it has the competitive 

advantages to offset information disadvantages that are most profound for international entrants.  

Two of the most relevant strategic dimensions for a firm competing in foreign markets are its 

relative focus on developing unique technological and marketing capabilities.  Importantly, 

technological and marketing capabilities vary in terms of their degree of applicability and 

transferability to new geographic markets.  The closer location to market-based activities means 

that advertising-based assets have a greater degree of location specificity compared to 

technological assets (Anand & Delios, 1997).  The location specificity extends from the 

extensive time (Dierickx & Cool, 1989), the close interaction between consumers and a firm 

(Wernerfelt, 1985), and the cumulative investments in marketing required to build advertising 

assets (Rossiter & Percy, 1997).   

In comparison, technological assets are less location specific, and fungible across 

geographic borders (Anand & Singh, 1997).  Greater fungibility means that firms often pursue a 

strategy of building technological assets by diversifying R&D activities across geographic 
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regions reputed for being technological hotbeds in a firm’s field (Frost, 2001).  Building 

marketing assets follows a different motive.  The location specificity and low cross-border 

fungibility of marketing assets means that a firm engaged in foreign investment often follows a 

strategy of modifying or adapting its existing assets to its new market contexts, to transplant its 

home advantage to its foreign locations (Carpenter & Nakamoto, 1989).   

Taken together, these lines of reasoning suggest two different competitive dynamics in 

foreign entry behavior.  The first occurs for firms that have an advertising-based advantage in the 

home country.  A firm with an advertising advantage will be motivated to undertake foreign 

investment early to develop and protect its domestic advantage in its new foreign markets.  

Meanwhile, a firm with a technological advantage faces no such exigency because the strength 

of its technological advantage is not devalued by waiting.  Even so, the transferability of 

technological assets means that a firm might be motivated to go abroad early to augment its 

technological strengths by investing in countries or areas in which it can source technological 

expertise (Kogut & Chang, 1991).  

Although the underlying mechanisms are different, both paths suggest the same outcome.  

Leading firms with advantages based in technological or marketing assets should be among the 

leaders to invest in foreign markets, for reasons of exploiting existing assets and building new 

assets to be more competitive in local and international markets.  Rival firms should react 

rapidly, particularly when a rival has an intangible asset advantage. 

Hypothesis 3a: The likelihood of bunched entry into a host country will be 
greater the greater an entrant's advantage in technological (marketing) 
capabilities. 
Hypothesis 3b: The likelihood of bunched entry into a host country will be 
greater the greater a previous entrant's advantage in technological (marketing) 
capabilities. 
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Firms with international experience are also likely to be among leading foreign entrants 

because information shortfalls about a particular host country market, are likely to be less 

forbidding.  Further, a firm with significant international experience is likely to be a good 'guide' 

to follower firms.  An experienced firm is one that is regarded as capable in foreign markets, 

hence its actions are likely to be imitated by follower firms.  This imitation should occur rapidly 

such that the imitating firm does not have as great a risk of being at a competitive disadvantage 

compared to a previous entrant.  Further this imitation should come from a firm's less-

experienced rivals as an inexperienced rival is one that is most vulnerable to suffering a negative 

competitive repercussion, if it does not counter its inexperience and lack of presence in foreign 

markets in which rivals have already made a foreign entry. 

Hypothesis 4a: The likelihood of bunched entry into a host country will be 
greater the less an entering firm's international experience. 
Hypothesis 4b: The likelihood of bunched entry into a host country will be 
greater the greater a previous entrant's international experience. 

METHODS 
Setting 

We used the international expansion of Japanese firms as the setting for this analysis.  There are 

at least two features of Japanese firms' international expansion that make this a good setting in 

which to test our hypotheses.  First, Japan's international expansion is a relatively recent 

phenomenon in which the majority of investments were made in the last two decades of the 20th 

century (UNCTAD, 2000: 39).  This feature limits concerns about left-censoring especially when 

compared to alternate empirical settings such as the outward investment of firms from other 

nations with high FDI outflows.  Second, Japan has been a leading source of outward FDI, and 

its country distribution is extensive.   
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Data Sources and Sample 

We derived our sample from the manufacturing firms listed on the first and second sections of 

the Tokyo Stock Exchange as of the end of 1997.  The Nikkei NEEDS tapes, which was also the 

source of several of our independent variables, provided this list of 1,898 firms.  We matched 

this list of 1,898 firms with the foreign subsidiary data provided in several editions of Toyo 

Keizai's annual compendium of overseas investment activity entitled, Kaigai Shinshutsu Kigyou 

Souran.   

We used the 1986, 1989, 1992, 1994, 1997 and 1999 editions of Kaigai Shinshutsu 

Kigyou Souran to construct a longitudinal profile of foreign investment activity.  We inspected 

the depth of coverage of this source by comparing it to other sources, such as annual, industry 

and company reports.  We found all but 1.5 percent of Japanese public firms that had foreign 

subsidiaries were listed in Kaigai Shinshutsu Kigyou Souran.  These observations corroborate 

Yamawaki's (1991) conclusion that Kaigai Shinshutsu Kigyou Souran approximates the 

population of foreign investment of Japanese firms.  We completed the data matching 

procedures, by adding demographic and economic indicators from the World Development 

Indicators CD-Rom, World Bank.     

We next introduced criteria for defining the sample for our analyses.  The unit of analysis 

is a country-industry pair.  To establish country-industry pairs, we divided the manufacturing 

firms in our sample into industry groups using the industry classification in the Nikkei NEEDS 

tapes. The industry groups are coherent and distinct and conform with firm-industry 

classifications found in other leading sources of corporate information in Japan such as Daiwa's 

Analyst's Guide.  After forming these industry groups, we traced entry patterns by firms within 

an industry group in a host country.  
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To avoid left-censoring, we only included country-industry pairs in which the first 

investment occurred in 1980 or later.  The final step was to expand the data to include annual 

observations for all firms in the countries in which a firm had invested.  The number of entries 

stayed at 2,572 in 64 countries as made by 608 Japanese firms in 80 different industries, but we 

now had records on the years in which a firm did not invest.  For each annual observation, we 

added covariates, which were time-varying when available. We treated the end of 1998 for each 

country-firm pair as a right-censored case.   

Measures 

Dependent variables in previous research on competition and entry timing have been a response 

time measure, and a relative response timing measure that compares a firm's time for a response 

to an action of one firm, with response time of other firms (Chen & Hambrick, 1995).  Bunched 

entry is similar in definition to previous conceptions about entry timing with the important 

difference that we specify if an entry is a competitive reaction.  We consider all firms at risk of 

making a foreign entry.  The key is to identify whether a foreign entry is a competitive reaction; 

that being, one that occurs in a proximate time period of a rival's entry. 

 By this definition, our dependent variable was a measure that marked whether an entry 

occurred and whether it was a bunched or not bunched entry.  To determine whether an entry 

was a bunched entry, we needed to define an appropriate time interval between a preceding 

firm's entry and a focal firm's entry.  Prior research provides little guide to this definition.  

Lacking a previous definition, we defined a bunched entry as one that occurred within one year 

of a competing firm's entry.  We choose one year because longer periods of time would conform 

less with the idea that a firm is making a timely response to a rival's action.  We considered 

periods less than one year as too short for a firm to plan and make a foreign entry in response to 
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a rival's.  The one year period provides a close split between bunched (47 percent) and not 

bunched (53 percent) entries, supporting the idea that a bunched entry, or a competitive response, 

was one that was made faster than average. This definition is similar in spirit to the response 

execution and response announcement speed variables in Chen and Hambrick (1995).   

Interorganizational Environment. These two time varying measures were based upon 

investment histories in a country-industry pair. The first, Number of competitors entries, was an 

annual count variable that was the number of previous entries, less exits, made by the firms in 

the same country-industry pair.   The second, Number of Japanese firms entries, was an annual 

count variable that was the number of previous entries, less exits, made by all other Japanese 

firms in the same country.   

Home Industry Context. Four-firm concentration in Japan, was a four-firm concentration ratio 

derived from the Fair Trade of Japan Commission. Industry size in Japan and Industry growth in 

Japan, were controls for other home industry influences on foreign entry.  Industry size and 

industry growth are time-varying covariates developed from industry-level information provided 

in two editions of the Analyst's Guide (for the 1987-1998 period) and from aggregates of firm-

level information from the Nikkei NEEDs tapes (for the 1980-1986 period).  

Firm Characteristics. We developed time-varying measures for the technological and 

marketing focus of a firm, for its international experience and for controls for export focus and 

firm size.  Technological intensity and advertising intensity measured a firm's technological and 

marketing focus, using the standard proxies of R&D and advertising intensity.  We computed 

these measures as five-year moving averages of the ratio of a firm's R&D (advertising) 

expenditures to its sales. For example, for observations in 1990, we used the average of R&D 

(advertising expenditures) to total sales for the 1985-1989 period.   
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We had two time varying measures of international experience. The first, International 

experience, was a logarithmic transformation of the number of years of investment history a firm 

had in all countries but the host country. The second, Host country experience, was the log of the 

years of a firm's investment history in a host country.  

Our two control variables were for a firm's focus on export activities and for its size 

(Chen & Hambrick, 1995). Exporting, was the five-year moving average ratio of export sales to 

total sales (Chang, 1995; Terpstra & Yu, 1988). Firm size was the logarithm of firm 

employment.   

For each firm-level measure, we first computed values for all firms in our sample.  We 

then developed industry-level measures based on the mean values for all firms that competed in 

an industry.  Next we transformed absolute values for firm characteristics to create normalized 

values by industry. For each measure, the normalized value was the firm value less the industry 

mean, which was then divided by the industry mean.  The normalized value controls for 

differences in industry averages, while identifying firms that have above or below average 

positions in the relevant characteristic within an industry. 

For the analyses, we used the absolute measures and the normalized measures.  For each 

firm, we had time varying measures for its characteristics, and time varying measures for the 

most recent entry by an industry rival in the host country.  Where there was no previous entrant, 

we used industry means for the relevant characteristic.  

Host Country Characteristics. Two control variables measured a country's relative 

attractiveness for foreign investment (ratio of annual flow of FDI to annual GDP, FDI/GDP) and 

for foreign trade (ratio of annual value of exports and imports to annual GDP, Trade/GDP).  

Three measures captured market potential: GDP per capita, Population growth and GDP 
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growth.  The first measured current market size, while the second and third measured market 

potential.  We included fixed effects for the year of observation. 

Modeling Procedure 

We used a discrete time hazard model (Blossfeld & Rohwer, 1995), with multiple destinations 

(bunched or nor bunched entry).   The discrete time method estimates the hazard rate of a firm to 

make an entry in a country in a given year.  As with a continuous time model, independent 

variables can be time varying, and the procedure handles right-censored observations.  The 

coefficient estimates in the discrete time method refer to changes in log-odds for the dependent 

variable, hence individual variable effects are readily interpretable in terms of entry likelihoods.  

RESULTS 
 

Table 1 presents the results for the analyses, independent of firm-level effects.  Table 2 presents 

the results for models including alternative definitions of an entrant's and a previous entrant's 

characteristics.  Model 1 in Table 1 includes host country characteristics plus fixed effects for 

year.  Model 2 adds measures for the interorganizational environment.  Model 3 adds measures 

of industry context, with model 4 including the interaction term of number of competitors entries 

by concentration.  Models 2, 3 and 4 had successively better fits with the data, as given by the 

significance of the changes in the chi-square test statistic for model fit.  

 In each model, we report two columns of coefficient estimates.  The first column shows 

the estimated relationship between the independent variable and the likelihood of bunched entry.  

The second column shows that for 'not bunched' entry.  Coefficient estimates are interpreted in a 

standard manner, with t-tests used to establish the significance of the relationships between an 

independent variable and a bunched entry and a not bunched entry.   
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------------------------------- 
Insert Table 1 about here 
------------------------------- 

The Interorganizational and Home Industry Environments 

The measures for the interorganizational environment tested hypotheses 1a and 1b. Hypothesis 

1a predicted the likelihood of bunched entry is positively related to the number of all other 

previous entrants from the home country.  The positively signed coefficient (p<0.001) on the 

number of Japanese firms entries variable supports this hypothesis.  For not bunched entry this 

variable was also positively signed (p<0.01).  Hypothesis 1b predicted that the number of 

competitors entries would be positively related to the likelihood of bunched entry.  This 

hypothesis about trait-based imitation is supported by the positively signed (p<0.001) coefficient 

on the number of competitors entries variable.  The number of competitors entries had a negative 

and significant relationship with not bunched entry. 

The first part of hypothesis two predicted that home industry concentration would be 

positively related to bunched entry likelihoods.  The positive sign on the concentration term 

(p<0.001), provides initial support for this hypothesis.  Further support for H2a is provided in 

model 4, in which we included the predicted interaction between concentration and trait-based 

imitation. As shown by the negative sign on the number of competitors entries*concentration 

interaction term (p<0.001), the effect of trait-based imitation on bunched entry was most 

pronounced when concentration rates were high, supporting H2B.  

Figure 1 provides a plot of bunched entry likelihoods by trait-based imitation as 

moderated by home country concentration.  This figure provides support for the substantiveness 

of the effects in hypotheses 2a and 2b.  Although one would expect that the likelihood of making 

a bunched entry should increase by chance when there is a greater number of entries made in a 
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finite time period, the important feature of Figure 2 is the distinction between the slopes and 

positioning of the two plots. 

Figure 1 shows that firms in highly concentrated industries had higher likelihoods of 

bunched entry, but it also shows that the effect of concentration was greatest when the number of 

previous entrants was low.  As the number of previous entrants increased, the likelihood of 

bunched entry by firms from low concentration industries began to approach the likelihoods by 

firms from high concentration industries.  Although concentration enhances imitations pull on 

bunched entry, it does so most profoundly when the number of previous entrants is lowest.  At 

higher levels of entry, the pull of concentration tends to be matched by market legitimization 

influences.  We also note that concentration, either as a main effect or as an interactive effect, 

had no observable influence on the likelihood of not bunched entry. 

Inter-Firm Rivalry 

Table 2 shows the results for the tests of hypotheses of firm-level characteristics.  Table 2 has 

four models.  Models 5 and 6 use absolute measures of firm characteristics, with model 5 using 

measures for the entrant, and model 6 having measures for the previous entrant.  Models 7 and 8 

use normalized measures of firm characteristics, with model 7 focussing on the entrant, and 

model 8 looking at the characteristics of the previous entrant. 

---------------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 2 and Figure 1 about here 
---------------------------------------------- 

 Hypothesis 3a predicted the greater the technological or marketing capabilities of the 

entering firm, the more likely it would make a bunched entry.  Hypothesis 3b made a similar 

prediction, but with reference to the previous entrant.  Models 5 and 7 present tests of hypothesis 

3a.  Partial support is obtained for H3a.  For the absolute measures, the technological intensity of 

the entrant was positively related to bunched entry (p<0.05; bunched column in Model 5).  
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Advertising intensity was not significant.  Turning to the bunched column in model 7, entrants 

with a greater advertising intensity compared to rivals, had a greater likelihood of making a 

bunched entry (p<0.001); however, technological intensity was not significant. 

 The bunched entry columns in models 6 and 8 present the results of tests of H3b.  In 

model 6, similar to the results for H3a, the technological intensity of the previous entrant was 

positively related to bunched entry (p<0.01); while advertising intensity was not.  Turning to 

model 8, the positive and significant coefficients on technological intensity (p<0.10) and 

advertising intensity (p<0.01) provide support for H3a.  This results shows that an entry by an 

industry leader, in terms of its focus on developing technological or marketing capabilities, was 

likely to be followed rapidly by rivals. 

 Hypothesis 4a predicted firms with lower levels of international experience would be 

more likely to make a bunched entry.  The host country experience measure was not significant 

in model 5, but international experience was significant (p<0.01), albeit with a positive sign.  In 

model 7, which tested measures based on a firm's relative level of experience, the coefficient on 

international experience had a similar positive sign (p<0.001), as did host country experience 

(p<0.05).  This result does not support H4a.  Firms with higher levels of international or host 

country experience had higher likelihoods of bunched entry. 

 Hypothesis 4b predicted an entry by a firm with a high level of international experience 

would be most likely to be followed by a bunched entry.  The bunched column in models 6 and 8 

show the tests of this hypothesis.  In models 6 and 8, only the coefficient on the host experience 

measure was significant (p<0.001), but with a negative sign.  This shows that the international 

experience of the previous entrant was not related to the likelihood of bunched entry.  Bunched 
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entry likelihoods were greater when a relatively inexperienced firm in a host country was making 

an entry into that country.  

 The not bunched entry columns in Table 2 showed similar results for the host experience 

measures of previous entrants, and for the international experience of the entrant.  This similarity 

indicates that firms with higher levels of international experience were more likely to make an 

entry of either type, and that an entry by an experienced firm in a host country, was less likely to 

be followed by a rival's entry of either type.  

DISCUSSION 

This study investigated the timing of market entry using a competitive reaction perspective.  We 

framed a competitive market entry as one that occurred within a proximate time period of a 

rival's entry, and we called such an entry a bunched entry.  We then examined imitative and 

competitive influences on the likelihood of bunched entry among a set of 2,572 foreign entries 

made by 608 Japanese firms in the 1980-1998 period. 

 Our results suggest that bunched entry can be explained by the actions of previous 

entrants, both in terms of aggregates of prior entry counts and in terms of the characteristics of 

previous entrants.  The competitive conditions of the home market, and the international 

experience and competitive advantages of the entering firm, were also important influences on a 

firm's likelihood of making a bunched entry.  This set of results shows that a neoinstitutional 

approach to the explanation of foreign market entry is incomplete, particularly with respect to the 

moderating effect a firm's home industry conditions has on trait-based imitation's relationship 

with bunched entry. The results help inform understanding of timing issues in foreign entry and 

have implications for research on foreign market entry, as based in neoinstitutional theory and 

theories of competitive reaction.  
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In developing the research in this study, we explicitly worked with the idea that the speed 

of reaction is an important component of a firm's strategy (Ferrier et al., 1999).  Rather than 

build models that looked at entry rates, we defined whether an entry was made in a timely 

manner or not.  Notably, the variables employed in the models showed a much greater predictive 

ability with respect to a bunched entry than for a not bunched entry.  This reinforces the idea that 

the timing of an action is important.  Timing has been argued to be critical in hypercompetitive 

markets (D'Aveni, 1994).  It has also been shown to be important in studies of innovation and 

adoption in which pioneers and rapid adopters show market share gains (Mitchell, 1989; 1991).  

Much of the competitive reaction in this study appears to play out in a bunched response to 

rivals' market entry actions.  The next step in this line of research is to relate performance 

outcomes in market entry with the timing of market entry.  

The Interorganizational and Home Industry Environments 

One of the most powerful paradigms for understanding the foundation behavior of firms in a 

market, or the entry of existing firms into new markets, is neoinstitutional theory's model of 

imitative entry.  We found evidence that bunched entries were part of an imitative response to 

the entry patterns of Japanese firms overall, as well as those within a firm's industry group.  This 

finding corroborates the importance of both frequency-based and trait-based imitation as 

explanations of market entry behavior (Haunschild & Miner, 1997), but our research also points 

to a limitation in social-based models of foreign entry. 

 A basic, although often unstated, assumption within a neoinstitutional theory model of 

foreign entry is that heterogeneous firms operating in different industries will respond similarly 

to the legitimization pull for market entry, as created by the previous entry behavior of other 

firms.  As neoinstitutional theory gains greater purchase in explanations of international strategy 

(Guillen, 2001), it is important to recognize the limitation of this assumption. A key finding of 
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this study is that the influence of legitimization on market entry is initially stronger in more 

concentrated industries, but becomes weaker as the market being entered becomes more mature 

in terms of its number of previous entrants.   

Clearly, social processes matter for resolving information deficiencies and the 

uncertainties encountered when entering foreign markets. Rival firms’ actions provide 

information about, and legitimacy for, entry into poorly-understood markets. But even before 

considering the uncertainty a firm faces in foreign market entry, research must address the 

fundamental motivations a firm faces to go abroad in search of markets.  Our findings suggest 

that foreign market entry can be sparked by the extent of industry rivalry in the home country.  

As research based in neoinstitutional theory begins to consider wider industry or host country 

contexts in being extended to the study of international strategy, conditions in the industry or 

market in which  firms compete should be incorporated into its predictions. 

Inter-Firm Rivalry 

We also suggest that the models for foreign entry based on neoinstitutional approaches 

incorporate considerations of the characteristics of the firms investing in the foreign market.  The 

neoinstitutional approach considers this to an extent in identifying how traits of firms can define 

reference groups for imitation.  The approach adopted in this study suggests a competitive 

dynamic underlies foreign market entry timing.  This competitive rivalry emerged in two 

dimensions of a rival firm's characteristics: its extent of international experience and its 

possession of intangible assets. 

Firms with greater experience in international markets were more likely to engage in 

foreign entry in general, but not more likely to spark bunched entry. When a firm that had 

experience in a host country made a subsequent entry, it had a lower likelihood of being 

followed by a bunched entry.  Meanwhile, a first entry by a rival into a host country seemed to 
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precipitate a bunched entry response.  Rivals relatively high on host country experience were the 

firms most likely to follow with a bunched entry.  This suggests that in international markets, 

rivalry tends to be most pronounced in the confines of specific host country markets.  

Experienced firms act to defend their positions in the host country, especially in response to the 

new entry of host country rivals.  If we interpret experienced entrants as leaders in a market 

because of their time-based incumbency, the rapid reaction of experienced firms to new entries is 

consistent with the findings of Ferrier et al. (1999), who found that leaders could protect market 

share more effectively by responding swiftly to the actions of challenger firms.  Once firms are 

established in a foreign market, competitive rivalry may also play out in a series of competitive 

actions and reactions along finer strategic elements such as signaling, the addition of capacity, 

and new marketing actions (Ferrier et al., 1999). 

The latter action also reflects the principal dimension of firm characteristics along which 

competitive rivalry occurred.  As suggested in our hypotheses, firms characterized by high levels 

of advertising assets, relative to industry counterparts, were more likely to spark a bunched entry 

and to make a bunched entry.  We attribute this effect to the imperfect transferability of home-

based advertising assets to new foreign markets, and the need to build new assets on foreign 

entry.  Aside from the strategies that may be employed in a host country market to extend and 

build on existing marketing capabilities, a principal dimension of the strategy is to the timing of 

entry.  Leading firms appear to engage in an intense market entry rivalry, that shows up in rapid 

responses to competitors' actions, as entrants seek to gain a leading position in the host market, 

relative to home industry rivals.  In such a situation, the timing, speed and aggressiveness of 

strategic actions are related to the market share success of the strategy (Chen & MacMillan, 

1992; D'Aveni, 1994; Ferrier et al., 1999). 
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The results with respect to technological assets were less sanguine.  We found evidence 

that the foreign entries of leading technological firms led to bunched entries among followers.  

The results also showed that leading firms in technological assets, regardless of the industry, 

were more likely to make a bunched entry.  These results accord well with observations that 

firms with technological assets advantages are among leaders in foreign market entry; however, 

when controlling for a firm's relative position on developing technological assets in its industry, 

the results were weak. The results might be more conclusive if we could disentangle and asset-

sourcing (Kogut & Chang, 1991) versus an asset-exploitation motive for the foreign investment.  

To do this, future research needs to consider the relative technological position of the host 

country, or region, in which the investment is situated (Frost, 2001) to identify if an investing 

firm has a superior or inferior position relative to host country firms.   

The results with technological assets also provide an interesting contrast to those with 

marketing assets.  Bunched entry tended to occur among technological leaders, irrespective of 

the relative position of a firm within an industry.  To the extent that there is greater across 

industry than within industry variance in R&D expenditures, a firm's propensity to engage in 

bunched behavior appears to be dependent on its industry's relative technological position.  For 

marketing assets, however, the influence is more industry specific, with firms that are relative 

leaders in an industry more likely to engage in, and spark, a bunched entry. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Our sample had the limitation of examining Japanese firms' entry timing decisions independent 

of other nations' large firms' international entries.  Research could, however, benefit by looking 

at competitive interactions among leading firms from multiple nations.  Future research could 

begin to explore how foreign investment in multiple markets accords with ideas from 

multimarket research, given its focus on the competitive aspects of operating in multiple 
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geographic segments, or with research on how firms adopt other types of competitive reactions 

in response to a rival's foreign entry.  These extensions would help build our conception of 

market entry decisions as a competitive response.    

Conclusion 

We have attempted to describe and model foreign entry in a way that captures the dynamic,  

underlying elements of timing issues.  Our theory and models built from a depiction of a firm 

moving somewhat passively into foreign markets in response to economic incentives, as 

information shortfalls are resolved and uncertainty levels are reduced, to one that incorporated 

elements of dynamic inter-firm rivalry.  Industry concentration was connected to the baseline 

likelihood of market entry, and it moderated the influence of trait-based imitation on foreign 

entry.  Vigor in rivalry was also imparted by the relationships between previous and focal 

entrants.  Where firms were involved actively in foreign markets, and where investing firms were 

leaders in marketing capabilities, bunched entry was most prominent.  

The results of this study suggest that the timing of the investment is jointly influenced by 

a rival’s actions, by a firm's own competitive advantages and by industry conditions, in addition 

to basic information and economic concerns.  Exploring the way in which a multinational 

expands, particularly in relation to its rivals, shows that uncertainty and legitimacy do influence 

timing decisions, but this study demonstrates this needs to be understood in the broader context 

of home and host country competitive environments. 
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TABLE 1 
Discrete Time Logit Estimation of Bunched Entrya 

 
Variables Model 1 

Bunched     Not Bunched 
Model 2 

Bunched     Not Bunched 
Model 3 

Bunched     Not Bunched 
Model 4 

Bunched     Not Bunched 
Firm  characteristics          
Technological intensity         
Advertising intensity         
International experience b         
Host country experience b         
Exporting         
Firm size b         
Home industry context         
Number of competitors 
entries*Concentration * (10-2) 

      -4.339*** 
(1.192) 

-2.575 
(3.368) 

Four firm concentration in Japan     0.904*** 
(0.179) 

0.203 
(0.145) 

1.400*** 
(0.229) 

0.271! 
(0.165) 

Industry size in Japan * (10-4)     3.946*** 
(0.695) 

0.450 
(0.617) 

4.003*** 
(0.699) 

0.435 
(0.617) 

Industry growth in Japan     -2.968** 
(1.142) 

-0.480 
(0.985) 

-3.489** 
(1.153) 

-0.486 
(0.985) 

Interorganizational environment         
Number of Japanese firms entries  
* (10-3) 

  1.412*** 
(0.135) 

0.761*** 
(0.093) 

1.499*** 
(0.136) 

0.773*** 
(0.094) 

1.446*** 
(0.137) 

0.766*** 
(0.094) 

Number of competitors entries      
* (10-2) 

  1.967*** 
(0.182) 

-9.085*** 
(0.843) 

1.906*** 
(0.189) 

-9.158*** 
(0.851) 

5.055*** 
(0.886) 

-7.530*** 
(2.208) 

Host country characteristics         
FDI / GDP * (100) 0.122*** 

(0.022) 
-0.006* 
(0.013) 

0.242*** 
(0.027) 

0.001 
(0.013) 

0.241*** 
(0.027) 

0.001 
(0.013) 

0.239*** 
(0.027) 

0.001 
(0.013) 

Trade / GDP -3.305*** 
(0.278) 

0.164 
(0.073) 

-2.110*** 
(0.249) 

0.144* 
(0.072) 

-2.153*** 
(0.252) 

0.144* 
(0.072) 

-2.155*** 
(0.253) 

0.145* 
(0.073) 

GDP growth 20.03*** 
(1.142) 

0.301 
(0.756) 

13.39*** 
(1.231) 

0.231 
(0.761) 

13.34*** 
(1.225) 

0.250 
(0.761) 

13.39*** 
(1.226) 

0.246 
(0.761) 

Population growth -30.72*** 
(8.321) 

-7.976! 
(4.556) 

-8.986 
(8.926) 

-14.38*** 
(4.580) 

-9.677 
(8.901) 

-14.37*** 
(4.583) 

-9.332 
(8.905) 

-14.28*** 
(4.583) 

GDP per capita -0.070 
(0.073) 

0.141*** 
(0.041) 

-0.435*** 
(0.081) 

0.065 
(0.042) 

-0.436*** 
(0.082) 

0.066 
(0.042) 

-0.424*** 
(0.082) 

0.067 
(0.042) 

         
Fixed effects for year *** 

 
*** 
 

*** 
 

*** 
 

*** 
 

*** 
 

*** 
 

*** 
 

Model Fit         
Degrees of freedom 
Chi-square 
Incremental chi-square 
Nagelkerke R2 
Number of observations 
Number of entries 
Number of bunched entries 

      46       
       2,865*** 

 -- 
          18.9 

26,980 
  2,572 
  1,212 

        50 
          3,391*** 
             526***  

           22.2 
 26,980 
   2,572 
   1,212 

       56 
        3,448*** 
             57*** 

          22.5 
26,980 
  2,572 
  1,212 

     58 
       3,461*** 
            13*** 

         22.6 
26,980 
  2,572 
  1,212 

Notes:  a *** p<0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05; !p<0.10. Fixed effects for year and model intercept not shown. 
b Variable is a logarithm. 
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TABLE 2 
Discrete Time Logit Estimation of Bunched Entry a 

 
 
Variables 

Model 5 
Absolute measures of 
firm characteristic for 

focal entrant 
Bunched       Not Bunched 

Model 6 
Absolute measures of 
firm characteristic for 

previous entrant 
Bunched       Not Bunched 

Model 7 
Normalized measures 
of firm characteristic 

for focal entrant 
Bunched       Not Bunched 

Model 8 
Normalized measures 
of firm characteristic 
for previous entrant 

Bunched       Not Bunched 
Firm  characteristics          
Technological intensity 1.536* 

(0.783) 
0.598 
(0.797) 

1.686** 
(0.656) 

0.108 
(0.875) 

-0.001 
(0.003) 

0.001! 
(0.000) 

0.006! 
(0.003) 

0.005! 
(0.003) 

Advertising intensity -1.531 
(1.576) 

2.012* 
(0.997) 

0.797 
(1.645) 

0.127 
(1.249) 

0.095*** 
(0.034) 

0.092*** 
(0.028) 

0.094** 
(0.037) 

-0.048 
(0.053) 

International experience b 0.085** 
(0.030) 

0.149*** 
(0.025) 

0.017 
(0.023) 

0.069*** 
(0.025) 

0.334*** 
(0.092) 

0.373*** 
(0.068) 

0.039 
(0.101) 

-0.138 
(0.119) 

Host country experience b -0.059! 
(0.034) 

-0.380*** 
(0.032) 

-0.259*** 
(0.034) 

-0.189*** 
(0.038) 

0.150* 
(0.071) 

-0.524*** 
(0.064) 

-0.373*** 
(0.080) 

-0.236** 
(0.079) 

Exporting 0.204 
(0.212) 

0.222 
(0.188) 

0.874*** 
(0.217) 

0.179 
(0.230) 

0.017 
(0.039) 

0.040 
(0.031) 

0.038 
(0.033) 

-0.048 
(0.045) 

Firm size b 0.318*** 
(0.038) 

0.087* 
(0.034) 

0.318*** 
(0.034) 

-0.020 
(0.035) 

0.057*** 
(0.007) 

0.028*** 
(0.007) 

0.026*** 
(0.007) 

0.001 
(0.012) 

Home industry context         
Number of competitors 
entries*Concentration*(10-2) 

-3.131** 
(1.226) 

-0.465 
(3.195) 

-2.715** 
(1.237) 

-2.213 
(3.337) 

-4.557*** 
(1.219) 

-1.747 
(3.245) 

-4.142*** 
(1.205) 

-2.340 
(3.345) 

Four firm concentration in 
Japan 

1.017*** 
(0.236) 

0.113 
(0.170) 

1.135*** 
(0.237) 

0.240* 
(0.169) 

1.352*** 
(0.234) 

0.283! 
(0.166) 

1.453*** 
(0.231) 

0.267 
(0.165) 

Industry size in Japan*(10-4) 0.959 
(0.780) 

-0.787 
(0.678) 

1.432! 
(0.771) 

0.383 
(0.682) 

4.278*** 
(0.713) 

0.374 
(0.629) 

4.248*** 
(0.706) 

0.556 
(0.619) 

Industry growth in Japan -2.729* 
(1.192) 

-0.761 
(1.021) 

-3.463** 
(1.190) 

-0.287 
(1.005) 

-4.431*** 
(1.170) 

-1.280 
(0.988) 

-3.921*** 
(1.172) 

-0.345 
(0.990) 

Interorganizational environment         
Number of Japanese firms 
entries  * (10-3) 

1.802*** 
(0.142) 

1.063*** 
(0.099) 

1.732*** 
(0.143) 

0.852*** 
(0.097) 

1.499*** 
(0.138) 

0.884*** 
(0.095) 

1.459*** 
(0.139) 

0.779*** 
(0.094) 

Number of competitors 
entries * (10-2) 

3.752*** 
(0.921) 

-7.906*** 
(2.114) 

3.530*** 
(0.921) 

-7.738*** 
(2.189) 

5.102*** 
(0.909) 

-7.321*** 
(2.136) 

5.019*** 
(0.896) 

-7.503*** 
(2.184) 

Host country characteristics         
FDI / GDP * (100) 0.246*** 

(0.028) 
-0.001 
(0.013) 

0.242*** 
(0.028) 

0.001 
(0.013) 

0.236*** 
(0.028) 

0.003 
(0.013) 

0.239*** 
(0.028) 

0.001 
(0.013) 

Trade / GDP -2.138*** 
(0.255) 

0.175* 
(0.077) 

-2.061*** 
(0.256) 

0.152* 
(0.076) 

-2.201*** 
(0.258) 

0.152* 
(0.076) 

-2.110*** 
(0.255) 

0.141! 
(0.076) 

GDP growth 14.14*** 
(1.219) 

0.130 
(0.769) 

12.73*** 
(1.246) 

0.070 
(0.763) 

13.89*** 
(1.223) 

0.096 
(0.765) 

12.83*** 
(1.234) 

0.159 
(0.761) 

Population growth -8.278 
(8.593) 

-7.042 
(4.543) 

-9.842 
(8.776) 

-12.52** 
(4.584) 

-8.748 
(8.770) 

-10.86* 
(4.578) 

-9.213 
(8.887) 

-14.01*** 
(4.582) 

GDP per capita -0.418*** 
(0.084) 

0.210*** 
(0.044) 

-0.361*** 
(0.084) 

0.104* 
(0.043) 

-0.471*** 
(0.083) 

0.148*** 
(0.043) 

-0.397*** 
(0.083) 

0.088* 
(0.043) 

Fixed effects for year *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Model Fit     
Degrees of freedom 
Chi-square 
Incremental chi-square c 
Nagelkerke R2 
Number of observations 
Number of entries 
Number of bunched entries 

       70       
        3,926*** 
           465*** 

          25.4 
26,980 
  2,572 
  1,212 

      70       
        3,675*** 
           214*** 

          23.9 
26,980 
  2,572 
  1,212 

     70       
       3,688*** 
          227*** 

         24.0 
26,980 
  2,572 
  1,212  

      70       
        3,523*** 
             62*** 

          23.0 
26,980 
  2,572 
  1,212 

Notes:  a *** p<0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05; !p<0.10. Fixed effects for year and model intercept not shown. 
b Variable is a logarithm.  c Baseline model is model 4 in Table 1. 



 

 33 

 

 
FIGURE 1 

Moderating Effect of Home Industry Concentration on Bunched Entry  
by Previous Entry Counts of Home Country Rivals 
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