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The enthusiastic response to our call for papers for this Special Issue on Entry Timing Strategies
showed that scholarly interest in these important issues is alive and healthy. We received 25 sub-
missions from colleagues all over the world, with different approaches to the phenomenon under
study ranging from conceptual development, to empirical testing, to modeling. After a first stan-
dard double-blind round of revision, six papers were accepted for presentation at a special work-
shop we organized at Carlos III University in Madrid, Spain, on May 25, 2012. During the
workshop, authors of all six papers presented their work and received direct feedback from the
audience. The authors used this feedback to revise and resubmit their manuscripts. After another
round of revision, three papers were selected for publication in this Special Issue, for a 12% final
acceptance rate. In addition to the regular submission, we solicited three essays from well-known
scholars in this area. The three invited essays were also subject to two rounds of revision. The
end result is a collection of papers that we feel, (1) represents some of the most interesting work
being carried out today in entry timing research, (2) highlights some of the key challenges that re-
searchers must address and, (3) hints at the most promising avenues for further research.

The first piece of the Special Issue is our own (Fosfuri, Lanzolla and Suarez, 2013), where we
summarize the key findings in this literature and point out potentially important areas for future
research, some of which require bringing in perspectives that are novel for the entry timing liter-
ature. Existing literature has advanced our understanding of the required resources and capabilities,
the effective competitive mechanisms, and the enabling industry conditions for entry timing advan-
tages, building primarily on industrial economics, game theory, technology management, resource
based view of the firm and marketing. We note that the extant literature still suffers from several
shortcomings and, in particular, fails to integrate the lessons learnt into a coherent and integrative
framework that takes into account the complex relationships between a firm’s resources and capa-
bilities and entry timing decisions with the existing institutional context and industry dynamics.
For instance, some important questions remain unaddressed: Are the isolating mechanisms equally
effective in different institutional contexts? Is there a relationship between industry life cycle, insti-
tutional context and market entry timing performance? What is the effect of the categorical uncer-
tainty and dynamics that characterize nascent industries on firms’ entry timing strategies? How do
markets for technology affect firms’ entry timing decisions? The need to raise awareness about these
questions and to start providing some answers prompted us to organize this Special Issue on entry
timing strategies.

In their joint piece for this issue, Lieberman and Montgomery (2013) provide an insightful reflec-
tion of the progress and challenges of first mover advantage research since the publication of their
seminal paper in 1988. While acknowledging the range of models and integrative frameworks that
have significantly improved our understanding of the FMA phenomenon over the last two decades,
they focus on identifying and discussing the different “conundra” that complicate further progress
in this area of study. These conundra primarily have to do with empirical issues that have either
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been ignored by existing research, or have not been addressed satisfactorily to date. They start with
the definition of the FMA construct itself and particularly the non-trivial issue of how to measure
first-mover advantage. The authors discuss, for instance, the pros and cons of some of the most
commonly used measures such as profit, market share, and survival. Their second conundrum
stresses the dynamic nature of competitive advantage, including those derived from early entry
into a new market. No advantage lasts forever, and sometimes even a short period of advantage
is enough for a firm to profit handsomely from early entry. Lieberman and Montgomery make
this point with examples of Internet companies. Their third conundrum tackles several definitional
challenges that, if properly sorted, would allow us to make better comparisons and improve our
understanding of the existence of FMA in different situations. How to define the start date and
boundaries for a new market is one such difficult issue. If markets are defined very narrowly
(e.g. plain paper copiers) a firm can be considered a first mover into that narrowly defined market,
but the same firm would not be a first mover if we consider the larger market (copiers). This prob-
lem is particularly acute for industries that experience competition between products of different
technological generations. The authors’ final conundrum deals with the known problem of sample
selection that still plagues FMA research. Despite their focus on presenting challenges still not prop-
erly addressed by the FMA literature, Lieberman and Montgomery’s paper ends on a positive note.
They argue that FMA studies remain highly meaningful for both researchers and practitioners and
express their hope that the conundra they identify can be at least partially tackled in future studies.

Markides and Sosa (2013) argue that, if we are to develop a more nuanced understanding of the
importance (or sustainability) of first-mover advantages, the “business model” construct should
formally be incorporated into FMA literature. Granted, extant research has extensively investigated
the nature and role of firm’s resources and capabilities which may favour, or hinder, pioneers and
later entrants. However, as they note, “Resources and capabilities are inputs into a firm’s business
model but the same resources can be used to develop totally different business models. Thus, one
does not equal the other.” Expanding upon this consideration, Markides and Sosa argue that the
contradictory and inconclusive results in FMA literature could also be explained by its failure to
account for the role of business models that the pioneer utilizes to exploit the first-mover advan-
tages, the business models that late entrants adopt to attack the pioneers; and the business model
that the pioneer uses to respond to these attacks. It follows from their arguments that by accounting
for business models, FMA literature should improve its predictive power. Markides and Sosa’s ar-
guments could potentially stimulate the development of a fruitful new research stream in FMA
literature which could in turn lead to not only a more nuanced understanding of the antecedents
of order-of-market entry advantages, but also to more specific managerial implications.

Vidal and Mitchell (2013) seek to understand the conditions under which first movers are more
likely to become first survivors. Their starting point is that there is substantial evidence and research
showing that early entrants commonly fail, thus long-term market leaders are more likely to be later
entrants. Three reasons are advanced for such outcome: the need of experimentation in the face of
great uncertainty, the difficulty to create sustainable barriers to entry, and the lack of complemen-
tary resources. Having established that first movers have a higher probability of failing, the authors
then focus on understanding the less likely scenario in which some early entrants actually live to
gain sustainable advantages. This is more likely to occur if early entrants have both core resources
(i.e. primary technical skills required to design and create a new good or service) and complemen-
tary resources (i.e. supporting skills and investment needed to bring a new product to market and
support the necessary commercial activity). If they lack complementary resources, they might still
succeed if other firms lack both core and complementary resources. Finally, they argue that first
movers are more likely to become first survivors when they source needed complementary re-
sources externally rather than through internal development, and when there is ambiguity about
the complementary resources that will be needed in the new market.

Capone, Malerba and Orsenigo (2013) develop a simulation model that focuses on consumers
switching costs. While the importance of switching costs as a source of entry timing advantages
is well known in the literature, most papers have focused on contexts in which network effects
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are at play, such as in the information technology sector. The authors, instead, provide a more gen-
eral framework that helps to understand how industry conditions, both in terms of demand and
technology, enhance or hinder the effectiveness of switching costs as a first mover advantage mech-
anism. Their findings suggest that when demand is homogeneous, switching costs are so strong that
first movers always obtain an advantage: in this case, switching costs not only affect the relative po-
sition of a firm and its rivals, but also the characteristics of the competitive process, by reducing the
survival space within the industry. Conversely, when demand is more fragmented, switching costs
become an asset or a liability for early movers depending on the characteristics of the technology:
early entrants still enjoy an advantage if there are many opportunities for innovation, while late
movers are better off if innovation depends mainly on the process of knowledge accumulation.

The paper by L�evesque, Minniti and Shepherd (2013) uses a decision-theory approach to build a
model that attempts to provide an answer to a very important question in entry timing research:
how much can a late entrant afford to wait to enter an industry before it’s too late? Their model
builds upon earlier work that highlighted the role of firm resources in an entrant’s performance
(e.g. Mitchell, 1991; Lee, 2008) and extends it by considering aspects of the heterogeneity of
resource endowment across firms. Their model contemplates two types of firm heterogeneity: in
the relative amount of resources, and in the degree of relatedness of followers’ complementary as-
sets vis-�a-vis those required to succeed in the emerging market. While the overall results can be
considered intuitive, the model provides a valuable level of precision regarding the conditions
that make entry reasonable for a given firm at a given point in time. The opportunity cost of waiting
to enter an industry varies for each firm. L�evesque, Minniti and Shepherd advance three specific
propositions that link firms’ relative amount and relatedness of their complementary assets with
time and industry age dynamics, in order to shed light on the specific conditions that are sufficient
for a follower’s “optimal” time of entry (how late should Johnny-come-lately come).

Stevens and Dykes (2013) contribute interesting insights at the intersection of three literature
streams eFMA, institutions and internationalization strategy e and shed additional light on the
relationships between a firm’s home country cultural attributes, a firm’s target country political
environment and a firm’s decision about international market entry timing. For instance, they
find that firms from cultures with high performance orientation and high power distance tend
to enter countries earlier than their counterparts from opposite cultures. They also find that
host country factors are correlated with entry timing strategiesde.g. countries with fewer political
freedoms tend to be associated with firms that follow later-entry strategies. However, not all their
hypotheses are supported by their empirical findings, which suggests that the role of a country’s
culture and political environment in a firm’s decision making regarding entry timing is complex.
We are just starting to understand these relationships, and the Stevens and Dykes’ article is an
example of the type of further research that is needed if we are to develop a better understanding
of these important issues.

In short, we believe that, jointly, the three papers of this Special issue, the three invited contri-
butions and our own piece represent a step forward in our collective effort to provide answers to
some of the most challenging outstanding questions in this field. At the very least, these papers will
help orient future scholarly researchers towards the issues they may want to stress or be aware of in
their own work on entry timing.

Finally, our words of gratitude. This Special Issue would not have been possible without the con-
stant encouragement of LRP’s Editor in Chief, Professor James Robins, the timely input of several
expert and dedicated reviewers, and the professional support of LRP’s editorial staff. We would like
to thank them all very much for their generosity and input.
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