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Abstract

New entrants will threaten incumbents
in two ways. First, they take market share
and profit away from incumbent firms.
Second, entry of additional firms often
intensifies competition. If the incumbents do
not have responses to entry, they will loss
very much. This research discusses all of the
responses to entry and the strategic
dimensions completely. The framework
classifies three categories of context factors
that potentially can explain incumbents
defense strategies to entry. Finally, the
integrated response decision structure from
situational context to strategic dimensions
had been built for new entry.

Keywords: Reactions to entry, Industry

characteristics, Entrant characteristics,
Incumbent characteristics.
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