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This publication-based dissertation examines (corporate) venturing and business model innovation intending
to derive implications for entrepreneurial management in firms. To achieve this, four self-contained research
papers have been developed which are the core of this dissertation. The first section serves as a general intro-
duction, outlines the motivation for each of the research topies, and presents a summary of the research papers
and their publication status. The first research paper (Section 2) is a systematic literature review that summa-
rizes and structures three decades of research on the field of success measurement of corporate venturing
activities. It identifies three structural dimensions which allow the ereation of nine meaning clusters by which
the existing measurement approaches can be grouped and compared. Additionally, the review reveals the het-
erogeneity of these approaches and the unique measurement items which they include. The third section is an
empirical study on new venture creation activities in the early stage, based on 112 interviews with novice and
experienced entrepreneurs. It defines three dimensions of entrepreneurial activity, namely, Entrepreneurial
Alignment, Resource Enhancement, and Value Generation, and finds 67 actions, which differ across these
groups in type and sequence. Section four is a single case study in business model innovation that investigates
the recent rebranding of “Facebook”™ to “Meta”. It finds that, despite the strong communication efforts and the
resulting internal and external signaling effects, this change does not correspond to a radical business innova-
tion pattern. The fourth research study (Section 5) is a conceptual study that develops an integrated framework
for business model innovation in service industries, based on research on the tourism industry. It highlights
the limitations of siloed approaches under the influence of internal and external challenges such as industry
dynamics and resource constraints. Section six summarizes the dissertation, highlighting the overall contri-
butions for research and practice, and discusses the limitations and directions for future research.
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Introduction

1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation and research gap

Among the greatest challenges for companies to thrive, or even to survive, is to cope
with change along its different dimensions — as change takes place in the contextual,
transactional, and internal environment (Schoemaker et al., 2018). With the increasing
ambiguity of drivers of change and their interconnectedness, the resulting speed,
amount, and type of change and its effects on the company, change can lead to increased
uncertainty among the decision-makers at all levels. This 1s catalyzed as screening, an-
alyzing, forecasting, evaluating, planning, and executing are limited in their effective-
ness over shortening periods — namely what we see as true today, might be wrong to-
morrow. And with it, the current state of products, services, and operations a company
runs, as customers and competitors shift their preferences and activities at an equal pace.
Hence, a company’s ability to cope with change and to tackle the resulting threats and
opportunities appears to become one dominant capability for many organizations in the

modern business world.

The motivation of the dissertation 1s to contribute to a better understanding of the ap-
proach mn which firms could be managed to cope with change and its resulting threats
and opportunities: entrepreneurial. This 1s relevant because a general understanding 1s
that management and entrepreneurship are somehow distinct types of thinking and act-
ing (see Hisrich & Ramadani, 2017, p. 12 for an overview). This is also reflected by
fundamental contributions to research, which defined these distinet functions as a) ad-
ministrative, with a focus on e.g. planning tasks, structuring operations, and measuring
outcomes and b) entrepreneurial, with a focus on e.g. defining strategies, identifying
opportunities, and taking risks (Baumol, 1986; Chandler, 1991; Drucker, 1964). How-
ever, research has turned its attention towards the question of how established firms
(characterized by complexity and size) can engage in entrepreneurial activity
(Burgelmann, 1983; Kreiser et al., 2021). Ultimately this interest has risen to an extent
in which the entrepreneurnial activity of established firms has developed into its own

field of research, addressing this ambidextrous aspect and nature of management’s
Maurice M. Steinhoff 1



Introduction

responsibility. Here, various strands of literature emerged, and new concepts evolved,
forming an area of research, to understand and explain through what and how firms can
carry out their entrepreneurship to drive performance. In Corporate Entreprencurship
(CE) research, contributions to the domain increased steadily (e.g. Ireland et al., 2003;
Kuratko, 2007; Kuratko & Morris, 2018; Morris et al., 2011; Zahra, 1991), leading to a
plethora of definitions, understandings, and referrals to different terms (Schindehutte et
al., 2018). Scholars investigate what entreprencurial activities are (Ireland & Webb,
2007; Ketchen et al., 2007; Mazzei, 2018; Schindehutte et al., 2018), how they can be
intended and executed (Chesbrough, 2010a; Kraus, Filser, et al., 2020; Leten & Dyck,
2012; Luke et al., 2011; Markides, 2013; Michael et al., 2008), and by whom these are
managed and realized (e.g. Freiling, 2009; Stevenson & Jarillo, 2007; Teece, 2016).

CE 1s understood as a way for established companies to simultaneously engage in the
development of the current and future business to archive competitive advantages that
can be fueled by innovation (Kreiser et al., 2021; Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013; Pirhadi
& Feyzbakhsh, 2021a). Overall, CE has become increasingly relevant for firms to de-
velop and fuel current and future competitive advantages, particularly by leveraging the
positive effects of innovation (Covin & Miles, 1999; Hitt et al., 2011; Ireland et al.,
2006). Moreover, as it 1s appealing to pursue the above-mentioned objectives, CE has
evolved to be a strategy (Kreiser et al., 2021). Its success, however, heavily depends on
implementation and execution (Kuratko, Homsby, et al., 2021; Schindehutte et al.,
2018).

Within CE, two domains can be divided a) Corporate Venturing (CV) and b) Strategic
Entrepreneurship (SE) (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013; Morris et al., 2011). While the for-
mer focusses on the creation of, addition of, or investment into new businesses (Covin
& Miles, 2007; Kuratko et al., 2009; Narayanan et al., 2009; Weiss & K. Kanbach,
2021), the latter comprises entrepreneurial activities which comprise the creation of new
ventures but also include the utilization of (organizational) innovation in the pursuit of
competitive advantage (Ireland et al., 2003; Ketchen et al., 2007; Kuratko & Audretsch,
2013; Mazzei, 2018). Within these two domains of existing CE research, however, there

are two fields that deserve more attention and that are addressed in this dissertation.
Maurice M. Steinhoff 2



Introduction

1.1.1 Corporate venturing activities

Scholars and practitioners keep increasing interest in CV (Birkinshaw & Hill, 2005;
Gutmann, 2019; Leten & Dyck, 2012) because it can offer established companies ways
to benefit from innovation by creating, accelerating, or investing in new ventures
(Breuer, 2013; Gutmann, 2019; Kanbach, 2016; Leten & Dyck, 2012; Makarevich,
2017). Within this field many empirical and conceptual publications have arisen in the
last decade, covering the antecedents, forms, approaches, and outcomes (Narayanan,
Yang, & Zahra, 2009). Generally, different (internal and external) modes of CV have
been identified (Gutmann, 2019; Weiss & K. Kanbach, 2021), which usually follow
financial (e.g., boost revenues, increase the number of clients), as well as strategic goals
(e.g., gain access to new technologies, accelerate innovation) (Brigl et al., 2018). Thus,
CV has strengthened its position as a corporate development activity and remains highly
relevant (Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014; Pirhadi & Feyzbakhsh, 2021a).

Despite the great efforts in the scholarly examination of CV, central aspects of CV,
however, remain fragmented until today. Two aspects are investigated in this disserta-

tion: a) the measurement of CV outcomes and b) the creation of new ventures.

For the first aspect, much effort has been put into research on the success factors of CV
(Dauderstaedt, 2013; Leten & Dyck, 2012). One interesting aspect, however, comprises
the measurement of CV outcomes. Here, research to date has no clear focus a large
variety of measurement approaches can be found (Bassen et al., 2006; Gompers & Ler-
ner, 1998; A. Miller et al., 1988), however, there 1s now common understanding of how
CV outcomes can be evaluated. This is problematic as CV activities have been identified
as suitable, once they are conducted in a strategic manner (Covin & Miles, 2007) and
are evaluated against the venturing motives (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013).

The second aspect of CV, venture creation, has been investigated from various angles
and 1s strongly embedded in the entrepreneurship domain, and many studies take an
entrepreneurship perspective to inform CE research about venture creation (e.g. Dush-
nitsky & Lenox, 2005a; Shook et al., 2003). Interestingly, venture creation has been

Maurice M. Steinhoff 3
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investigated either on the individual or the firm level and focusses on later stages of the
creation process (Fisher et al., 2021; Korsgaard et al., 2021; Mueller et al., 2012; Wood
et al., 2021). However, there 1s a limited understanding of what concrete actions are
necessary to create new ventures and what happens, once individual resources are turned

into organizational ones (Fisher et al., 2020; Kuratko, Fisher, et al., 2021; Larsen, 2022).

1.1.2 Business model innovation

The second field that is addressed in this dissertation focusses on the CE initiatives com-
prising the mnnovation of a companies’ business model. The business model (BM) is a
simplified way to describe the unique approach of how a company creates, delivers, and
captures value (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010; Kraus, Filser, et al., 2020; Schnei-
der, 2019). Besides various contributions to define BMs and their configuration, it’s also
their innovation which has attracted interest from both, scholars, and practitioners alike.
This driven by the motivation to understand BMI as promising way to develop and im-

plement new and unique configurations of a BM to achieve and sustain superior perfor-

mance (Clauss et al., 2020; Foss & Saeb1, 2017).

Alongside this progress, BMI however 1s still seen as a hard-to-grasp and undefined
concept (Filser et al., 2021; Schneider & Spieth, 2013). More specifically, two central
aspects of BMI lack a comprehensive understanding. On the one side, this comprises
the degree of change made in a BM during BMI activity. This results from recent find-
ings which underline the dependence of BMI success on the way how much in the ar-
chitecture and configuration of the BM is changed, and which (new) set of activities and
relationships are established to serve existing and new customers (Clauss et al., 2020;

Foss and Saebi, 2017; Muhic and Bengtsson, 2021).

On the other side, research to date investigated what BMI 1s and what its effects are
(Clauss, 2017). However, the success of BMI activities might be diminished by too si-
loed and non-holistically approaches (Zott et al., 2011). Despite initial contributions on
how BMI can be approached (e.g. Andnianto et al., 2021; Zott et al., 2011), research to

Maurice M. Steinhoff 4
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date suffers from a lack of understanding on what aspects need to be considered when
BMI is conducted.

Overall, both areas are relevant to established companies, as they can serve as avenue
to future businesses. However, given the organizational setup, its complexity, and its
dependencies on the existing business, opportunities are often not pursued as firms lose
their entrepreneurial spirit (Jarillo, 1989; Stevenson & Jarrillo-Mossi, 1986)., Ventur-
ing and BMI can serve as central activities of CE, to become more entreprencurial
(again), which often goes back to the individuals within an organization

(Kuratko, Fisher, et al., 2021; Kuratko, Hornsby, et al., 2021; Larsen, 2022). Here the
,,Corporate Entrepreneur” (Kuratko et al., 2005; Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013; Teece,
2016), showing entrepreneurial behavior by taking a set of entrepreneurial actions and
making judgmental decisions under uncertainty (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006), could
be essential. However, the limited understanding within the two areas limits the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of CE initiatives. Therefore, the research gaps presented above
will be addressed, secking to create new insights on how to control and measure these
initiatives and on how to create new ventures or build new BMs. These insights aim to
provide scholars and managers as entrepreneurs with knowledge for an entrepreneurial
management approach, finding the balance between top-level management and first-
level execution in an entrepreneurial fashion (Teece, 2016; Urbaniec & Zur, 2021).

1.1.3 Overview of publication-based dissertation

Against this background, the dissertation investigates four relevant topics, to contribute
to the still-evolving discussion in this interconnected field of research on CE, shown in
figure 1. In the next paragraphs of this section, a summary of the research papers of this
dissertation is provided, including the current of publication status and the conferences
at which they were presented. The first study (Section 2) is a systematic literature review
and structures the last three decades of research on the success measurement of CV. The
second study (Section 3) 1s an empirical research paper that examines entreprencurial
actions of entrepreneurs during early-stage venture creation. The third study (Section 4)

investigates a major change 1n a large corporate firm focused on BMI in form of a case

Maurice M. Steinhoff 5
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study. The fourth study (Section 5) is a conceptual study that proposes an integrative
framework for BMI in service industries. The dissertation is concluded in the last sec-

tion, that summarizes the dissertation, outlines its contribution to research and practice,
and describes the avenues for further research.

Figure 1 Overview Sections of publication-based dissertation

BN TN s

= Research gap and Research paper I: Systematic literature review = Conftributions for
motivation Measuring the Success of Corporate Venfuring: research and practice

= Summary of research Integrating Three Decades of Research = Limitations and future
papers research

L Sectinz]

= Joumals and publication = Conclusion of the
status Research paper ll: Empirical study dissertation

Bayond Uncowvering Entreprene urial

Research paper lll: Empirical study
Facsbook and the Creation of the Metaverse:
Radical Businezs Model Innovation or Incremental

Tranaformation?
. Soctiond |

Research Paper IW: Conceptual study

An infegrative Framework for Business Mode/
Innovation in the Tourzm indusiry

.{..“.....,.,.,..“,...,,..H ;m,m.....
i !;; ,.
1
E

Source: own illustration

1.2 Summary of research papers

Four research papers build this publication-based dissertation. Thus, each research paper
1s self-contained, leading to an individual mntroduction, discussion, and references re-

spectively, as presented in the following four sections of this dissertation.

Regarding the methodology applied in this dissertation, a wide array of research ap-
proaches is used. For Research Paper I (Section 2), a systematic literature review, the
proceedings proposed by Tranfield et al. (2003) are used. Research paper II (Section 3)
follows a case study approach to investigate a relevant phenomenon in depth (Yin,
2011). Research Paper ITI (Section 4) employs a grounded theory research approach that
and builds on a large sample of 112 in-depth interviews and follows the proceedings of
Gioia et al. (2012). The following paragraphs summarize each research paper and pre-

sent the current publication status.
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Introduction

1.2.1 Research Paper I: Systematic literature review (Section 2)

The first research paper (Section 2) of this dissertation, titled “Measuring the Success
of Corporate Venturing: Integrating Three Decades of Research” 1s a systematic litera-
ture review. This study reviews the existing literature on the success measurement of
venturing activities published since 1985. Thereby, it gives scholars a comprehensive
overview and structure for measurement approaches and provides practitioners with im-
plications to improve measurement approaches, and therewith to control and improve

CV initiatives and outcomes.

While the selection and execution of corporate venturing activities (CV) 1s a central
aspect of the management of all CE imitiatives, the success of the CV relies also on the
observation of its outcomes (Titus et al., 2017; Weiss & K. Kanbach, 2021). The litera-
ture on measurement approaches to corporate venturing (CV) outcomes hover, presents
a diverse array of measurement approaches. On the one hand, these approaches measure
CV outcomes at different levels (e.g. the corporate or the venture unit) (e.g. Gompers &
Lemer, 1998; Sykes, 1992). On the other side, measurement approaches comprise dif-
ferent qualitative and quantitative measures such as financial performance, new patents,
gained knowledge, or contribution to strategic items (e.g. Bassen et al., 2006; Miller et
al., 1988; Siegel et al., 1988). Three major 1ssues result from this circumstance. First,
there is no common understanding of how measurement of CV outcomes, essential for
the management of activities, can be set up. Second, the different approaches in the
literature rarely build on each other or are not normed with regards to outcome meas-
urement. Third, there 1s no overview of the existing measurement approaches of extant
CV research. As a result, there 1s a limited understanding of one vital component for the
management of CE activities. To address this issue, the first research paper 1s set out to
investigate the array of existing measurement approaches with the aim to provide trans-
parency and structure in the broad field of CV research.

For this, a systematic review of the studies in the field 1s conducted, which follows the
proceedings of Tranfield et al. (2003). The review gathers a preliminary sample com-
prising 464 studies which are systematically analyzed for redundancies, focus, and

Maurice M. Steinhoff 7
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relevance, leading to a final sample of 28 studies. These are then analyzed by their re-
search foci and contributions in detail and finally structured and categorized.
The findings of the systematic literature review of this dissertation can be summarized

into three main points.

First, the review builds three structural dimensions of measurement approaches that
emerge from across the different studies. These are a) “level of analysis” (parent, pro-
gram, and venture levels), b) “measurement perspective” (objective, subjective, and
mixed measurement) and ¢) “locus of opportunity” (internal, external, and general CV
activities). Second, nine specific clusters of different measurement approaches are de-
fined, and build an integrated overview. These clusters allow the formation of meaning-
ful groupings of the measurement approaches and reveal the heterogeneity of these ap-
proaches. Third, the specific measurement items in the array are identified and struc-
tured, leading to 114 financial and non-financial items used in approaches across levels
of analysis and loci of opportunity. With these findings, the study contributes to research
by giving transparency to a scattered field of research and providing scholars with struc-
tural dimensions of CV measurement. Furthermore, 1t helps to build consensus within
the variety of CV success-measurement approaches with meaningful clusters. Addition-
ally, the study provides relevant insights for practitioners, by making transparent the
various measurement approaches and items and enable them to set up and improve the
controlling of CV activities. This ultimately offers guidance to improve the management

of these activities within CE mitiatives.

The systematic literature review is co-authored with Dominik K. Kanbach and Lucas
Costantino. It was submitted as a full paper to the EURAM Conference 2021- “Reshap-
ing capitalism for a sustainable world”. After a double-blind peer review it was ac-
cepted in the Strategic Interest Group for Entrepreneurship and track for Business Mod-
els, Strategy, Innovation, and Entreprencurial Venturing. Here the paper (Paper ID:
1197) was presented on June 17, 2021. EURAM — The European Academy of Manage-

ment is one of Europe’s leading societies for the advancement of management research.
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1.2.2 Research Paper II: Empirical study (Section 3)

The second research paper of this dissertation, titled “Bevond Concepts: Uncovering
Entrepreneurial Activities in Early-Stage Venture Creation™ is an empirical study that
investigates the actions of individual entrepreneurs while creating a new venture. This
study aims to facilitate a better understanding of the ambiguous actions and activities in

new ventures creation.

To date, entrepreneurial action has been investigated from different perspectives to un-
derstand how new ventures are created. The challenges by which venture creation is
accompanied have either been investigated on the firm or individual level. Due to their
ambiguities, the understanding of entrepreneunal actions is limited for the early stage,
and explanations from a firm-level perspective (e.g., resource availability and acquisi-
tion) fall short, as they do not specify how resources are used, gathered, and developed
in the early stage. While first studies identify different dimensions of entrepreneurial
action associated with entrepreneurial mindsets and frameworks (Fisher et al., 2020;
Kuratko, Fisher, et al., 2021; Morris et al., 2001), it remains unspecified what entrepre-
neurs do and why, especially during the initial stages of venture creation, when individ-
val resources are turned into organizational ones (Korsgaard et al., 2021; Thompson et
al., 2020; Williams et al., 2021).

The study builds on a grounded theory research approach and investigates entrepreneur-
1al action through 112 in-depth interviews, which are conducted with novice (first-time
founders) and experienced entrepreneurs (at least one venture founded). The findings
from this empirical study can be summarized in three major points. First, 67 types of
entrepreneurial actions as well as their meaning and purpose are defined. Second, these
actions are structured among 27 activities for both groups, by which three dominant
dimensions of entrepreneurial activity emerge. Third, intra-group comparisons reveal,
a) how entrepreneurs differ processually in the creation and use of individual and organ-
1zational resources and b) how these actions and resources are interlinked. Thereby, the
study enhances the understanding of entrepreneurial actions and is the first study to em-
pirically contribute to the emerging concept of Entrepreneurial Resourcefulness, as it
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offers dimensions of entreprencurial activity and offers concrete and tangible actions
and their meaning. (Michaelis et al., 2022; Moss et al., 2022; Zahra, 2021). Furthermore,
these findings offer practitioners a) the opportunity to improve entrepreneurship educa-
tion formats, b) give investors a foundation for the evaluation of new ventures teams,
and ¢) provide individuals with a structured overview on how to engage in early-stage
venturing projects. Thereby, this study is an essential element of the dissertation that
contributes to current research on entrepreneurial activity and clanfies the existing am-

biguity in venture creation activity.

A preliminary version of this paper was presented at the 23™ Annual Interdisciplinary
Conference on Entreprencurship, Innovation, and Small-and-medium Enterprises -G-
Forum (double blind peer reviewed) 2019 in Wien, Austria (September 25-27). An ad-

vanced version was presented at ISPIM Connects Valencia, (double blind peer re-
viewed) 2021, Valencia Spain (November 29-December 1).

This research paper is co-authored with Francie Lange, Nino Tomini, and Dominik K.
Kanbach. It was submitted for publication in Journal of Small Business and Entrepre-
neurship. The paper is currently under double-blinded peer review. Journal of Small
Business and Entrepreneurship is rated 02 by SJR! and ranked C in the VHB JOUR-
QUAL 3? ranking.

1.2.3 Research Paper III: Empirical study (Section 4)

The third research paper of this dissertation, titled “Facebook and the Creation of the
Metaverse: Radical Business Model Innovation or Incremental Transformation? " is an

empirical study. It takes a recent phenomenon as a communicated change of a large ICT

! SCImago Institutions Ranking (SJR) can be retrieved from www scimagojr.com (accessed on August 31, 2022)

! The JOURQUAL 3 Ranking by the German Academic Association for Business Research (VHB) can be refrieved
from www vhbonline org (accessed on August 28, 2022).
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company under investigation. For the dissertation, this study is a valuable element to
contribute to the understanding of drivers and effects of BMI and the question of how
comprehensive a change of a BM can be and what its respective effects are, internally
and externally.

Research on BMI as a central CE activity 1s emerging in several dimensions while a)
defining BMI (Filser et al., 2021; Schneider & Spieth, 2013), identifying changes and
influence on the BM (Baden-Fuller & Haefliger, 2013; Clauss et al., 2020), or investi-
gating the antecedents and outcomes of BMI (Aagaard & Nielsen, 2021). However,
whenever a change in the BM happens, it can radically change the way a company con-
ducts business (Breier et al., 2021; Christensen et al., 2016) and how it 1s perceived by
investors, customers, and competitors. (Fisher-Buttinger & Vallaster, 2008; Hatch &
Schultz, 2003).

Therefore, the second study of this dissertation took the opportunity to investigate the
recent move of the international company “Facebook™, which changed its name to
“Meta” in October 2021. With that change, the company announced a new vision for
social interaction on the internet, enabled through the application of the metaverse tech-
nology (Meta, 2021). While this change 1s ambiguous, it signals the introduction of a
radically new BM. The study investigates this change to the BM and clarifies the change
in terms of its impact on value creation, the value proposition, and value capturing ac-

tivities.

Taking this example, the in-depth case study employs a qualitative content analysis of
153 data points, comprising academic studies and publicly available information, lead-
ing to three main findings. First, the results indicate that the communicated strategic
refocusing does not resonate with a radical BMI pattern. Second, the refocusing might
lead to incremental changes of the core elements in the BM, leading the BM to evolve
into the innovation phase along the BM trajectory model. Third, the underlying logic of
the communicated change primarily follows two aims: a) the improvement of the exter-
nal perception of the company towards customers, investors, competitors, and b) the
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signaling within the organization to initiate change along with technology advance-

ments.

Being the first study to investigate the combination of the metaverse technology appli-
cation in combination with BMI, it contributes to the understanding of trajectories of
BMs (e.g. Tavassoli, 2015) and the change of BM components enabled through tech-
nology (Clauss, 2017). Additionally, it informs CE research about the drivers and con-
sequences of BMI activities (Bashir & Verma, 2019). Furthermore, the study illuminates
the differences between communicated changes and real impact on the BM. Hence, it 1s
valuable for entrepreneurial management of CE initiatives, highlighting the benefits of
external and internal signaling effects as a by-product of these activities.

This research paper is co-authored with Sascha Kraus, Dominik K. Kanbach, Peter M.
Krysta, and Nino Tomini. It was submitted for publication in International Jowrnal of
Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, where it was double-blind peer reviewed. A re-
vised manuscript was resubmitted and accepted. The paper was published on February
23, 2022 1in Volume 38, Issue 9 and is retrievable under: https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-
12-2021-0984. The International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 1s
rated QO by SJR and ranked C in the VHB JOURQUAL 3 ranking.

1.2.4 Research Paper IV: Conceptual paper (Section 3)

The fourth research paper of this dissertation 1s titled “An Integrative Framework for
Business Model Innovation in the Tourism Industry”. It 1s a conceptual study that par-
tially builds on the findings of the previous studies and proposes an integrated frame-
work for BMI in dynamic service industries such as the tourism industry. Thereby, it
connects the recent and relevant contributions to the field and 1s the first study that fo-
cuses on an integrated view of whar aspects to consider, when BMI activities are exe-

cuted and provides scholars with a frame for future research.
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The Covid-19 pandemic affected societies and economies across the world. Especially,
businesses in service industries needed to shut down their operations, leading to a loss
of revenue or increasing costs for instance to implement safety measures. While these
severe circumstances are one driver of change for service industries, the tourism indus-
try 1s also affected by change resulting from climate change and resulting regulations
and limitations as well as drastically changing customer preferences (Arcese et al., 2021;
Kallmuenzer & Peters, 2018; Kraus, Clauss, et al., 2020; Peters & Kallmuenzer, 2018).
BMI proves to be a suitable way for companies to overcome the challenging effects of
change, as it can be a fruitful approach to finding and commercializing innovations
through the very core of the firm (Chesbrough, 2010; Reinhold et al., 2017; Schaltegger
et al., 2016).

Existing studies advance the understanding of BMs components and their innovations,
however, the understanding of how to approach the innovation of BMs is limited and
siloed (Zott et al., 2011), especially for service industries, and the tourism industry in
particular. While existing studies focus on the effect of change on BMI success (Souto,
2015), others propose a structured process of BMI (Andrnanto et al., 2021) when BMI
activaties are executed. There 1s, however, no understanding of what needs to be con-

sidered for BMI activities in service industries to take a holistic approach.

Therefore, the study builds on the existing literature and proposes an integrated frame-
work, which considers four central aspects for BMI. First, change impulses are a starting
point for BMI, which emerge from external and/or internal threats and opportunities.
Second, BM design configuration across its three core areas (value creation innovation,
value proposition innovation, value capture innovation) is essential and can lead to mul-
tiple BM scenarios, which need to be carefully evaluated and tested. Third, while doing
so, three contextual factors, a) Service newness, b) Degree of change, and ¢) Destination
characteristics) affect the potential of new BMs and are therefore fostering or limiting
aspects of BMI. Fourth, when conducting BMI, the desired outcomes need to be meas-
ured and controlled, as they are accompanied by economie, ecologic, and social impact.

With its proposed framework, the study contributes to the BMI literature, offers

Maurice M. Steinhoff 13



Introduction

guidance for future research, and offers practitioners a guideline for BMI activities in

service mndustries.

This research paper is co-authored with Sascha Kraus, Andreas Kallmiinzer, Dominik
K. Kanbach, and Peter M. Krysta. It was submitted for publication where it was double-

blind peer reviewed. A revised manuscript was resubmitted and accepted for publication

in Service Industries Journal on September 11, 2022. Service Industries Journal 1s
ranked C bin the VHB JOURQUAL 3 ranking and rated QI by SJR.

1.3 Journals and publication status

At time of submitting this publication-based dissertation, the publication status of the

four research papers 1s as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Publication status of the research papers

No. | Title Publication status
I Measuring the Success of Full paper accepted and presented at EURAM Conference
Corporate Ventuning: Inte- 2021, 16-18 June 2021, Paper ID: 1197
grating Three Decades of Re- | Track: ST03_01/5T06 01/5T13_01 - Business Model -
search Strategy, Innovation, and Entrepreneurial Venturing
I Beyond Concepts: Uncover- | Presented at the 23" Annual Interdisciplinary Conference
ing Entrepreneunal Activities | on Entrepreneurship, Innovation, and Small-and-medium
in Early-5Stage Venture Crea- | Enterprises -G-Forum (double blind peer reviewed) 2019
tion in Wien, Austria (September 25-27)
Presented at ISPIM Connects Valencia 2021(double blind
peer reviewed), Valencia, Spain on November 29-Decem-
ber 1)
Submitted for publication in the Journal of Small Business
& Entrepreneurship (ISSN 0827-6331); currently under
double-blind peer review
I | Facebook and the Creation of | Published in International Journal af Entrepreneurial Be-
the Metaverse: Radical havior & Research (ISSN 1355-2554), Vol. 28, No. 9, pp.
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Business Model Innovation
or Incremental Transfor-

mation?

52-77
(Link:-https://www emerald com/mnsight/con-
tent/do1/10.1108/ITJEBR-12-2021-0984/full/html),
DOI: 10.1108/IJEBR-12-2021-0984

IV | An Integrative Framework
for Business Model Innova-
tion in the Tounsm Industry

Published in The Service Industries Journal; (ISSN 0264-
2069). Vol. 42 (13/14).

(Link: https://www_tandfonline com/doy/full/10.1080/
02642069.2022.2127690),

DOI: 10.1080/02642069.2022.2127690
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Abstract

Measurement approaches to corporate venturing (CV) success are highly diverse in the
extant literature. Furthermore, these approaches rarely build on each other, making it
difficult to de- rive comparable conclusions about CV outcomes. Building on a system-
atic review of three decades of research, the objective of this study is to provide trans-
parency and structure in the broad field of CV research. This paper analyzes 28 studies
in detail, resulting in two main contributions to the literature on the subject. First, three
structural dimensions of measurement approaches emerge from across the different
studies, namely, “level of analysis™ (parent, program, and venture levels), “measurement
perspective” (objective, subjective, and mixed measurement) and “locus of opportunity™
(internal, external, and general CV activities). Second, an integrated overview of nine
specific clusters structures the different measurement approaches. These clusters allow
the formation of meaningful groupings of the measurement approaches, but also make
transparent the approaches’ heterogeneity, as well as specific measurement items.
Thereby, the study contributes to CV research by revealing and reconciling the vanety
of CV success-measurement approaches. The study also provides relevant insights for
practitioners, by making transparent the various approaches to measuring the success of
CV activities.

Keywords: Corporate Venturing; Success Measurement; Structured Literature Review
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2.1 Introduction

Scholars and practitioners alike have continued to show a strong interest in corporate
venturing (CV). Numerous empirical and theoretical publications in the field have arisen
in the last decade, covering its antecedents, forms, approaches, and outcomes (Nara-
yanan, Yang, & Zahra, 2009). The growing number and prominence of corporate ven-
turing activities of established companies have fueled the increased academic interest
(Brigl et al., 2018). In times of rapidly changing business environments, company lead-
ers use CV to reach various financial and quantitative goals (e.g., boost revenues, in-
crease the number of clients), as well as strategic goals (e.g., gain access to new tech-
nologies, accelerate innovation) (Brigl et al., 2018). In recent years, CV has strength-
ened its position as a corporate development activity and remains highly relevant (Hill
& Birkinshaw, 2014; Lerner, 2013).

Even though CV 1s widely accepted as not only a financial investment but also a contri-
bution to the strategic development of a firm (Narayanan et al., 2009), scholarly exam-
ination of CV outcomes and success factors is fragmented, resulting in a plethora of
different definitions and measurement approaches (e.g., Garud & van de Ven, 1992; Hill
& Birkinshaw, 2014). Hence, there is no common understanding of how to measure CV
outcomes or draw robust conclusions. Highlighting this issue, Narayanan et al. (2009)
encourage future research in this area and state a “need for the careful selection of CV
outcomes and their measures” (Narayanan et al., 2009, p. 69). Kuratko and Audretsch
(2013) stress, “Companies must create venture evaluation and control systems that as-
sess venture performance on criteria that follow from the venture’s founding motive™

(Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013, p. 303).

To the best of our knowledge, no review of existing approaches to the measurement of
CV success resides in existing CV research. Such a review could support the scientific
discussion of CV outcomes and lay the groundwork for further theoretical and empirical
studies in this direction.
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Often CV-activity outcomes are highly unpredictable, comparable to “ships sent out to
sail uncharted waters” (Breuer, 2013, p. 2). These insecurities might lead to early termi-
nation of CV activities (Breuer, 2013). In this context, such a review could function as
a guide and stimulate creativity for further developing existing measurement approaches
or establishing new ones. Hence, building upon a systematic review of the literature, the
research question that this study addresses 1s: Which CV measurement approaches can

be identified in the literature and how can they be categorized comprehensively?

In this context, the objective of this study is to create transparency and structure within
the landscape of CV success measurement. The review includes, on the one hand, liter-
ature explicitly dealing with the issue of success measurement in CV and, on the other
hand, studies with different purposes but defining and measuring CV success as a “by-
product.” In addition to the measurement approaches, this study reflects the authors’
theoretical considerations, to foster the critical discussion of CV success measurement.

An organizing and integrative overview offers a guide for future research toward cumu-
lative and generalizable findings.

To arrive at the defined goal, the study 1s organized as follows. The next part describes
the method employed to conduct the systematic review, after which the descriptive re-
sults and study classification are outlined. Derived dimensions of CV success measure-
ment are described. Building on these dimensions, the integrated overview and the study
allocation are presented, and the respective measurement items are shown. The study
closes with contributions to research and practice, study limitations, and directions for

further research, as well as the conclusion.

2.2 Method of review

To analyze corporate venturing success-measurement, a systematic literature review
was conducted, based on a three-step approach that Tranfield, Denyer, and Smart (2003)
describe. The approach ensures replicability, by being explicit, scientifically rigorous,
and transparent (Tranfield et al., 2003). Following previous literature reviews in the field
of corporate venturing (e.g., Gutmann, 2019; Narayanan et al., 2009; R6hm, 2018),
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pertinent criteria were defined for including studies, a replicable search strategy was
followed, and a methodical approach to structuring the findings, based on previous re-

search, was implemented.

The first step included the identification of the need for a review and preparation of a
proposal for producing one. Then, the review was conducted. In this context, keywords
for the search were defined, and the search was conducted in the databases of EBSCO-
host Global Search, with access to 17 databases including the EBSCO Business Source
Complete, Elsevier Science Direct, Emerald Insight, Academic OneFile, and JSTOR.
The selection of publications utilized clearly defined criteria: First, only peer-reviewed
quality journals in English were considered, and second, the quality assessment was
conducted with a benchmark based on three major academic journal rankings: VHB
Jourqual (JQ) 3 (Germany) from 2015, the Academic Journal Guide/ABS (UK) from
2018, and the JCR Impact Factors (IF) by Clarivate Analytics from 2019. As the journal
rankings follow different methodologies, a conversion table provided by (Kraus & Dasi-
Rodriguez, 2020) allows for comparability and a cut-off for papers rated “C” or equal
(see Table 1).

Table 2: Conversion table for journal rankings

JOURQUAL 3 AJG (ABS) JCRIF

2015 2018 2019
A+ 4% =5.0
A 4 =3.5
B 3 =2.5
C 2 =1.5
D 1 =0

3WHB JOURQUAL 3 retrieved from www vhbonline org; on June 26, 2020. AJG 2018 retrieved from https://char-
teredabs org/academic-journal-guide-2018-view/, on October 18, 2020. JCE. Impact Factors retnieved from
https://cla- nivate com/webofsciencegroup/; on October 20, 2020.
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Source: Kraus & Dasi-rodriguez, 2020)

Based on an exploratory reading of the extant literature, the following search string was
implemented, meaning that the database item had to contain the following words within
its title, abstract, or keywords: “corporate vent* AND (measur* OR controlling OR per-
formance OR success OR value).” The search resulted in a preliminary sample of 464
sources published between 1985 and 2019.

In this step, the sample was further narrowed, to balance comprehensiveness and feasi-
bility. Following the identification of research items returned, the study abstracts were
scanned and evaluated according to their relevance (e.g., direct/indirect relation to suc-
cess measurement in CV). In this process, articles focusing on external CV (e.g., Cor-
porate Venture Capital (CVC)), internal CV, or CV 1n general were considered relevant.
Repetitive findings (56 articles) and those found to be irrelevant for the purpose of this
review (356 articles) were excluded. The main reasons for the exclusion were (A) a lack
of thematic relevance regarding performance measurement* and (B) a lack of focus on
CV (e.g., very wide focus on innovation or corporate entrepreneurship). Additionally,
reading the full text of 28 articles resulted in their exclusion for the same reasons. While
carefully reading the remaining articles and checking for cross-references, six additional
articles were found and added to the final sample, comprising 28 articles included in the

TEVIEW.

In the third step, a report of the findings was created and disseminated. First, a descrip-
tive analysis was created. Second, a thematic analysis outlines, links, and discusses the
contributions. Finally, the findings were translated into implications that might allow
researchers and practitioners to make better-grounded judgments.

4 Maula, Autio, and Murray (2003) were excluded because no performance measurement is conducted in their
paper.
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2.3 Descriptive results and classification

The 28 studies under review were published in 15 different journals.” Table 2 provides
an overview of the studies, including their journal rankings and sample sizes.® Fourteen
of the included articles were found in the Jowrnal of Business Venturing, two in the
Jowrnal of Product Innovation Management, and the remaining 13 articles appeared in
13 different journals. The publishing period ranged from 1987 to 2017. Eight studies
were published before 1995, six between 1995 and 2001, seven between 2006 and 2009,
and eight after 2012. All 28 included studies are empirical; however, only 24 studies
empirically measure CV performance, while five empirically investigate different con-
cepts to conceptually develop measurement approaches.

The studies under review comprise two groups, according to their research foci. Six out
of the 28 reviewed studies focus on the development of a performance-measurement
approach for CV. The majority of the studies under review (22 out of 28) are allocated
to the second group because they cover this topic by defining CV performance meas-
urement as a by-product of researching and measuring related subjects.

3 Gompers and Lemer’s (1998) publication medium is the publication platform of the National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research of the USA.

¢ Some studies used additional methods of data collection to validate their findings, without stating the respective
sample sizes. Table 2 contains the sample sizes of the “main™ data-collection methods of the studies.
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Table 3: Overview of studies included in the review

ATG
- JOUR- JCRIF Impact H Research Sur- Imfer- Secondary Ohers
# Author(s), year Journal / Tnstitution QUAL 3 g‘:ff‘ W19  Factor Inder focws  veys views datsamal *
1 Block & Omati, 1987 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Direct 42 - - -
Venhiring
2 Miller et al., 1988 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Direct - - 112 -
é Venhiring
i 3 Sykes, 1992 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Direct - - - H
Venhiring
E 4 Bassen et al, 2004 International Fournal of [ 2 1348 L 5l Direct - - - -
k] Tachnology Management
;§ 5 MoGrath et al., 2006 MIT Sloan Management [ 3 1706 e 87 Direct - =30 - -
! Review
§ Mapp & Minshall 2015  Research-Technology [ ] 1440 135 58 Direct - =30 - -
Management
7 Siegel et al , 1988 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect 52 - - -
Venhiring
B Sykes, 1990 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect 31 - - -
Venhiring
9 Tsai et al, 1991 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect - - 161 -
Venhiring
10 Garod & van de Ven, 1902 Stratepic Manazement A 4 541 6467 153 Indirect - - - 719
Tomrmal
11 Ohe et al., 1992 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect 38 - - -
Venhiring
12 McGrath, 1995 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect - =300 - -
Venhiring
13 Somenting & Williams,  Joumal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect - - ] -
1985 Venhiring
14 Shrader & Simon, 1997  Toumal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect 60 - - -
Venhiring
15 Gompers & Lemer, 1998  Wational Bureau of - - - - - Indirect - - 3234 -
Economic Research
16 Thorohill & Amit, 2001  Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect 97 - - -
é Venhiring
i 17 Dushmitsky & Lenox, 2008 Jourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect - - 171 -
b Venhiring
£ 18 Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008  Journal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect 95 - - -
b Venhiring
ﬁ 19 Euratko et al , 2009 Business Horizons [ 1 EE 448 67 Indirect 145 - - -
20 Benson & Ziedonis, 2009 Orzanization Scence A+ 4 1.790 EX ] Indirect - - 242 -
21 Hill et al, 2009 Statepic Enreprensurship A 3 6.200 jée 31 Indirect 95 - - -
Tomrmal
12 Johmson, 2012 Tourmal of Small Business B 3 3461 402 M Indirect 38 - - -
Management
13 Gamett & Newbaum, 2013 Fourmal of Product A 4 5.000 517 124 Indirect 145 - - -
Irmowation Mamnazement
24 Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014  Jourmal of Management A 4 B.BED 1145 192 Indirect 95 - - -
15 Gamett & Cowin, 2015 Tourmal of Product A 4 5.000 517 124 Indirect 145 - - -
Irmowation Mamnazement
26 Covin et al., 2015 Tourmal of Business A 4 T.590 776 154 Indirect 145 - - -
Venhiring
27 Futterer et al , 317 Long Fange Planning B 3 4041 515 B9 Indirect 128 - - -
2% Makarevich, 2017 Creativity and Innovation C 1 1113 189 50 Indirect 34 - - -
Management

) Syloes [ 1997} conducied 3 cae stadies; Garad & van de Vies (1992) aoded 719 dishect events

Source: Own llustration
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2.3.1 Dimensions of CV success measurement

Three dimensions for measuring the success of CV were identified across the studies in
the sample, namely (1) measurement perspective, (2) locus of opportunity, and (3) level
of analysis. These dimensions allow to structure the sample among common and mutu-
ally exclusive attributes, as shown in Table 3. The dimensions and respective scales
were identified in the extant research and build on the thematic foci of the studies under
review. In the following paragraphs, the three dimensions are discussed to lay the foun-

dation for the integrated overview.
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Table 4: Overview dimensions and categorization

Locus af Measarement i
appartunity pergpective Lewel of analysis
8 Amthan(s), year 1 E L] Su. Ob. ME | Pa Fr. Ve, Thats codlectbon
1 Block & Crnari, 1987 - - » Survey
g 2 Miller et ol 1988 v . « | Secondary dotn nnalysis
;. 3 Syles, 1992 w B o Imerveews, observalians
E 4 Bassen el al., 2006 v o o Case study with oo corporalion (o luriber detals)
E 5 MeCirarh of al., 20HWG o v L Imerews, observations, sccomdary data analysis
f i
i Mapp & Minshall, 2015 - - - Tmterviews, secondary datn
7 Spezel et al, 19mH + o L Surveys
B Sykes 1990 . . - | Sirveys
) Tsai et al, 1991 ¥ - o Secondary datn analysis
1o Garad & vim de Ver, 1992 o B o Imlerviews, observalions, secondary daka analysis
11 Obve ot al., 1992 v v o Surveys
1z MeCirath, 1995 v L3 L Imervews, secondary data analysis
13 Boreestine & Williams, 15995 - - - Sevondary data analysia
14 Shrader & Simon, 1947 v - 4 Surveys, secondary dain analysis
15 Gompers & Lerner, | 998 + -l - Secondary data analysis
E & Thomhill & Amit, 2001 # * # Surveys
'E 17 Drashnitsky & Lemox, 2006 v v - Scoondary data analysis
,E 18 Hill & Hirkinskaw, 208 “ - - Surveys, follow-up phone calls’ seeondary research
% 1% Kurmko et al,, 2008 - - - Surveys
) 0 Bencon & Liedonzs, 2008 w - - Secondary datn analysis
21 Hill et al., 2009 + o - Surveys, follow-up phone calls’ secondary research
2 Johinsom, 2012 ¥ v o Surveys
23 Crarret & Meubamn, 213 w - w Sumveys
24 Hill & Birkinshkaw, 2014 - - - Surveys, follow-up phone calls’ secondary research
23 Garrem & Covin, 2013 - - » Surveys
26 Covinetal, 2015 . v v | Surveys
27 Fulterer ef al, 2017 o o w Surveys
25 Makaresvach, 2017 - B B Isteryeirws, observalions
Sum 11 7 10 E 11 i L] £ 15

Pa. = Parent; Pr. = Program; Ve, = Venture Y Su = Subjective; Ob. 'Uhjuﬂivs: 51 = Mixed V' | = [nternal; E = Extermal; G = General

Source: Own tllustration.

2.3.1.1 Locus of opportunity

The locus of opportunity is a dimension commonly used to categorize CV activities,
applicable as another dimension for structuring CV measurement approaches. The
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classification 1s based on the respective authors’ explicit description of the research
topic, as follows:

= “Internal”: studies dealing with internal corporate venturing (ICV);

= “External™: studies dealing with CVC;

= “General”: studies researching CV in general, without further specification.

The underlying challenges regarding the different loci are similar; therefore, findings of
studies categorized by one locus can (at least partially) also apply to other loci (Napp
& Minshall, 2015). Regarding the locus of opportunity, eleven of the reviewed studies
were classified as “internal,” seven as “external,” and eleven as “general.”

2.3.1.2 Measurement perspective

The measurement perspective, namely, “subjective vs. objective,” is another dimension
suitable for structuring the measurement approaches under review, according to their
distinct characteristics. Among the studies analyzed, the most frequently applied dis-
tinction 1s between strategic and financial measures, followed by six other classifica-
tions, such as “objective vs. subjective.” Collectively, most papers reviewed (n=20) do

not explicitly group their measures.’

The distinction “subjective vs. objective™ by Shrader and Simon (1997, p. 56) applies

as a set of umbrella terms for differentiating the measurement approaches from each

7 Within this group, two papers do not contain measures. namely, Sykes (1992) and McGrath et al. (2006). Nine
papers only apply one or two measures in their approach, making an explicit categorization obsolete. Moreover,
two studies, namely, Gamd and van de Ven (1992) and McGrath (1995), employ approaches that are very indi-
vidual and event-based, making a categorization inapplicable, leaving only seven studies without explicit catego-
rizations.
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other.? Following their argumentation and the analysis of the other studies, three differ-
ent “measurement perspectives” are defined, as follows:
=  “Subjective” perspective: relies on an observer and general impressions, opin-
1ons, and feelings (e.g., perceived performance stated by managers);
= “Objective” perspective: independent of an observer (e.g., quantitative data anal-
ysis of traditional financial measures);
= “Mixed” perspective: relies on both subjective and objective perspectives.

Among the studies, ten are classified as “subjective,” eight as “objective,” and eleven

as “mixed.”

2.3.1.3 Level of analysis

The level of analysis differentiates CV success measurement in extant research, it is
argued, because different objectives on different levels require distinet measurement
approaches (Napp & Minshall, 2015). Most prominently, Napp and Minshall (2015)
emphasize the differences between the parent, program, and venture levels. According
to their rationale, the parent firm can capture different types of relevant values from
ventures and CV programs. Following their logic, exploitational value can be captured
from ventures (e.g., leveraging own technologies) while explorational value can be cap-
tured from CVC programs (e.g., window on technology).

By the same token, Bassen et al. (2006) discuss the possibility of using distinctly bal-
anced scorecards on the venture (“portfolio company™), fund, and parent-company lev-
els (Bassen et al., 2006, p. 437). Likewise, in terms of incentives for venture managers,
measurement-level adequacy is seen as important, and a measurement on the venture
level is recommended because only this level can be directly influenced by the venture
managers (Block & Ornati, 1987; Sykes, 1992). The broad perspective of the parent

¥ Garrett and Covin (2015, p. 12) also use the word “subjective” to describe the nature of their measurement ap-
proach.
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level considers that most corporations do not conduct CV primarily for financial returns.
Rather, they want to generate strategic value that unfolds on the parent level (Sykes,
1990), where the “failure” of a venture might still create value if strategic benefits for
the parent company outweigh the imtial investment (Dushnitsky & Lenox, 2006,
p- 758).
Following the analysis of the studies, three different levels of analysis are defined:

= Parent level: contribution of CV to the performance of the parent company;

= Program level: performance measurement of the CV unit and individual invest-

ments;

=  Venture level: performance measurement of venture operations.

Although all studies do not explicitly discuss or justify the levels of analysis, it is pos-
sible to determine one “major” level of analysis. Finally, nine papers are classified as

parent-level, five as program-level, and fifteen as venture-level measurements.

2.3.2 Integration of dimensions and study allocation

The two dimensions “locus of opportunity” (vertical) and “measurement perspective”
(horizontal) were combined, resulting in an integrated 3x3 matrix. The 28 reviewed
studies are categorized within the nine different clusters, as Figure 1 shows. As a third
dimension the “level of analysis” was attached for an informative purpose.
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Figure 2: Clustering matrix: distribution of studies
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Source: Own tllustration.

The studies along the dimensions are almost evenly distributed. Dimension 1 (locus of
opportunity) categorizes the studies as internal n=10; external n=7; and general n=11.
Dimension 2 (measurement perspective) is subjective n=10; mixed n=10; objective n=8.
Dimension 3 (level of analysis) shows a high accumulation of studies measured at the
venture level (n=14), followed by the parent level (n=9), and least represented by the

program level (n=5).

There 1s a strong tendency toward measurement of internal CV activities from subjective
or mixed perspectives, and not from an objective perspective. A potential explanation
could be that by their nature, internal CV activities are less likely to generate data avail-
able to outsiders. Here, data regarding, e.g., the stock-market reaction to acquisition an-
nouncements (Benson & Ziedonis, 2009) or “probability of an IPO (x) pre-money val-
vation” (Gompers & Lerner, 1998, p. 47) 1s generated and can be examined. The fol-
lowing paragraphs describe the resulting nine clusters in detail, introduce the allocated
studies, and briefly compare differences and communalities.
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2.3.2.1 I- Subjective measurement of internal venturing activities

Containing seven studies, this cluster i1s the largest in the analysis. Futterer, Schmidt,
and Heidenreich (2017) focus on internal corporate venturing (ICV) and employ a fine-
grained item composition, measuring the perceived financial and non-financial perfor-
mance of the corporation. Measuring at the program level, Thomhill and Amit (2001)
apply only one proxy and ask CV professionals to indicate the degree (on a scale from
one to seven) to which they agree or disagree with the statement that their “venture had
been able to meet milestones on schedule” (Thornhill & Amit, 2001, p. 37). Kuratko,
Covin, and Garrett (2009) focus on ICV and apply only one very general item, asking
respondents to reply to one question only, namely, to indicate the state of their current

ICV initiatives on a scale from one to four.
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Table 5: Subjective measurement of internal venfuring activities

Allacation Anior(s), vear Measurement snmmary j::s Scales) Data ollecfion Far P Ven
Suhjective
measurement of
ntemal venhming Pemeived financial and mon- 1) "Stromgly disages™ to T) v
activities Futtersr et al.. 2017 firancial venture paformance § “Sirongly agres” Sumveys
Pemeived ability to generally 1) "Stromgly disages™ to T) v
Thomhill & Amit, 301  mest milestones on schedule 1 “Sirongly agres” Sumveys
Pemeived perfommance based
on penen] experations of 1) "Strongly disagmee” 1o 7) v
Cowin et al , 2015 parent corpomation 4 “Sirongly agres” Sumveys
Pemeived perfommance based
oo penaml expertations of 1) "Stromgly disazmee™ to 7) v
Gamett & Cowin, 2015 parent corpomation 4 “Sirongly agres” Sumveys
Pemeived perfommance based v
on peneal expertations of 1) "Stronply disazes™ to T)
Jobmson, 2012 parent corpomation 4 “Sirongly agres” Sumveys
1) Successfl: ) marginal; 3)
meurcessfil; 4) impossible (2 £
conflicting data; oo 5000 to v
Pemeived sucres of omrent Judes) to confidently evaluae
Eumatko et al , 2009 CV adivities 1 wenhme suoress level Sumveys
Pemeived perfommance based
oo penaml expertations of 1) "Stromgly disazmee™ to 7) v
Gamett & Nesbaum, 2013 parent corporation 4 “Sirongly agres” Sumveys

Par = Parent level; Pro = Program level; Ven = Venmre level

Source: Own illustration.

Johnson, in an unpublished dissertation in 2005, carried out the first systematic deriva-
tion of a measurement scale for CV performance on the venture level, afterward applied
in a study that the author published in 2012. Later, subsequent researchers widely
adopted and applied the same scale (Covin, Garrett, Kuratko & Shepherd, 2015; Garrett
& Covin, 2015; Garrett & Neubaum, 2013), partially using a slightly modified version
with minor verbiage changes. Johnson (2012) and his adopters measure ICV perfor-
mance based on agreement with four statements, rated on a seven-point Likert Scale (1
= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Three statements ask for the ventures’ fulfill-
ment of general expectations and milestones/criteria set by the parent company; one
directly asks if the venture 1s considered a success.

2.3.2.2 II - Mixed measurement of internal venturing activities

Makarevich (2017) identified priority innovation areas of the parent corporation, based

on interviews with senior executives, and then compared these to the innovation areas
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of the ventures launched. Then, he divided the number of ventures with successful in-
novations in the priority areas by the number of initiated ventures, to arrive at a rate that
captures the ventures' contribution to the corporation’s priority innovation areas. Addi-
tionally, he gathered the number of patents granted to the respective CV units as a suc-

cess proxy (Makarevich, 2017).

Table 6: Mixed measurement of internal venfuring activities

& aof

Allocation Anthor(s), year Messuramen t summary f Scalelsh Data eollectlsn Par P Wien
Wentures" contribution o
Mized measumennent COTOFETONS Priarity A & of vestures. contribating i ¢
of internal veniusing iznovalioa arcas; mumber of prioaily ancas, Imarvicws,
activities Makamevich, 2017 patenis 1 B & of patents obaeryations
Dichotomous raeking of Imterviews,
maket werth, fimn woeth and A) "High® or "low™, secondary data W
Motirath, 1995 competitive insulation ] B| hommal clssification analysis
Imterviews,
olbservations, 4
seoondany data
Gared & van de Ven, 192 Coding of observed events 1 “Eucoess” or "mived” or “filerc” analysis

Par = Parent level; Pro = Program level; Wen = Venture level

Source: Own tllustration.

Following a unique approach and being the only longitudinal study in the sample, Garud
and van de Ven (1992) collected data on a venture within a large corporation over 12
years. In this study, they visited monthly steering committees for six years, conducted
annual interviews with corporate sponsors, and examined company records and trade
publications. Each event that provided evidence of an outcome was coded as either “pos-
itive” (good news or successful accomplishment), “negative™ (bad news), or “mixed”
(results indicating elements of both success and failure) by the venture members (Garud
& van de Ven 1992).° Tangible results, as well as less tangible corporate sponsors’ and
entrepreneurs’ “value judgments” regarding the success or failure of activities, were

¢ “Positive (negative) outcomes reflect venture members” assessment of performance above (below) their aspira-
tion levels. Thus, outcome events, as measured in this stndy, incorporate any changes that may have occured in
venture members” aspiration levels over ime™ (Gamd and van de Ven, 1992, p. 94).
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included. Events with “mixed outcomes™ were not included in the analysis, to minimize
classification error. To avoid bias, the importance of events was not weighted (Garud
& van de Ven, 1992).

Representing a mixed measurement approach, McGrath (1995) included interviews,
published matenals, project plans, and reports, following a three-step approach. First,
the researcher classified individual ventures on a strategic level, according to their out-
come. Successful ventures that met or exceeded targets for market share, profitability,
and growth were labeled as “financial success™ and the remaining ventures were cate-
gorized as (for example) “discontinued,” “sold off,” or “limping.” Second, with the help
of a “trajectory template,” all ventures were coded as “high” or “low™ in the categories
“market worth,”10 “firm worth,”11 and “competitive insulation.”12 Third, on an oper-
ational level, major disappointing events13 were identified to generate additional qual-
itative insights into the outcomes (McGrath, 1995, p. 126).

2.3.2.3 III - Objective measurement of internal venturing activities

Interestingly, no studies in the sample can be allocated to this cluster, underlining the

tendency toward subjective measurement of internal venturing activities.

2.3.2.4 IV - Subjective measurement of external venturing activities

In a quite detailed approach, Siegel et al. (1988) include four strategic objectives and
one financial objective in their survey, following a two-step approach. First, the

1% “Indicator of the attractiveness of a firm's products and services to its customer population™ (McGrath et al ,
2006, p. 121).

11 “Yenture is deemed to be more attractive than competing alternatives within the firm™ (McGrath et al_, 2006,
p. 121).

12 “Imitation or appropriation of advantage will be delayed™ (McGrath et al., 2006, p. 121).

13 “Articulation by respondents (or documentation in published materials) that results for an important objective
of the venture significantly and negatively differed from prior expectations™ (McGrath ef al | 2006, pp. 125-126).
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individual objectives’ importance to CVC managers 1s evaluated on a four-level scale.
Second, the general levels of satisfaction with the objectives are measured on a different
four-item scale. Thus, they employed measures for importance and satisfaction in their

subjective measurement approach.

Sykes (1990) focuses on external CV and applies only one item, namely, the perceived
contribution to the corporation’s strategic objectives. Being the first researcher to em-
ploy perceived performance measurement at the parent level, Sykes (1990) measures
perceived “strategic value” by asking corporate managers for “the overall contribution
(added value) of (CVC) programs to their (corporation’s) strategic objectives™ (Sykes,
1990) on a five-level scale.
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Table 7: Subjective measurement of external venturing activities

Adlocatisn Authar(sl, year Messurement summary fl.:l.ﬂb Scaleish Data eollectisn Par P Vien
Al 1) Imzlevant, 1) desimble 3)
Subjective inpariant; 4) major objective;
messuremnen of Impostance and statstaction B] L)ursatiztaciory; 2) ¥
external vensuning regarding five mostly satisfactery; 3) highly
VIS Sicgel o al., 198 SITASEIC 1Ems 3 saistactory; 4) ouistanding Surveys
Percenved condribution (added
value| of programs 1o v
COTREIONS STACEIL
Svkes, 1990 ohjectives 1 L+ + -3 Surveys

Par = Parent level; Pro = Program level; Wen = Venture level

Source: Own illustration.

2.3.2.5 V- Mixed measurement of external venturing activities

Napp and Minshall (2015) distinguish between different indicator categories (qualita-
tive metrics, quantifiable nonmonetary metrics, and quantifiable monetary metrics) and
different types of benefits (exploitational, exploratory, synergy, and “other” benefits).
Napp and Minshall (2015) propose a measurement approach, in between all three con-
nections of the parent, the CV unit, and the venture, that always employs a composition
of financial and nonfinancial (including quantitative and qualitative) measurement
items, such as “Revenue from business development,” “Number of strategic alliances,”
and “Health of start-up™ (Napp & Minshall 2015, p. 34). Thus, this study aims to meas-
ure CV success holistically at the program level and, thereby, can be distinguished from

studies of other clusters of the derived matrix.

Table 8: Mixed measurement of external venturing activities

Allpcation Anthor(s), year Messurement summary ?nf Scale(s) Data collecion Par P Vem
Bolimed mossurermant Soft, gquantifiable noa- ]

of extarnal monstary and mongtary Imtarviews,

wemhming activities Napp & Mimshall, 2015 meTics 25 Values; evahations, parcaptions  secondary data

Par = Parent lewel; Pro = Program level; Ven = Ventmure level
Source: Own illustration.
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2.3.2.6 VI - Objective measurement of external venturing activities

All studies in this cluster rely on the analysis of financial data and examine external CV
activities. Gompers and Lerner (1998) define CVC success as direct and indirect returns
to corporate and other investors. Since they did not have access to information about
returns, they used a two-step approach as a proxy. First, they calculated the probability
of an IPO™ of the ventures in their database, based on historical data ranging over 12
years. As a second proxy for investor returns, they calculated the valuation of the pur-
chased firms at the time of the investment. The rationale behind the calculation 1s that
the higher the pre-money valuation'® (price paid per share), the lower are the direct fi-
nancial returns to the investors (Gompers & Lerner, 1998). Based on these two “success
proxies,” the authors compared VC and CVC performance, to arrive at a conclusion

about CV success.

1% And, in a different set of analyses. they calculate the “probability that the firm had gone public, filed a registra-
tion with the U 5. Securifies and Fxchange Commission (a preliminary step before going public), or had been
acquired for a valuation of at least twice the post-money valuation of the financing™ (Gompers & Lerner, 1998,
p- 26). Further, the probability is calculated as p-values from Pearson x2-tests of the equality of three outcomes
(Gompers & Lerner, 1998 p. 43).

15 “Product of the price paid per share in the financing round and the shares outstanding before the financing
round” (Gompers & Lerner, 1998, pp. 26-27).
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Table 9: Objective measurement of external venturing activities

#of

Allacation Anior(s), vear Measurement snmmary tems Scales) Data ollecfion Far P Ven
(Cirjective
measurement of o
extemal venhming Stock market reaction o Secondary data
activities Benson & Ziedomis, 2008 acyuisition anmmesment 1 "ahae" malysis
Probability of a IPO (x) pre- Secondary data v
Gompas & Lamar, 1908  money vahmtion 2 "ahae" malysis
Financial | intemal process Case study with
i market! strategy one COIporAtion W
perspective within a balanced (o frther
Bassen f al., 2006 sonTecand L2 - details)
Secondary data v
Dushnitsky & Lenox, 2006 Tobin's Q 1 "Vahae" malysis

Par = Parent lewel; Pro = Program level; Ven = Venmre level

Source: Own illustration.

Examining preconditions for value creation through CVC, Dushmitsky and Lenox
(2006) used panel data of CVC investments over 10 years. In this course, they measured
CVC success as the Tobin’s Q (“market valuation of a firm over the value of firm tan-
gible assets™) (Dushnitsky & Lenox, 2006, p. 756) of the corporate parent. Allegedly,
this measure captures both the narrow financial returns and the strategic benefits of CVC
investments and represents a reasonable proxy for a firm’s competitive advantage. In
contrast to accounting-based measures, it captures the lag between CVC investments
and realized benefits, by reflecting expected future earnings (Dushnitsky & Lenox,
2006). Based on this indicator, further calculations can provide additional insights. For
example, it 1s possible to derive the elasticity of Tobin’s Q to annual CV investments

(Dushnitsky & Lenox, 2006).

Employing regression analysis with data from a 16-year period, Benson and Ziedonis
(2009) examined the acquisition of ventures by CVC investors. In this context, they
examined the CV performance as the stock market’s reaction to the announcement of a
venture acquisition. The stock-market reaction was then used to estimate the discounted
future value of the firm. The authors claim that “if markets are efficient, then stock
prices reflect the discounted value of all future cash flows and mncorporate all relevant
information. Thus, the change in the stock price around an acquisition announcement is

used to measure the market’s expectation of the performance of the acquisition” (Benson
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& Ziedomis, 2009, p. 336-337). Drawbacks to this approach are the limitation to esti-
mation figures and the fact that the takeover of small firms might not lead to significant
market reactions (Benson & Ziedonis, 2009).

Focusing on measurement concepts for external CV, Bassen et al. (2006) suggest the
use of a broad range of metrics, tailored to individual targets and phases, and propose a
measurement approach based on Kaplan and Norton’s (1992) Balanced Scorecard.
These metrics should be viewed individually and not summarized into one single mon-

etary evaluation (Bassen et al., 2006).

2.3.2.7 VII - Subjective measurement of general venturing activities

Using twelve distinct items, Ohe et al. (1992) employ venture success/failure statements
and a dichotomous measurement scale. Their indicators reflect financial venture perfor-
mance (e.g., cash flow status), growth perspectives (e.g., planning for cutbacks), the
reputation of the venture, and the general status (“going concern™) within the firm. They
summarize the answers into a “success index” that indicates the overall percentage of

“success” answers.

Table 10: Subjective measurement of external venfuring activities

#of

Allacation Anior(s), vear Measurement snmmary . Scales) Data ollecfion Far P Ven
Suhjective

measurement of o

Eenel venturing Stock market reaction o Secondary data

activities Ohe af al , 1982 A SITHON ANTHWINC A AN L2 "aucoess” ar "faihme" malysis

Par = Parent lewel; Pro = Program level; Ven = Venmre level

Source: Own illustration.

2.3.2.8 VIII - Mixed measurement of general venturing activities

Susan A. Hill and Julian Birkinshaw from London Business School conducted three of
the four studies in this cluster. While their measurement approaches vary over the years,
certain communalities are detectable (Hill, Maula, Birkinshaw & Murray, 2009; Hill
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& Birkinshaw, 2008, 2014). The studies build on a dataset for whose initial creation
they used surveys. Respondents were asked to assess the CV unit’s contribution to the
parent corporation, according to eight-to-ten financial and strategic proxies, on a five-
point Likert Scale. In addition, follow-up phone calls (or secondary research) were con-

ducted two years after the initial survey to check on CV unit survival.!6

Table 11: Mixed measurement of general venturing activities

Allecation Aniher(s), vear Measnrement snmmary ﬁ:ﬁ Scalefs) Data collecfion Paxr Po Ven
A) 1) Below expectation; 3) equal Surveys, follow-
Mimad messuremeant Pereived stategic and o expertation; 5) above up phone calls’ v
of geneml venhunng financial performance; expectation; serondary
activities Hill & Bidkinshaw, 2014  suvival stats B B) "Dead” or "Aliwe" mEseancth
A) 1) Below expectation; 3) equal Surveys, follow-
Pamvaismmcani t-ne:pu:_uim;ijm up phone calls’ v
financial performance; expectation; serondary
Hill et al , 2009 survival stams 9 B) "Dead” or "Aliwe" mEseancth
Perceived financial A) 1) Below expectation; 3) equal Surveys, follow-
techmological and o expertation; 5) above up phone calls’ v
Hill & Bikinshaw, 208  suvival stats 10 B) "Dead” or "Aliwe" mEseancth
Penceived and data-based Surveys,
sales prowth and refum on A) "Value™, serondary data W
Shrader & Simon, 1997 sales 1 B) Scale from 1 to 5 malysis
Performance cmerted
remmention for CV Interviews, L4
Sykes, 1902 MMATAT - - ohservations
indicators for performance- v
‘ased remumeration of CW
Blodk & Omati, 1987 MMATAT - Yez/No; 1) minior to 5) majer  Sumvey

Par = Parent lewel; Pro = Propram level; Ven = Venmre level

Source: Own illustration.

An 1dentical-item composition for perceived financial performance is part of the analy-
sis of all three studies: Internal Rate of Return (IRR), contribution to top-line growth,
and increased valuation of corporate stock are examined (Hill et al., 2009; Hill & Birkin-
shaw, 2008; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014). The chosen measurement items of the strategic
constructs (in 2008, called “technological” and “entrepreneurial performance™) vary be-
tween the studies. Notably, Hill and Birkinshaw reuse the three technological-perfor-
mance indicators they employed 1n 2008 in the 2014 publication, under the umbrella of

“strategic performance.”

18 CV unit is considered a survivor if it is still active (Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008: 435).
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Comparably diverse in terms of data collection, Shrader and Simon (1997) gathered in-
formation through a mix of archival data and surveys/discussions with managers
(Shrader & Simon, 1997). They first derived adjusted growth in sales!’ and adjusted
return on sales (ROS),!® based on archival data for different ventures, and followed by
a subjective evaluation of the same two measures by venture managers. The managers
were asked to assess their respective venture’s performance relative to firms in their
industry, on a scale from one to five (Shrader & Simon, 1997).

Sykes (1992) considers measurement items, financial (e.g., financial goal achievement)
and nonfinancial (e.g., the achievement of critical milestones; the degree to which a
venture needs assistance from corporate personnel), in the context of performance-ori-
ented venture-manager remuneration. The tendency toward operational measures and
disregarding strategic benefits to the mother corporation is observed in this cluster, com-

parable to subjective measurement at the venture level.

2.3.2.9 IX - Objective measurement of general venturing activities

The measurement approaches of the studies in this cluster are quite homogeneous. Three
studies analyze secondary data for “traditional” financial measures, to evaluate the suc-
cess of individual ventures. McGrath et al. (2006) use individual developed concepts to
measure CV performance at the program level. See Table 11 for an overview of studies
in this cluster.

Table 12: Objective measurement of general venturing activities

1" Formula: ((((company sales year 3 - company sales year 0/ company sales year 1) - ((segment sales year 3 —
segment sales year 1)/ segment sales year 1))) (Shrader & Simon, 1997 p. 56).

1% “Subtracting the segment mean ROS from the companies' self-reported ROS™ (Shrader & Simon, 1997, p. 56).
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#of

Allacation Anior(s), vear Measurement snmmary - Scales) Data ollecfion Far P Ven
Oibjective
measurement of o
Eenel venturing Secondary data
adtivities Tsai et al., 1991 Mamkat share gain and ROI 2 Value malysis
Interviews,
Concept of "meal options”; ohbsEvations, v
fleble’ mse-spedfic ad 1) "Stromgly disages™ to T) secondary data
McGrath et al., 2006 leaming-oriented matrics 13 “Strongly agres” malysis
Messurement of "W (based Secondary data o
Miller et al , 1988 oo ROT resressions) 1 "ahae" malysis
Somenting & Williams, Secondary data v
19835 Markat share 1 "Vahe" malysis

Par = Parent level; Pro = Propram level; Ven = Venmre level

Source: Own illustration.

Following similar approaches and even relying on the same data set, including data on
the first four years of operation of corporate ventures, Tsai, McMillan, and Low (1991)
and Sorrentino and Williams (1995) examine individual ventures’ performance. While
Tsai et al. (1991) calculate venture success based on market-share gain and profitability
(ROI), Sorrentino and Williams (1995) exclusively employ market share as a perfor-
mance measure. Miller et al. (1988) introduce an individual approach to measuring CV
performance called “V,” based on a regression analysis of the return-on-investment

value of the respective ventures.

McGrath et al. (2006) conclude that CV projects are best measured by applying their
developed concept of “real options.” This requires the management to use two very dif-
ferent measurement approaches within one company: traditional metrics in the com-
pany’s core business, with a focus on operational excellence, and more flexible and
learning-oriented evaluations in CV (McGrath et al., 2006). The “real options™ concept
includes a composition of 13 measurement items, such as the assessment of demand for
a product, the industry novelty, or the potential for commercialization cost potentials
(McGrath & MacMillan, 2000). Such learning-oriented indicators could measure the
creation of a potentially valuable IP, new organizational capabilities, or the introduction
of new products (McGrath et al., 2006).
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2.3.3 Details on measurement items

Integrating the studies with their respective measurement items results in an overview
that contains a total of 114 unique financial and nonfinancial measurement items (see
Table 12).1° The reviewed studies contain a majority of nonfinancial measurement items
(n=75) and a minority of financial measurement items (n=49).

1% In total, 144 measurement items were identified. Identical measurement items were counted once, leading to
114 unique items.
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Table 13: Overview of measurement items per dimension

build on commonly agreed-upon and objectively measurable indicators (e.g., return on

For the clusters with studies allocated to objective measurement, studies favor financial
measurement items over nonfinancial items. This is not surprising, as financial items

Source: Own tllustration.
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investment or stock-market reaction) and, therefore, contribute to objective measure-

ment.

Surprisingly, however, only studies in the objective-measurement clusters introduce
new, individually developed measurement items, namely, the measurement of “V™ (fi-
nancial, introduced by Miller et al., 1988) and the “real options™ concept (nonfinancial,
introduced by McGrath et al. 2000).

In contrast to the tendency toward financial items in objective approaches, there 1s a
tendency toward nonfinancial items in studies with subjective-measurement approaches.
Interestingly, almost all studies also use financial-measurement items. However, these
items are measured as “perceived,” meaning study participants subjectively evaluate

these indicators (e.g., perceived revenue, perceived return on investment).

The studies applying mixed-measurement perspectives combine different financial and
nonfinancial measurement items. Interestingly, subjectively assessed financial-meas-
urement items (e.g., perceived financial return, if investment) can also be found in this
field of studies.

Overall, the clustering reveals that internal venturing activities are rather measured with
subjective assessments of financial and nonfinancial performance, whereas composi-
tions of measurements can be identified for external venturing activities. Furthermore,
the dispersion of various measures applied for general venturing activities could be in-
terpreted as a reflection of the wide spectrum of CV objectives or as a discordance in
research.

2.4 Conclusion

The structured literature review identifies various measurement approaches out of 28
studies and categorizes them along two measurement dimensions in nine unique clus-

ters. Thereby, the study provides contributions to both research and practice. First, the
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derived dimensions for structuring CV measurement approaches allow scholars to make

better sense of the myriad approaches used to measure CV success.

Second, the integrated overview, applying the “locus of opportunity” (internal, external,
general) and “measurement perspective” (subjective, objective, or mixed), allows the
creation of meaningful clusters within the approaches. This enhances the understanding
of CV measurement approaches and their defining characteristics. Definitional thresh-
olds based on salient dimensions, such as this study proposes, will allow an improved
understanding and will better decompose CV measurement according to its distinct
components and contextual conditions, as Gutmann (2019) suggests. The findings
should also encourage future researchers in this field to attentively and explicitly con-

sider those boundary conditions when designing success measurement approaches.

Consequently, the detailed analysis and categorization of CV success-measurement
proxies deepen the understanding of the wide spectrum of indicators used and allows
researchers to grasp the large variety of potential performance indicators. Most im-
portantly, the study contributes to the discussion on CV outcomes by making transparent

and reconciling the variety of measurement approaches employed in extant research.

For practice, this study provides valuable insights into the design of existing or new
success-measurement approaches, with an overview of the wide array of applicable ap-
proaches and proxies. Specifically, the study shows that various loci of opportunity and
measurement perspectives are considered when measuring CV success. In this course,
the integrated overview is an intuitive and easily understandable tool, allowing practi-
tioners to grasp the different applied measures. Therefore, the study can serve as an
instrument for the initiation of CV activities as well as the designing or adjustment of

suitable measurement approaches.
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2.5 Limitations and further research

The study comes with several limitations, which can also serve as a potential starting
point for further research. First, the selected approach does not allow an evaluation of
the individual measurement approaches. Therefore, the clustering of the measurement
approaches does not imply recommendations or “best-practices” for designing a meas-
urement system. Instead, the insights based on this (to our best knowledge) first litera-
ture review on CV success measurement provide an in-depth understanding of the van-
ety and heterogeneity of existing approaches. However, future research may find it val-
uable to critically and systematically assess CV success-measurement approaches based
on their context-characteristics and, accordingly, conceptualize an evaluation for the

measurement approaches.

Second, the measurement approaches this study presents are by no means exhaustive
but, rather, illustrate the large variety of possible approaches that future research could
consider. Given the wide range of financial and nonfinancial benefits of CV, new and
creative ways for measuring CV success should additionally be developed. Moreover,
the current dominance of cross-sectional studies should encourage future researchers to

delve into longitudinal measurement approaches for CV success.

Third, the study does not distinguish between different CV modes (e.g., licensing, ac-
quisitions, CVC). On the one hand, this issue stems from the unavailability of compre-
hensive information over all studies; on the other hand, the analysis would have been
very fine-grained and was, therefore, out of scope. The overarching analysis of differ-
ences between internal and external modes of CV was seen as a reasonable compromaise.
However, future research should focus on defining CV-mode-specific performance in-

dicators and measurement approaches.

Overall, a better common grounding for coherent and cumulative empirical work 1s nec-
essary. Therefore, future research should emphasize theory-building, to lay the founda-

tions for the development of a commonly applicable measurement framework that fits

into the wider context of a general research framework, as Narayanan et al. (2009) also

Maurice M. Steinhoff 55



Measuring the Success of Corporate Venturing: Integrating Three Decades of Research

propose. Guided by such a common foundation, future researchers could more consist-

ently design their measurement approaches.
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Abstract

The creation of new ventures is accompanied by different entrepreneurial challenges at
the individual and firm levels. Adjacent research studies focus either on the individual
or on the firm level. However, there is a limited understanding of what entrepreneurs do
and why, when turning individual resources into organizational ones in the early stage
of venture creation. We employ a grounded theory research approach building on 112
in-depth interviews with novice and experienced entrepreneurs. Based on these findings
we define the meaning and purpose of entrepreneurial action and identify three dimen-
sions of entrepreneurial activity. Furthermore, by contrasting the findings across groups
and dimensions, we reveal how entrepreneurs differ in the creation and use of individual
and organizational resources and how these are interlinked with activities during early-
stage venture creation. Thereby, we enhance and enrich the still emerging concept of
Entrepreneurial Resourcefulness by contributing concrete and tangible actions and their
meaning. Practitioners such as founders, educators, and investors benefit from the

study’s implications for entrepreneurship education and early-stage venture creation.
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3.1 Introduction

It 1s entrepreneurs who create new ventures (Gartner, Carter, and Reynolds 2010). Dur-
ing this venture creation process, it 1s the management of external and internal resources
which builds the basis for the venture's future existence (Brush, Greene, and Hart 2002;
Williams et al. 2021; Pleitner 1986). While doing so, entrepreneurs face several chal-
lenges including the habilities of newness and smallness (Stinchcombe 1965; Freeman,
Carroll, and Hannan 1983) contributing to high failure rates. While many new ventures
still fail, entrepreneurship has become a relevant field of research, aiming to understand
the ways in which entrepreneurs identify and create opportunities, how they act in re-
source-scarce environments, and how they build and develop their resource base. There-
fore, the aim of the present study is to better understand what entrepreneurship as a
practice comprises (Morris, Kuratko, and Schindehutte 2001; Hindle 2004) and how
entrepreneurs pursue their entrepreneurial endeavors (Hindle 2004; Shepherd and Pat-
zelt 2018) as they create new organizations (Gartner, Carter, and Reynolds 2010).

The process of venture creation, by its very nature, comes with several types of chal-
lenges, specifically in the early stage. To begin, entrepreneurs must turn individual re-
sources into organizational resources and thereby construct a resource base necessary to
build a successful organization (Baker and Nelson 2005; Brush, Greene, and Hart 2002).
Simultaneously, entrepreneurs need to link market demands with innovative, often tech-
nology-intensive products or services (Osborne 1995; Amit, Glosten, and Muller 1993;
Bouncken, Kraus, and Roig-Tierno 2021; Kraus, Roig-Tiemo, and Bouncken 2019).
Additionally, due to resource constraints, entrepreneurs can engage with highly innova-
tive behaviors (Saleh and Wang 1993) to mobilize external resources (Fisher, Neubert,
and Burnell 2021; Zane and DeCarolis 2016; Bouncken and Kraus 2022). In doing so,
entrepreneurs face additional barriers and challenges related either to the venture or to
the entrepreneur(s) themselves. The former, for instance, comprises the challenge to find
first paying customers to gain traction, to build a team with the right composition of the
relevant competencies, and to overcome the problem of adverse selection when signal-
ing investors of being capable to pursue opportunities and to create wealth (Michael,
Storey, and Howard 2008; Giardino et al. 2015). Challenges arise from deficits in
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knowledge, skills and abilities within various domains, from diverse personal back-
grounds, in varying aims and motivations, or related to risk assessment and risk percep-
tion when realizing ideas (Garba and Aliyu 2017; Dzananovié and Tandir 2020; Green-
bank 2006). The biggest challenge entrepreneurs face overall is attempting to break
through these barriers and not losing their high degree of entrepreneurial spirit as they
do so (Stevenson and Jarrillo-Mossi 1986; Jarillo 1989). Those companies that cannot
rise to these challenges remain small or ultimately fail. However, the understanding of
entrepreneurial action to overcome these challenges 1s still limited.

On the one hand, a dominant logic prevails in the field of entrepreneurship, resource-
based theory (RBT), which aims to explain how access to critical resources, such as
financial, human, and networks, influence dependent variables, such as survival, perfor-
mance, and competitive advantage (Bamey 1991). In this regard, various strands of lit-
erature discuss the ways in which ventures identify, develop, attract, acquire, or accu-
mulate internal and external resources (Bamey, Ketchen, and Wright 2011; Sirmon et
al. 2011; Maritan and Peteraf 2011; Hitt et al. 2011) across the entrepreneunial process
(Amit and Schoemaker 1993; Helfat and Peteraf 2003; Jarillo 1989; Lorenzoni and Or-
nati 1988; Sirmon et al. 2011). This strand of research begins from the standpoint of an
existing firm. However, in the early stage specifically, when firms are not yet in exist-
ence, an understanding of the processes and capabilities that explain how resources are
mobilized does not yet exist theoretically.

On the other hand, entrepreneurs and their ways of thinking and acting are at the center
of observation. Here, “an entrepreneur who does not have any resource strengths must
construct a resource base— identifying, specifying, combining, and transforming per-
sonal resources into a new venture. This 1s the entrepreneurial challenge.* (Brush et al.,
2002, p. 77). Thus, not only access to resources, but also how entrepreneurs use them.
Alvarez and Busentiz (2001) highlight personal qualities in this respect, such as "the
founder’s unique awareness of opportunities, the ability to acquire the resources needed
to exploit the opportunity, and the organizational ability to recombine homogeneous
inputs into heterogeneous outputs™ (p. 771), to underline the relevance of a creative vi-

sion and the necessary capabilities for the successful entrepreneur.
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Over the last two decades, scholars have developed several concepts to explain entre-
preneurial thinking and acting and their interplay. From one perspective, the aim 1s to
examine cognitive processes, such as causation and effectuation (Sarasvathy 2001a; An
et al. 2020; Chandler et al. 2011; Ye 2016). In contrast, entrepreneurial action 1is the
object of study, leading to new concepts, such as Opportunity Creation, Bootstrapping,
and Entrepreneurial Activity (Servantie and Rispal 2018; Korsgaard, Miiller, and Welter
2021; Fisher 2012). These concepts, such as Causational and Effectual behavior, or a
bias towards exploitation, communication, and resource management, attempt to ex-
plain how entrepreneurs think and reason or how they act in the later stages of growth
(Fisher et al. 2020; Mueller, Volery, and von Siemens 2012). In the early stages, how-
ever, research of the variety and diversity of actions and their meaning for the venture
creation process 1s limited. It 1s therefore beneficial to investigate how individuals turn
individual resources into organizational resources for the emerging venture, and how
these resources are linked with respective actions to ascertain the purpose of different
entrepreneurial actions. In the light of this discussion, this study aims to address the

question: What activities do entrepreneurs perform in early-stage venture creation?

The study aims to contribute to the entrepreneurship literature in several ways. Firstly,
it aims to establish an in-depth understanding of entrepreneurial action and behavior
(Kuratko, Fisher, and Audretsch 2021; Shepherd et al. 2019; Wood, Bakker, and Fisher
2021). Secondly, it addresses the need to understand how entrepreneurial experience
shapes entrepreneurial behavior (Fisher 2012; Reuber and Fischer 1992). Thirdly, by
using an empirical approach, it addresses the call for further research encouraged in
recent conceptual studies in the field (Williams et al. 2021; Zahra 2021; Kuratko, Fisher,
and Audretsch 2021).

3.2 Theoretical foundation

This study takes a grounded theory approach to extend the knowledge of entreprencur-

1al action. Therefore, we initially offer a brief review of the relevant literature on
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resources and capabilities and entrepreneurial decision-making and behavior, followed
by a discussion of the concept of Entrepreneurial Resourcefulness as being an emerg-
ing concept in the research field. In Figure 1, we integrate the concepts which serve as

the basis for our research.

Figure 3: Theoretical foundation

Early-stage Venture Creation

Enirepreneurial Resourcefolness

Source: own illustration

3.2.1 Resources and capabilities in entrepreneurship

Research on activities in entrepreneurship emphasizes the relevance of RBT to explain
how resources can be combined or developed over time to generate an outcome, such as
growth or superior firm performance (Barmey 1991; Peteraf 1993; Penrose 1959; Amit
and Schoemaker 1993). Resources can be defined as either: (tangible or intangible) as-
sets that the organization owns, controls or to which it has access, or organizational
capabilities, which enable an organization to perform a coordinated set of tasks using
organizational resources to achieve a particular end result (Helfat and Peteraf 2003).
Entrepreneurial resources are composed of five diverse resource types, namely: assets,
human capital, financial capital, physical capital, and relationship capital (Kellermanns
et al. 2016).

While resources are the subject of what the firm owns or to which it has access to, ca-

pabilities focus on what the firm does with those resources. These comprise a set of
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existing routines and processes (Rumelt 1984; Penrose 1959; Teece 2016). Dynamic
capabilities have been 1dentified as a major driver for lasting competitive advantage in
dynamic environments (Teece, Pisano, and Shuen 1997; Zahra, Petricevic, and Luo
2022; Leemann, Kanbach, and Stubner 2021). Zahra, Sapienza, and Davidsson (2006)
define dynamic capabilities as being different from (normal) substantive capabilities, in
that dynamic capabilities are those that change or reconfigure existing substantive cap-
abilities. In other words, these capabilities enable the firm to change the way it does
things. However, the question that arises in the light of new venture creation 1s: When
do these substantive and dynamic capabilities actually come into existence as a new firm
emerges? Past research has identified the first associations with entrepreneurship, e.g.,
entrepreneurial capabilities (Vu 2020) and dynamic entrepreneurial capabilities (Lanza
and Passarelli 2014).

We take capabilities into consideration in our own investigation, as the latest research
indicates that early-stage activities of entrepreneurs can be a foundation for capabilities
to flourish in later stages of the organization (Mueller, Volery, and von Siemens 2012;
Kor, Mahoney, and Michael 2007; Zahra 2021). Additionally, entrepreneurial capabili-
ties, such as sensing, selecting, shaping, and synchronizing opportunities have been
identified (Birkinshaw 2001; Felin, Zenger, and Tomsik 2009; Bingham, Eisenhardt,
and Furr 2007), but lack a detailed explanation of how they occur. For instance, Afzal,
Siddiqui, and Dutta (2018) found a positive influence of entrepreneurial capabilities,
such as perceived capabilities, fear of failure, and knowledge transfer on innovation
performance and new venture performance. Y1, Han, and Cha (Y1, Han, and Cha 2018)
explain that entrepreneurship plays a significant role in creating corporate capabilities,
e.g., marketing, R&D, operations capability and has a positive effect on dynamic capa-
bilities. Thus, during the firm creation process specifically, these capabilities may be
vital. Again, research to date lacks in-depth knowledge of which concrete actions these
capabilities can execute and how they interact with different types of internal and exter-
nal resources. Although capabilities are evident at the firm level, they are executed by
individuals (Teece 2012). In examining the firm creation process, we focus on the en-

trepreneur as ‘the executing individual’ in the remainder of this article.
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3.2.2 Entrepreneurial thinking and acting

In research studies, the entrepreneur is the core of entrepreneurship. Here, we follow
McMullen & Shepherd's (2006) definition, seeing the entrepreneurship as an organiza-
tional or economic function performed by an individual. Thus, we do not consider their
personality (i.e., innovative, risk-seeking, resilient, etc.) or position (1.e., small business
manager, owner, etc.) (Salmony and Kanbach 2022; Salmony, Kanbach, and Stubner
2021). Our defimtional foundation is in economics, where the entrepreneur has been
traditionally conceptualized in this manner (Casson 1982, 22). It 1s worth mentioning
here that entrepreneurs per se do not exist but are individuals who become entrepreneurs

while creating a new venture.

In considering the entrepreneur through the lens of observation, an interplay of three
elements forms entrepreneurial thinking and acting: (a) cognitive abilities, (b) behav-
ioral characteristics, (¢) and emotional aspect that together form the entrepreneurial
mindset (Kuratko, Fisher, and Audretsch 2021). All these elements allow for infor-
mation processing, reasoning, and decision-making (Read and Sarasvathy 2005; Dew et
al. 2009; Baron 2009; Engel et al. 2017). As entrepreneur’s cognitive reasoning has been
understood to be the main differentiator between “normal™ individuals (Kuratko, Fisher,
and Audretsch 2021), several concepts have been introduced which connect entrepre-
neurial thinking and acting. These comprise Causation, Effectuation, and Bricolage
(Fisher 2012).

Causation and Effectuation are defined as two opposing approaches to entreprencunal
reasoning and decision-making (Sarasvathy 2001a; Dew et al. 2009). The main differ-
ence can be found in “Causational” reasoning that emphasizes the acquisition of the
necessary means to achieve desired end states. In contrast, “effectual” logics imply the
use of existing means to create yet unknown end states. More recently, the focus has
shifted to the effect of their combined application in decision-making processes on firm
performance that indicate positive outcomes (Smolka et al. 2018; Laskovaia, Shirokova,
and Morris 2017). Experienced entreprencurs rely on causational approaches, while
first-time entrepreneurs often follow effectual approaches when creating a firm (Chan-
dler et al. 2011). In addition, contextual and environmental changes in the market lead
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to a shift in entrepreneurial reasoning, as crises generate a higher degree of uncertainty
(Khurana, Dutta, and Schenkel 2022). A third dominating concept, Bricolage (Lévi-
StrauB} 1962), has evolved in entrepreneurship research (Baker and Nelson 2005) assert-
ing that entrepreneurs first start with themselves and their own (resource) situation, be-
fore taking action and creating something from what is presently available. Busch and
Barkema (2021) recently found that new ventures can employ such approaches to entre-
preneurship at scale at later stages of the firm. These approaches are useful to understand
the decision-making logic of entrepreneurs in terms of how they approach the creation
of new firms, nonetheless, the concepts do not explain what is actually carried out post

hoe.

3.2.3 Entrepreneurial action and behavior

Besides the understanding entrepreneurial reasoning, it 1s actions that are ultimately nec-
essary to realize the ideas and opportunities through which new firms are created
(Kuratko, Fisher, and Audretsch 2021; Bird and Schjoedt 2009). These actions (the
whar) form entrepreneurial behavior in terms of how various activities are carried out
by individuals in organizations (Gartner, Carter, and Reynolds 2010). Entreprencurial
action 1s defined as “a purposeful and consequential human activity, in which entrepre-
neurs engage to introduce something new to the world” (Wood, Bakker, and Fisher
2021, 148). Bird and Schjoedt point out that:

“the end of all the cognition and motivation of entrepreneurs is to take some action in
the world, and by doing so, give rise to a venture, an organization. Thoughts, intentions,
motivations, learning, intelligence without action does not create economic value. The
very nature of organizing is anchored in actions of individuals as they buy, sell, gather,
and deploy resources, work, etc.” (Bird and Schjoedt 2009, 327). Thus, actions clearly
go beyond entrepreneurial intentions formed by cognitive processes (van Gelderen et al.
2018).

Despite existing concepts of entrepreneurial action, such as Creation of opportunities
(Alvarez and Barney 2007), Bootstrapping as a technique to overcome shortage of
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resources (Grichnik and Singh 2010), the concept of Entrepreneurial Hustle emerged
recently as an action-oriented construct (Fisher et al. 2020). It describes the entrepre-
neur’s urgent, unorthodox actions that are intended to be useful in addressing immediate
challenges and opportunities under conditions of uncertainty. While the construct ap-
pears to be valid, it falls short when it focuses specifically on the early stage of venture
creation and only abductively connects actions to opportunity recognition, learning, and
resource utilization. Another empirical study (Mueller, Volery, and von Siemens 2012)
investigated startup entrepreneurs and growth entreprencurs. By observing 12 individu-
als in their day-to-day work, the study identified the actions that individuals take in the
firm. While growth entrepreneurs spend 77% of their time on exploitation compared to
65% of startup entreprencurs, the main differences in the actions between these two
groups highlight a switch from “doing” to “managing™ as the organization develops that
includes a bias towards communication with internal partners. The study indicates that
startup entrepreneurs spend significantly more time on analytical and conceptual work
and on environmental monitoring, while growth entrepreneurs spend the majonty of
their time on organizational development.

Taking the cognitive components mentioned above and the results of the identified em-
pirical studies into consideration, a question remains about which actions follow which
thinking processes and in what timely manner they occur (i.e., sequential, parallel, pat-
terned). Thus, there is a gap in understanding entrepreneurial action and, more specifi-
cally, what entrepreneurs do with which resources during venture building, meaning the

step towards creating an existing venture.

3.2.4 Entrepreneurial Resourcefulness

Entrepreneurial Resourcefulness 1s an umbrella term describing the creative pursuit of
opportunities despite resource limitations (Fisher, Neubert, and Burnell 2021). Having
its roots in the psychology and sociology literature (Zauszniewski 2016), Resourceful-
ness describes how individuals use and control internal resources to manage difficult,
stressful, and challenging situations. Adopted by management scholars (Kanungo and
Misra 1992; Misra and Kumar 2000), it became established in the entrepreneurship
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literature as a concept of action well suited to the uncertain conditions and risky envi-
ronments in which entrepreneurs operate (Bradley, Shepherd, and Wiklund 2011; Brad-
ley 2015).

Serving as a concept to explain how entrepreneurs behave when acting under resource
constraints, the latest research offers conceptual insight into what resourcefulness is and
how entrepreneurs deploy it. Reypens, Bacq, and Milanov (2021) found that Resource-
fulness manifests in dynamic combinations of resource seeking and Bricolage. Williams
etal. (2021) develop the concept further, describing resourcefulness as “[...] a (I) bound-
ary-breaking behavior of (II) creatively bringing resources to bear and deploying them
(IIT) to generate and capture new or unexpected sources of value in the process of entre-
preneurship.” (Williams et al. 2021, 4). While these descriptions leave room for inter-
pretation about the actions needed to be resourceful, Zahra (2021) combines resource-
fulness with the RBT to emphasize that resourcefulness primarily comprises the man-
agement of resources. As the studies on entrepreneurial resourcefulness are relatively
conceptual, the recent study puts the entrepreneur themselves into focus to examine the
impact of subjective preferences and the perception of the external environment on re-
sourcefulness (Michaelis et al. 2022). However, these concepts currently provide only a
limited understanding of how entrepreneurs act when being resourceful in creating new

ventures.

As the understanding of the type and form of actions that early-stage entrepreneurs take
1s limited, the aim of this study is to address this gap. As Fisher (2012) stresses, tradi-
tional and emerging models must be combined to explain how entrepreneurs behave and
perceive the meaning of the diversity and variety of actions when launching new ven-

tures.

3.3 Methodology

We employ an exploratory approach using grounded theory methodology (Strauss &
Corbin 1998) to inductively identify and interpret the actions of entrepreneurs in the
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early-founding stage of firm creation. Thus, we follow the approach of similar studies
in entrepreneurship research (e.g., Fisher et al., 2020; Ko & Liu, 2015, and recommen-
dations to empirically study entrepreneurial behavior (Gartner, Carter, and Reynolds
2010).

3.3.1 Data set

We conducted 112 semi-structured interviews with two groups of entrepreneurs. We
sampled the interview partners across two groups: 1) persons who are considering
founding a startup or have been working on their idea for a year or less, labeled as Nov-
ice Entrepreneurs (NE); and 2) entrepreneurs who have more than three years of entre-
preneurial experience and/or have founded multiple companies, labeled as Experienced
Entrepreneurs (EE). The sampling strategy follows established research approaches in
the field of entrepreneurial cognition and behavior (e.g. Dew et al. 2009; Engel et al.
2017; Mueller, Volery, and von Siemens 2012), taking into account the influencing fac-
tor of entrepreneurial experience. The inclusion of experience as a distinctive factor in
our data aims to avoid bias in the overall sample because we take a more differentiated
perspective. Specifically, we can observe the potential effects of entrepreneurs’ experi-

ences on their actions and activities.

The final sample comprises 46 interviews with NE and 66 with EE. We initiated data
collection in June 2019 and conducted the last interview in October 2021. All interviews
were conducted either in person, via telephone, or via video call in German or English.
The recordings were transcribed immediately after the interview and integrated into
MAZXQDA. Table 1 presents the characteristics of the interview sample.
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Table 14: Data set and interview characteristics

Aspect Novice Entrepreneurs Experienced Entrepreneurs
Number of inter- 46 66

views

Avg. lengths of inter-  ~19 minutes ~26 minutes

views (min}

Total length of audic  ~15 hours ~29 hours

records (hours)

Length of transeripts  ~95.000 ~178 000

in words

Source: Own illustration.

3.3.2 Data analysis

We followed Gioia, Corley, and Hamilton’s (2012) method to ensure high validity of
our research. Building on a three-step approach, 1*-order concepts are identified based
on the initial coding. Subsequently, these 1%-order concepts are organized into 2™-order
theory-centric themes. Finally, the 2d-order themes are distilled into overarching theo-
retical, aggregated dimensions. This static data structure is then transferred into a
grounded theory model, describing the dimensions of entrepreneurial activity and cor-
responding actions of entrepreneurs in the early stage.

To ensure inter-coder reliability, researchers coded independently all interviews across
both groups with MAXQDA. Finally, results were compared, discussed, and consoli-
dated. This iterative process allowed us to generate objective, in-depth findings pre-

sented in the next section.

3.4 Results

The presentation of our results provides a holistic overview of how we organized and
structured our findings to enrich current theory. After analyzing our data, we are able to
identify three dimensions being equal for novice and experienced founders, namely En-
trepreneurial Alignment (EA), Resource Enhancement (RE), and Value Generation
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(VG). Each dimension includes a subset of 27 activities in total for both groups. All 27
activities find their expression in 67 actions. The following sub-sections present our

findings, together with the three equally identified dimensions for NE and EE.

3.4.1 Dimension I: Entrepreneurial Alignment

Entrepreneurial Alignment (EA) puts the founder themselves at the center of the action.
The data refer to actions strongly relating to the founder and their attitudes, postures,
mindsets, etc. We could identify five actions in total in each group of entrepreneurs.
Table 2 (NE) and Table 3 (EE) summarize our analysis using the Gioia method for Di-
mension I (E4). Four out of the five activities in the first dimension are found in both
groups, specifically Reflecting, Envisioning, Requesting, and Recognizing. Both NE and
EE exhibit these activities but perform them differently, which becomes clear with the
following executions. When NE Reflect, this activity is characterized by critical reflec-
tion, the evaluation of alternatives, and consideration of how to handle pitfalls. EE, in
contrast, evaluate intellectually, think critically, and access incentives for self-develop-
ment when they Reflect. Envisioning finds different specifications in both groups. NE
Envisioning 1s characterized by the actions of dreaming to make an impact, having the
ambition to be successful, and being overconfident. EE create a vision, gain motivation,
and find a purpose and clarity while they are Envisioning. The third activity, Requesting,
1s also executed differently within the two groups of entrepreneurs. For NE, Requesting
means seeking and postulating contextual support, searching for a co-founder and team
members, and demanding tangible and intangible assets. For EE, Requesting considers
the analysis of the situation and the incorporation of external feedback. Hence, Request-
ing puts more emphasis on asking the right questions and receiving feedback than de-
manding assets and input (as is the case for NE). Lastly, the activity, Recognizing, 1s
found within both groups. For NE, using creative (business) methodologies to process
information and create clarity and understanding of the problem are primary expressions
when Recognizing. The actions of EE differ slightly when they Recognize as they pro-
cess information, recognize opportunities, and define the features of their ideas.
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In addition to the four activities that are similar for both NE and EE but differ in the
particularity of their actions, we could identify one activity that was exclusive for each
group. Specifically, NE dispose over the activity Educating, which can be described as
the actions of consciously selecting education formats, participating in courses and
workshops, and acquiring knowledge. As their fifth activity, EE have Risking, which
underlines the founder’s exposure to risk and engagement in critical thinking.

Maurice M. Steinhoff 75



Beyond Concepts: Uncovering Entrepreneurial Activities in Early-stage Venture Creation

Table 15: Dimension I: Enfrepreneurial Alignment — Novice Entrepreneurs

1*Jevel Concepts

2=_prder Themes

Critical reflection of team composition based on commitment issues,
time boundanes, and lacking competencies to develop the respective
business idea

Critical reflection on the complexity of the business idea and the result-
ing challenges and possible pitfalls

Eeflection on the liability and anticipation of planned prodoct and ser-
vices (e.g . crtical mass required, niche market, hizgh mitial investment)

Reflecting critically

Reflection on competitive forces that nse the business idea as copy-cat

Evaluation of personal alternatives (e.g., began first in consulting and
found the business later)

Evaluating alternatives

Reflection on personal and business-related consequences of the entre-
preneurial joumey (e.g., failure, loss of money)

Eeflection of business progress to identify pain-points and facilitate
leamning for the fiurther entrepreneurial jourmey

Reflecting to deal with
pitfalls

Reflecting

Ambitious vision of the founder to make an impact and change the
"world"

Ambition to develop a great and unique produoct or service that is highly
anticipated by users

Dreaming to male an
impact / change

Become successful very fast and grow very fast
Eeady for failure (scale fast or fail)
Bringing an inherited entrepreneunial mindset to life

Having the ambition to
be successfil

Convinced by own idea and overconfident about costomer and user an-
ticipation of the business idea
Thinking thev can develop the business idea very fast on their own

Being overconfident

Envisioning

ing access to relevant data and information that are related to ei-
ther the product development, supportive institutions and venture capi-
talists (VIC), or investors
Need for gnidance and mentorship during the entrepreneurnial joumey
(e.g.. expenenced coach, subject-matter experts, investors, business an-
gel)
Need for financial investments to gain traction for development of the
respective business idea (high initial investment needed)
Need for contextual support to solve specific business issues, mainly le-
gal tax, or IT
Seelang financial support through investors, VICs, business angels, pub-
lic grants

Seeking and postulating

Actively seeking appropriate co-founders who compensate for lack of
skills of existing founders

Postulation towards supportive instifutions to facilitate and enable co-
fonnder matchmaling

Searching for co-
founder(s) /team mem-
ber(s)

Active postulation for the requisite infrastroctore to develop the busi-
ness idea (ideally provided by supportive institutions)

Eequesting access to space, tools, and equipment

Eequesting to be provided with software and methodological competen-
cies

Demanding tangible
and intangible assets

Brainstorming

Creative thinking about the extent to which the team can realize the idea
with existing resources

Inspiration from educational formats, trends, podcasts, or crises that fa-

Using creative (busi-
ness) methodologies to
process information

Problem understanding as a basis on which to develop the solution

Hypotheses-based worlang as an appropriate approach to identify prob-
lems that the business idea aims to solve

Creating clarity and un-
derstanding the problem

R .

Selection of graduate study programs with a strong focus on entrepre-
neurial leaming and mindset

Gaining relevant qualifications that help to develop the respective ven-
ture

Listeninge to podeasts, YouTube videos, or reading relevant hiterature

Consciously selecting
educational formats

Participating in creative workshop formats to foster enfreprenenrial
thinting and ventore tuilding
Participation in online courses to gain relevant competencies

Participating in courses
and worlshops
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®  Acquinng contextoal inowledge such as E-Commmerce, Data Analytics,

efc.
= Intrinsic motivation of founders to deal with actual frends in entrepre-

Source: Own illustration.
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Table 16: Dimension I: Entrepreneurial Alisnment — Experienced Entrepreneurs

1"t level Concepts 2=4_grder Themes Aggregate
Dimension

= Intellectnal evaluation after a specific sitnation or after performing an
action

* Comprises the field of leaming which anises after the assessment of the | Evaluating intellectually
situation

= Potentially, tngser for new behavior/action .

= Reflecting in the sense of critical (subjective) assessment or reflecting in y sticall Reflecting
the sense of neutral objective) Thinking cri ¥

® In some cases, being strict with cneself or being critical of oneself (basis .. .
for self-development) f‘:': :]Si.ﬁml vets.

= Potentially, t:i%er for new behavior/action

® Founder themselves has a strong vision Creati . .

® Founder actively combines input of environment and personal thoughts Teatng a vision

® Founder themselves follows a strong, intrinsic motivation

= Founder themselves has a clear purpose in mind and actions are aligned | Gaining motivation Envisioning
with this purpose

® Founder themselves has a clear purpose in mind and actions are aligned .
with this purpose Finding purpose

= Analyzing the statos quo can invelve assessment of the strengths and
weaknesses of the founder, the team and'or idea

= Thinking snalytically shout the courent sitaafine Analyzing the situation
® In-depth mental exchange of current sifuation
= Reaching out to external parties to integrate their feedback and input Requesting
® (Conscicusness of the necessity to be challenged by external parties . .
= Asking external parties important and relevant questions MIE:::MHEMIM
= Being aware of being wrong, constant consciousness that own assump-
tions can be wrong
= Actively perceiving and analyzing the environment p .
® Processing the gathered information o S
= After this process, opportunity recognition tales place o
= If necessary, the founder is able to change own perspective to consider
problems from different angles Recognizing Recognizing
= The consequence of the process is that opportonity recognition takes opportunities
place
® Derivation and determination of important aspects and factors for the Deriving factors for the
M{a&ﬁpﬂmvunﬁandanalyz::uﬁﬂm environment) idea

® Founder themselves inhere a certain degree of risk affinity
® (Conscicusness that founder needs to put themselves m position of un- Exposing towards risks | Risking

W' to reach Enal

Source: Own illustration.

3.4.2 Dimension II: Resource Enhancement

Resource Enhancement (RE) comprises activities involving the use and allocation of
resources through the founder. In comparison to Dimension I, the interplay of resources
and the founder themselves comes to the fore. In addition, the data stress a stronger
difference between the two groups since they share only one common activity (Decid-
ing). The other activities for NE are distinct (Limiting, Collaborating, Exchanging) and
EE (Concentrating, Improvising, Combining, Transferring). Tables 4 and 5 consolidate

the respective activities and actions of the two groups.
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Deciding has been identified in both groups; however, the actions describing this activ-
ity vary slightly for NE and EE. When Deciding, NE base their decisions on existing
resources; they commit themselves to the idea of development and embrace the aware-
ness and encouragement of failure. EE, in contrast, understand Deciding more as an
activity for setting awareness and making conscious decisions in all contexts. Conse-
quently, EE recognize the general importance of Deciding, whereas NE consider this

importance only in particular contexts.

For NE, several actions form the activity, Limiting. Here, NE tend to allocate resources
pragmatically, to execute tasks themselves, and to reduce personal risk(s). For NE, Lim-
iting 1s a universal approach for a resource-scarce environment since the activity 1s char-
acterized by restrictions and reductions. The activity, Collaborating, implies the de-
pendence on third parties by building partnerships with external parties, outsourcing
tasks, and participating in startup assistance programs. The fourth activity in the second
dimension, aggregated as Exchanging, enhances predominantly two types of resources,
specifically network and knowledge. While Exchanging, NE disseminate knowledge
and exchange with others formally and informally.

In addition to Deciding as a common activity for both groups, EE dispose over four
further activities in the second dimension: Concentrating, Improvising, Combining, and
Transferring. The activity, Concentrating, includes the actions of setting focus and
aligning efforts and prioritizing goals. This activity aims to bring structure to an unor-
ganized system. A further, executed activity, summarized as Improvise, is characterized
by the actions: creating something with existing resources, developing quick-fixes, and
reacting spontaneously. Combining, identified as a central activity of EE, covers the
integration of various resources (e.g., team, knowledge, finance, networks) rather than

specific resources.

Specifically, EE allocate resources, bundle resources, and try to overcome resource scar-
city while Combining. Lastly, we identified the activity, Transferring, while formed
through actions to integrate learnings into operations and developing capabilities. This
Maurice M. Steinhoff 79



Beyond Concepts: Uncovering Entrepreneurial Activities in Early-stage Venture Creation

activity positions the transfer of resources at the center and provides first indications of

how the founder uses and allocates the resources to generate value accordingly.
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Table 17: Dimension II: Resource Enhancement — Novice Entrepreneurs

1*.Jevel Concepts

2=_prder Themes

Aggregate
Dimension

= Active and deliberate decisions based on existing resources (e g, go-to-
market)

= Evaluation of altematives resulting in full commitment of the team to
develop the business idea

® Limiting the commitment if progress does not meet the founder's expec-
tations and the preset milestones

ol existing resources

= Full team commitment to develop and scale the idea
* Formal/informal agreement of the founder to show full commitment

Committing to idea de-
velopment

= Establishment of the surounding cultural conditions to foster internal
commitment, motivation, and passion regarding the idea

= Failure of the venture and progress is encouraged. If the commitment
does not bear the desired outcome, the founder has at least the leaming

Embracing awareness
and encouragement
from failure

Pragmatism in progress. Saving resources in tools by using altematives
Limited financial resources reduce progress of the respective idea

Allocating resources
prazmatically

Making preferred rather than buying

Resistance to pay extemnal partners for contextual support due to the un-
derstanding that they can acquire the kmowledge on their own

® Prontization and deliberation of next steps and working packages ow-
ing to limited resources

Prefemng to execute
tasks on their own

® Limiting resource and commitment allocation to avoid significant im-
pacts of failure
» Keeping minning costs at a minimum to hedze the nsk of failure

Reducing personal
nskis)

® Collaboration with financial institutions to scale the business idea rap-

i
® Collaboration with subject-matter experts who support the development
and validation of the business idea and provide access to relevant net-

works and commumities
® Collaboration with potential customers as focus groups to receive feed-
back and validate the business idea

Building parinership
with external parties

® Cutsourcing specific business development steps to family and friends
who have experience in a specific focus area (e.g., legal)
® (Collaboration as a mechanism to accelerate product development by

outsourcing specific tasks owing to lack of internal competencies

® Collaboration with supportive crganizations, such as incubators, to have
a structured methodological approach to develop the business idea
= Participation in supportive startup programs for guidance, exchange,

and access to relevant resources

Participating in startup
assistance programs

Collaborat-

= Active knowledge and experience dissemination with founder in the
same phase to foster exchange and mutual learning

= Exchange with complementary individuals who bring a new perspective
to the idea

® Approaching experienced entrepreneurs (best practices, project manage-
ment, leamings, pitfalls) for guidance and an entreprenenrship blueprint

Disseminat
kmowledge

* Interactive and continnous exchange with mentors and advisors to vali-
date, develop, and scale the business idea

= Contextual exchange with individuals in the founder’s network (e g,
subject-matter experts, VCs, academia)

® Informal events for exchange in an inspinng and constmctive atmos-
phere

= Exchange as a crucial step to identify potential problems and get to
kmow problem-solving approaches

Having formal and in-
formal exchanges

Exchanging

= Active engagement in networks to present the 1dea, receive feedback,
and identify potential partners

= Deve t of individual and founder networks

Source: Own illustration.
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Table 18: Dimension II: Resource Enhancement — Experienced Entrepreneurs

Ability to transfer resources while recognizing their combined
potential

Source: Own illustration.

Maurice M. Steinhoff

1*.]Jevel Concepts 2m_prder Themes Aggregate
Dimension

® TUnderlining the importance of deciding, as no decision is considered as
stagnation, procrastination, ...

= Awareness that deciding can also imply wrong decision; accepting this Setting awareness
scenario as making wrong decisions/failure is part of the process and Decidi
creates leamings iding

= Actively making a decision because founder is for'against something i ..

® Conscicus choice of one option out of a set of option; if there is just cne mg&clsmncm—
npﬁon.dacisiunini’avmufthjsnpﬁminsteadofnntdﬁcjdjnﬁ y

= Setting the focus on a specific resource or aspect

* Concentration on one specific aspect/tesource as it is considered the
most important one at this moment -

= Involves the awareness that the essentials are clear Setting focus -

* Conscicusly focusing on one aspect/resource to create structure (not be- in -
cause everything is too overwhelming) &

* Concentrating can be considered in the sense of “bundling™ Alisni .

® Conscicus focus, not concentrating becanse everything is a struggle e e‘:]ﬂ:;:tsaﬂdpn-

= Cmcenﬂihnﬁ in the sense of i onizing g

® Creation of something out of nothing (closely related to bricolage) . . . -

= Tlse means for different ends m:ath existing

» Resources are misnsed to deploy I ising

= Tlsing creativity to solve problems and difficult situations ] .

= Solution oriented behavior? Developing quick fixes

= Acﬁonsarechmctﬂimdbyamﬂaindeﬁmeofspﬂnﬂmit}r Reacﬁnﬁspmﬁnmusl}r

= Resocurces are allocated by the founder Allocating resources

= Resocurces are deployed by the founder &

* Comnection of means/resources to make them useful, valuable, benefi-
cial Bundling rescurces

®* Combining resources in a way to create/develop resources not available Combining
at the moment

= Action with the goal of solving or minimizing scarcity of resources ]

* Combining, mixing, and allocating resources to overcome a resource- ?c\;;fommgremume
constrained environment ty

® Convey different types of resources . .

= When transferring resources, value transmission may take place !I.:Itegmhng.lmmg,s

* Transferring theoretical into practical knowledse particularly 0 operation

= l_:umjng from abstract level to concrete level, especially in realiz- Transferring
ing the idea Developing capabilities
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3.4.2.1 Dimension III: Value Generation

Value Generation (VG) comprises activities of NE and EE emphasizing the potential
outcomes of their resource allocation. Consequently, this dimension includes activities
that drive initial value creation at the individual and venture level. Differences across
the groups were evident on this dimension as only one activity, Developing, i1s similar
for both groups. NE execute three activities (Developing, Committing, Validating),
while EE execute five activities (Developing, Adjusting, Optimizing, Iterating, Growing)
as presented in Tables 6 and 7.

Developing, the activity found in both groups, comprises different actions for NE and
EE. When Developing, NE complete sequential working packages and work on the ini-
tial product “in the backyard”. EE put more emphasis on fast improvement and advance-
ment of an object when they Develop, which 1s partially open to partners and customers.
They improve, advance, and/or build on what exists.

In analyzing NE, Committing, 1s formed by actions such as managing the project, align-
ing all team members, and orienting towards goals. Validating deals with the actions of
getting feedback and testing and walidating the business idea. EE, however, dispose
over a more diverse set of activities and corresponding actions in this dimension. In
addition to the joint action, Developing, we identified four activities, namely Adjusting,
Optimizing, Iterating, and Growing respectively. Adjusting refers to the actions of re-
creating the existing, fine-tuning, and updating constantly from the status quo. While
Optimizing, EE try to become more (capital) efficient and solution-oriented in work.
Iterating demonstrates the importance of general goal achievement; therefore, entrepre-
neurs constantly try to test and realize new inputs and ideas. Growing entails the actions

of identifying and creating synergies, increasing capacity, and generating more output.
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Table 19:Dimension ITI: Value Generation — Novice Entrepreneurs

Validating targeted markets
Understanding the value proposition that the product generates to the
Ccustomers

Source: Own illustration.

Maurice M. Steinhoff

1*.Jevel Concepts 2* order themes Aggregate
Dimension
* Completion of specific milestones in the product devel nt process . -
(e.5. Taunch of website, business plan) P m;&g&g‘mﬁ
» Incremental completion of work packages Developing
= Development of (rapid) prototypes to receive fast feedback on the idea Developine the initial
and to understand which problems will be tackled e
= Development of Minimum Viable Product (MVE) pe
= Structured project management to achieve imely preset milestones
= Setting up the project management structure (e g., communication chan- | Managing the project
nels, meeting frequencies)
* Inirinsic motivation of the founders to develop and scale the respective
business idea Aligning all team mem- | Committing
= Sumrounding cultural conditions to enable project management comple- | bers
tion
= Defmition of KPIs to track project management and £33 .
- Definition of dead.cndsifthe milestones and KPIs are not achieved | OHening towards oals
® Professional feedback from imvestors, VCs, and subject-matter experts
= Feedback to broaden the horizon and to reflect on the idea from differ-
ent perspectives
= Caotical feedback is expected Getting feedback
= Bird's eye view of the project from expenenced people
= Collaboration with challengers who provide continual and thorough
feedback
= Reality check of the business idea Validating
= Validation of the mitial hypotheses and the relevance of the underlying
problem/customer need
® Testing the product with selected individuals or focus groups Testing and validating
= the business idea

- ElﬂmﬁmofmmeﬁmﬁmW’ 185
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Table 20: Dimension: Value Generation — Experienced Entrepreneurs

1+t.level Concepits 2r.grder Themes Agoregate
Dimension
® Build on what already exists ]
= Advancement and further development of existent (e g., team, product, ﬁm\’lﬂs and advanc-
kmowledee, ...} Developing
= Making use of existing - -
= Actions to extent and expand specific resource(s) Building on the existing
= Calibration and configuration of status quo, idea, resources, postures, ...
® Conviction that change creates value . ..
= Tmplying and realizing apile working methods Re-creating the existing
= (Calibration and configuration of status quo, idea, resources, postures, ) Adjusting
= Minor changes
® Importance of constantly adapting the status quo, not considening as- .
pects as fized and stafic ms(lonsianﬂ}rupdahngsta—
= Not bemﬁ persistent with status quo
= Imvolved team members are efficient and effective
= Especially using capital in most efficiently Becoming more effi-
® Conscicus use of resources to create the best output given what is at cient
hand
= Strong focus on outcome (output-orentation) Optimizing
= Involved team members work with provisional, temporary solution (so-
lution-onented behavior) Solution-onented work
= Not striving for the perfect solution but rather focusing on generating
output
= Rebuildi ocesses of actions to get better and to reach a better out- .
come ding pr &® Consianﬂ}r trying and
» Renm actions to penerate output testng
» Build-measure-learn approach and every iteration of action creates Tterating
learmings Realizing new inputs
= Partly cyclical repetitions with the aim to advance and updates
Reahmiaﬂd mplemm:nﬁ feedback (especially of the product)
= Dhscover first synergies and make use of them - ]
® Awareness that the realization of the idea comes with growth Identifying and creatg
SYDETEles
® Building capacity to grow Increasing capacities! Growing
* Behaviors are characterized with the aim of growth (building team, col- | generating more output
1 more capital, etc.)

Source: Own illustration.

In summary, we developed a theoretical construct of 27 activities related to 67 actions
embedded in the three dimensions. We determined differences between the two groups,
even though several activities were identified in both NE and EE groups, which differed
on particular actions and how they are carried out. Based on these results, we are able
to outline a holistic picture of the activities and actions entrepreneurs perform in early-
stage venture creation.

A comprehensive overview, including definitions for each of the 27 activities, 1s pre-
sented in Table 8. The differences between NE and EE activities become evident and

are underlined in the distinguishing definitions. Therefore, we have achieved integration
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of our practical findings at the conceptual level of comparative research studies (de
Clercq and Voronov 2009; Gross, Carson, and Jones 2014).
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Table 21: Dimensions and Activities of Novice and Experienced Entrepreneurs

MNovice Entrepreneurs Experienced Entrepreneurs
Dimension 1: Entrepreneunal Alisnment
Reflecting Reflecting

Critical examination of the business idea and project
management to aveid common and repetitive entre-
preneurial pitfalls

Enthusiastic and abstract ideology to create some-
thing meaningful and unique that will have a lasting
Impact

Requesting

Concrete postulation of external support to further
develop the business idea

Recognizing

Interactive accumulation and formation of ideas from
scratch through use of creative thinking methodolo-
pies

Educating

Founder s intention to acquire the necessary compe-
tencies, knowledge, and skills to develop the business
idea

Cntical examination of the emvironment to achieve umbiased
postures/attitudes

Cogitating on thoughts aroumnd purpose and vision of the re-
spective ideas which are driven by the founders personal
(intrinsic) motivation

Requesting

Aiming to receive outside feedback to constantly challenge
the status quo and own postures regarding the business
Recognizing

Processing of information regarding the idea and environ-
ment to determine opportunities and to create options

Risking
Active exposure to situations, implying uncertainty to take
affordable losses and high retums

Dimension 2: Resource Enhancement

Decidi

Fully committed to work on the business idea or to
discontinue idea development if the commitment
does not produce the desired outcome

Limniti

Being restricted in resource allocation to operate in a
TesOUICE-5CAICe EnVIronment

Collaborating
Interacting with external parties to overcome defi-
ciency of resources

Exchanging

Dissenunation of knowledge and experience with ex-
ternal parties to penerate leamings and, in tum, to ac-
celerate the business idea

Decidi
Conscious decision-making while choosing a concrete op-
tion and consequently moving in a definite direction

Concentrating

Intenticnally setting a focus of action with clear understand-
ing of the essential steps to operate effectively in an uncer-
tain environment

Improvising

Soluticn-oniented behavior charactenzed by creativity to re-
Purpose resources to counter problems and overcome a lack
of resources

Combining

Allocating and deploying resources for use interconnectedly
to overcome scarcity

Transferring
Ability to move resources from an abstract to a concrete
level by adequately applying them
Dimension 3: Value Generation
“Developing Developing

Interactive and incremental progress of the business
idea with the support of external parties
Committing

Predefiming milestones and work packages to follow
a structured and sequential project roadmap
Validating

Ambition to generate and integrate feedback from ex-
ternal parties to improve the business idea

Source: Owm illustration.

Extensive expansion and strengthening of existing resources
to achieve returns

Adjusting

Consequent calibration of activities and posture to remain
mmbiased and flexible

Optimizing
Efficient and effective use of resources characterized by a
high level of cutcome onentation

Tterating

Repeating and rebuilding similar actions for continuous im-
provement for convergence of valued options

Growing

Expanding business activities and discovenng synergies to
access and uncover potential while remaining efficient

Maurice M. Steinhoff
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3.5 Discussion

The purpose of this study was to delineate and to precisely express the concrete actions
and activities that entrepreneurs perform in early-stage venture creation. Our study re-
sults provide a deeper understanding of the underlying activities of individuals when
creating new ventures in the early stage. We have addressed the research question by
providing an in-depth understanding of the entrepreneurial actions and activities during
early-stage venture creation. In the following section, we contextualize our results
within the adjacent academic discussion by contrasting and connecting our findings with
the theoretical underpinnings.

In essence, our findings reveal different entrepreneurial activities of NE and EE groups.
In accordance with the data, every entrepreneurial activity 1s composed of different ac-
tion sets that vary between the two experience levels of entrepreneurs. We identified 27
different activities clustered in three dimensions, namely: Entrepreneurial Alignment

(EA), Resource Enhancement (RE), and Value Generation (VG).

3.3.1 Overcoming resource constraints

Our findings reveal the strategies entrepreneurs use to manage a lack of resources. Here,
Bootstrapping 1s used by both groups as a technique to overcome resource scarcity
(Grichnik and Singh 2010). Through Improvising, Combining, and Concentrating, EE
use the resources at hand to interconnect and repurpose them to operate efficiently and
goal-oriented. In uncertain and challenging environments, EE use focused but impro-
vised “good enough” solutions to iteratively improve creatively. In contrast, NE use
strategies of Limiting, Exchanging, and Collaborating to manage resource scarcity.
Here, NE restrain the allocation of resources to minimize potential losses or failure, or
they interact with partners and experts to overcome resource deficiencies, such as lim-
ited capacity or knowledge gaps. This indicates that EE use existing resources inde-
pendently and improvise, whereas NE rely on external stakeholders to compensate for
internal resource restraints, a strategy that prior studies support (Fisher et al. 2020). As
EE creatively repurpose and transform internal resources to build a “good-enough” so-
lution, NE aim to achieve the necessary quantity and quality of resources to build their
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“optimal” solution. In this case, the behavior of EE can be related to the theoretical
concept of entrepreneurial bricolage described as “making do by applying combinations
of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” (Baker and Nelson 2005,
333). This 1s evident in EE activities of Improvising, Combining, and Transferring that
enriches the understanding of the dynamic combination of resource seeking and Brico-
lage (Reypens, Bacq, and Milanov 2021).

While our study adds new actions to the field of entrepreneurship research, we identify
connections with the construct of Entreprenecurial Resourcefulness. Zahra (2021)
pointed out that entrepreneurs have to create or develop resources by “[...] recombining
existing resources in novel ways using innovative and proprietary processes” (Zahra
2021, 8). The dimensions of EA and RE reveal, in particular, that entrepreneurs carry
out activities such as Reflecting and Requesting (EA) or Concentrating and Improvising
(RE) when building new resources from scratch, intending to transform individual re-
sources into organizational ones. Hence, entrepreneurs find ways to repurpose internal
or external resources to create new versions for emerging ventures. Of note 1s that the
ability to repurpose, combine, and transform resources 1s evident only with EE, indicat-
ing the effect of learning and experience. Overall, our study reveals that NE aim to de-
velop a solid resource base to approach problems of internal resource scarcity. In con-

trast, EE use the resources at hand and repurpose them to develop an adequate solution.

Scholars have identified how Resourceful Narratives help entrepreneurs to mobilize
support from external stakeholders (Fisher, Neubert, and Burnell 2021). Activities iden-
tified 1n this study, e.g., Improvising, Combining, and Transferring, are the activities of
EE that can potentially be used to construct these narratives to convince stakeholders of
their value. Also of note is that the use of narratives was not only mentioned when gen-
erating value through Optimizing, but also while Requesting feedback from outsiders
during EA. Conversely, NE pursue activities of Requesting in the first dimension, Ex-
changing, Educating, and Collaborating mn the second, and Validating in the third. As
EE are in a more precise and goal-oriented mode to support mobilization, NE are in a
more challenge-oriented activity mode to compensate for lack of resources, capacities

and capabilities.
Maurice M. Steinhoff 89



Beyond Concepts: Uncovering Entrepreneurial Activities in Early-stage Venture Creation
3.5.2 Opportunity realization and goal orientation

The different ways in which entrepreneurs identify and set goals and the resulting ac-
tions can be identified. The analysis shows that the goal-setting orientation of NE is
inward-driven and related to internal challenges associated with resource constraints.
NE follow problem-focused goal setting to build the resource base necessary to craft a
solution. In contrast, EE are outward-driven and pragmatic using resources at hand to
achieve goals with “good enough” solutions for the problems at hand. Hence, EE have
a stronger motivation to build solutions with the existing resources and rapidly internal-
1ze feedback from the outside. The goal orientation towards problems or solutions can
be related to similar concepts in entrepreneurship research. With the focus and reasoning
oriented towards internal problems and challenges, NE follow a more causational deci-
sion-logic, while Recognizing needs and then Educating for missing knowledge or De-
veloping a defined solution sequentially. Hence, they aim to build the right quantity and
quality of means to achieve a pre-set and desired end state. Conversely, and in line with
Ruiz-Jiménez et al. (2021), EE follow a combination of effectual and causational logic,
allowing them to use the means at hand to progress towards a flexible end-state when
Envisioning and Recognizing (EA), Deciding and Combining (RE), and Adjusting and
Iterating (VG). This 1s consistent with findings from other research studies that explore
the impact of entrepreneurial experience on entrepreneurial reasoning (Fisher 2012;
Sarasvathy 2001b; Dew et al. 2009) and add tangible activities to these different modes
of action.

The diverse approaches in entrepreneurial reasoning, and the inward and outward goal-
setting of EE and NE, reveal diverse approaches in entrepreneurial thinking and oppor-
tunity recognition. While NE focus on the internal resource scarcity (Limiting and Re-
questing) and less on the surrounding environment, it 1s difficult for NE to identify and
create opportunities for their defined and desired solution. Hence, EE perceive resource
constraints as an opportunity to build a solution while constantly Adjusting and Opti-

mizing to flexibly adapt the solution to generate value early on.
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3.5.3 Entrepreneurial progression

The identified activities reveal that the processual aspect (whar is done when) differs
between NE and EE. NE follow a sequential, unconnected, and perfectionist-driven pro-
cess, whereas EE follow a parallel, interconnected, and imperfection-driven iterative
process across the three dimensions.

For EA, it becomes clear that NE, while Envisioning through Dreaming and Becoming
Overconfident, define the aim of developing a purpose-driven and impact-oriented ven-
ture with the potential to change the world. Nevertheless, NE focus more on challenges
than on opportunities. NE express their risk-aversion and fear of failure and are aware
of the resource-deficiencies. Based on the EA of NE, the activities can be described as
passive and challenge-focused. NE lack the means to accelerate the development of the
business idea as they focus on resources and competencies that they lack. Hence, they
are aware of the absence of resources and perceive this as an obstacle, believing they
are unable to manage on their own. In contrast, EE have a strong and active focus to-
wards the solution by Developing, Optimizing, and Growing, and they instantly transfer
and repurpose the resources at hand to develop an imperfect solution. They are outward-
oriented, as far as internalizing external feedback is concerned, to constantly and incre-
mentally developing and improving the identified solution.

Due to resource scarcity and the strong challenge focus, NE in the RE dimension rely
heavily on external partners for support. They approach partners and experts to provide
them with contextual support and experience to overcome internal challenges. Hence,
NE actively aim to build their ideal resource base towards the identified solution. How-
ever, they do not fully enter an action mode towards the solution as their focus is on
challenges. Conversely, EE are fully aware of the resources at hand, and they succeed
in Combining, Transferving, and Repurposing existing resources autarkically towards
solutions.

In the VG dimension, NE shape their activities and actions towards the solution. Hence,
they first develop prototypes, receive external feedback, and set up a clear project man-
agement structure with milestones. In contrast, EE try to scale and grow their offerings

by improving the solution and expanding capacity. The value generation for EE is
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characterized by an iterative and dynamic adaptation to the existing solution with new
and valuable input.

In conclusion, the processual structure portrays essential differences between NE and
EE. Overall, as portrayed in Figure 2 below, NE follow a sequential and barely con-
nected processual structure. The data reveal that NE do not succeed in interconnecting
and integrating different activities across the three dimensions. Reasons for this are mul-
tiple, as they have a strong orientation to the challenges and to causational reasoning. In
contrast, as delineated in Figure 3 below, EE succeed in running activities simultane-
ously and looking for interdependencies across the different dimensions. EE iteratively
and cyclically align and adjust activities based on the existing resources. Thus, EE have
a stronger focus on executing entrepreneurship as they have a strong solution-focus to
generate value. This becomes evident in the number of activities in the VG dimension
and strong progressive action. In contrast, NE have a stronger focus on contextual and
managerial leamning and personal reflection to facilitate EA and RE which corresponds
to the findings of Reuber & Fisher (1992).

Figure 4. Entrepreneunal Progression of Novice Entrepreneurs

Entrepreneurial Resource Value
% Alignment Enhancement Generation
=
E .
= »
= >
ey
=
5]
g Activities:
= Refloc c Activities: Activities-
é e .grmmmng, Deciding, Limiting, Developing, Commitfing,
Requesting, Recognizing. Collaborating, Exchanging Validating

Source: Own illustration.
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Figure 5. Entrepreneunal Progression of Expenenced Entrepreneurs

Activities:

Reflecting, Envisioning, Entrepreneurial Alignment

Regquesting, Recognizing,
Risking

Activities:

Deciding, Concenirating, Resource Enhancement

Improvising, Combining,
Transferring

Activities:
Developing, Adfusting,

Experienced Entreprenenrs

e . Value Generation
Optimizing, lterating,

Growing

Source: Own tllustration.

3.5.4 Building initial and dynamic capabilities

As entrepreneurs execute these actions, they potentially build capabilities for the new
organization (Zahra, Sapienza, and Davidsson 2006; Teece 2012). Firstly, resources are
(re-) allocated through Concentrating but are also used in new configurations through
Combining, showing how resource management processes are initiated (Zahra 2021).
Secondly, Requesting, Exchanging, and Transferring indicate how knowledge manage-
ment routines (Bettiol, Marchi, and Maria 2015) are initiated by the integration and dis-
semination of internal and external knowledge, specifically acquisition and self-learning
through iterative action-evaluation-learn cycles. Thirdly, activities can be associated
with dynamic capabilities (Teece, Pisano, and Shuen 1997), such as sensing, through
Envisioning and Recognizing, and seizing, through Combining, Transferring, and Im-
provising. EE, in particular, act in parallel by sensing and seizing to solve problems
creatively by realizing smaller opportunities in their surroundings. Furthermore, activi-
ties, such as Combining, Iterating, Optimizing, were reported to reoccur frequently,
which indicates that first routines and then processes are already established in early-

stage venture creation.
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3.6 Implications to research and practice

Our results indicate that NE and EE have similar actions in EA but differ in their exe-
cution. For RE and VG, it becomes clear that the actions taken differ diametrically be-
tween novice and expert entrepreneurs. In accordance with these findings, the observa-
tion of entrepreneurial actions and behavioral characteristics outline a common baseline

for EA, but a different action set for RE and VG.

With the increasing body of entrepreneurship research, it is equally important to derive
an in-depth understanding of the purpose and meaning of how entrepreneurs act and
behave in a resource-scarce environment. First attempts to understand entrepreneurship
as a practice provide a better understanding of entrepreneurial action and behavior
(Thompson, Verduijn, and Gartner 2020). With this study, we respond to the call for
further research to reveal and structure activities and related actions developed in early-

stage venture creation.

3.6.1 Theoretical contribution

Many studies in the field are rather of conceptual nature, aiming to provide an under-
standing of entrepreneurial actions and decision processes in general. However, only
limited research has been directed to an in-depth understanding of entreprencurial ac-
tions in the early stage. With our study, we enrich theory by providing a first attempt to
structure entrepreneurial action patterns and their meaning. This i1s important, because
conceptual and theoretical models are helpful but do not expose how entreprencurs be-
have and act in reality (de Clercq and Voronov 2009; Gross, Carson, and Jones 2014;
Hindle 2004).

Here, our study enriches concepts, and results indicate that NE align their activities to
internal challenges and problems, whereas EE ornent their activities towards a solution.
Based on entreprencurial thinking and perception of problems and opportunities, NE
follow a causal, and EE a combination of causal and effectuational, reasoning logic.
This 1s consistent with the findings of Ruiz-Jiménez et al. (2021) and Hindle et al.
(2004), but enriches the theory by separating the solution and problem orientation of EE
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and NE. Our study 1s a first endeavor to outline the processual structure of entrepreneur-
1al activities. We find that entrepreneurial experience affects the activities in a parallel,
iterative, and interconnected way with a strong focus on the solution and on value gen-
eration (Fisher et al. 2020; Kuratko, Fisher, and Audretsch 2021)

Finally, we contribute to the nascent discussion on dynamic capabilities and their actions
(Zahra, Petricevic, and Luo 2022). Our research results highlight that entrepreneurship
can be described as a creative resource management process characterized by iterative
learning and adaptation in an uncertain environment (Zahra 2021; Teece 2016; Lanza
and Passarelli 2014).

3.6.2 Practical implications

From our explorative study, several implications are evident for founders and startups
as well as for managers in entrepreneurial companies. Firstly, our study indicates tangi-
ble aspects of entrepreneurial thinking, reasoning, and acting. The in-depth understand-
ing of entrepreneurial activities and as well as the processual structure, helps founders
and startups to critically reflect on their working mode and their progress. Secondly, the
dimensions and activities can be used to set up and optimize entrepreneurship education
and training formats and intrapreneurship activities. Targeted support mechanisms can
be adjusted towards developing a holistic toolset for emerging entrepreneurs. The pro-
found understanding of entrepreneurial activities and behavioral characteristics helps to
adjust the offerings of entrepreneurship education programs by focusing and connecting
the three dimensions and their respective activities. Thirdly, the identified constructs
can be used by venture capital firms and business angels to assess entrepreneurs’ actions

for quality assessments and serve to validate potential investment hypotheses.

3.7 Conclusion

Entrepreneurial action forms the centerpiece of new venture-creation. This study 1s a
first endeavor to enrich adjacent conceptual evidence by taking a stand to research en-
treprenership as a practice (de Clercq and Voronov 2009; Gross, Carson, and Jones
2014). Our results indicate that entrepreneurs act in and across three dimensions, namely
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EA, RE, and VG. The three dimensions include 27 activities related to 51 underlying
actions. With our exploratory research design, we nurture the understanding of what
entrepreneurs do in the early stage of venture creation. Beyond that, we provide insights

at the firm and individual levels of early-stage ventures.

Our findings portray interesting differences (and commonalities) in the execution of ac-
tivities and related actions for NE and EE. This study specifically outlines the activities
of NE and EE performed in a resource-constrained environment. NE perceive resource
scarcity as an obstacle and aim at a causational reasoning logic to build an optimal re-
source base to develop the venture. In contrast, EE follow an effectual reasoning logic
by repurposing and transforming existing resources to accelerate venture building. Ac-
cordingly, NE are more inward-driven, focusing on internal challenges, whereas EE are
outward-driven with a strong focus towards pragmatic development of “good-enough”
solutions. Notably, NE pursue a sequential and unconnected entrepreneurial progression
because of the strong focus on internal challenges and the ambition to build an optimal
resource base. Unlike NE, EE follow a parallel and connected entreprencunal progres-
sion to accelerate venture building and to instantly integrate outside feedback into the

business i1dea.

Despite the contrasting results, outlining the commonalities of NE and EE activities is
equally important. There are four common activities across the two groups in EA, one
in RE, and one in VG. Although several activities in the dimensions are equally shared
between NE and EE, the actions related to the activities differ between the two groups.
In spite of common activities across the three dimensions, the specificity of the under-
lying actions differ between NE and EE. Because of the strong inward and problem
focus of NE and the outward and solution focus of EE, we hypothesize that there 1s
compelling decision bias towards value generation between NE and EE.

Ovwerall, this study succeeds in critically reflecting on and interlinking real-life entrepre-
neurial activities and conceptual entrepreneurship theories. It becomes evident that en-
trepreneurial action 1s a multifacetted and boundary-spanning research field that con-
nects entrepreneurial cognition, (dynamic) capabilities, entrepreneurial resourcefulness,
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and opportunities for recognition/creation. This study contributes to the respective re-
search streams and emphasizes the need to think beyond and across concepts to fully
comprehend new venture creation.

3.8 Future research

This study 1s a first endeavor to understand the entrepreneunal activity for early-stage
venture creation that does not come without limitations. Firstly, by building on estab-
lished theoretical concepts and empirical investigations, this study is a first shot at con-
ceptualizing entrepreneurial action patterns. Overall, the study provides an in-depth un-
derstanding of the similar but different entrepreneunial activities of EE and NE. As this
study draws on 112 interviews, it is important that activities and behaviors are accurately
self-reported. Hence, there may be a reporting bias if the study does not exactly reflect
how entrepreneurs actually behave in the way they describe it. Secondly, while the Gioia
methodology 1s a much-anticipated approach to condense and aggregate qualitative data,
it may suffer from bias in the analysis process. Despite independent coding and analysis
of the data to ensure intercoder-reliability, there may still be bias that has an impact on
the study results. Thirdly, as we have focused solely on action and activity patterns, the
results of the study do not depict whether a specific set of entrepreneurial activities af-
fects performance or the success of the venture. Fourthly, as we have considered entre-
preneurial experience as a dominant aspect of our sampling, further studies could con-
sider additional aspects of entrepreneurs, such as personality traits, educational back-
ground, and demographic attributes, which could lead to different actions and activity

distributions across cohorts.

These limitations suggest the necessity to enrich and build on our study by conducting
further research that inherits a longitudinal analysis of entrepreneurial behavior. By do-
ing so, such attempts could generate findings if the actions and behavioral characteristics
evolve over time and provide implications about whether a specific set of actions leads
to entrepreneurial success. Furthermore, an in-depth study that explores the relationship
between specific entrepreneurial personality traits and respective entrepreneurial activ-

ities would be an auspicious addition to uncovering the human component of
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entrepreneurship in detail (Palmer et al. 2021). Such a research study would enrich the
current literature that focuses primarily on entrepreneurial experience from a two-sided
perspective with the inclusion of entrepreneurial personality traits and associated activ-

ities.
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Research Paper III: Empirical study
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Abstract

Purpose — In a move characterized by ambiguity, Facebook changed its name to Meta
in October 2021, announcing a new era of social interaction, enabled by the metaverse
technology that appears poised to become the future center of gravity for online social
interactions. At first glance, the communicated change signals a radically new business
model (BM) based on an unprecedented configuration of the three following compo-
nents: value creation, value proposition and value capture. The purpose of this paper 1s
to analyze Facebook’s announced changes in its BM to clarify whether the change is as
radical as communicated or rather represents an incremental transformation of the cur-

rent BM.

Design/methodology/approach — This investigation adopted an in-depth case study re-
search method. The process included using a structured approach to collect 153 data
points, including academic studies and publicly available information, followed by qual-

itative content analysis.

Findings — The results of our analysis of Facebook’s entreprencurial journey indicate
that the communicated strategic refocusing does not correspond to a radical BM inno-
vation pattern. Even though Facebook’s BM might evolve into the innovation phase, as

the current changes appear very futuristic, the authors estimate that the core elements of
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the BM will change incrementally. The investigation indicates that the underlying logic
of the straightforward communicative efforts primarily serves two purposes: to improve
the external perception of the company and to disseminate an internal change signal

within the organization.

Originality/value — This paper is the first study that takes an entrepreneurship and BM
perspective in analyzing Facebook’s approach in rebranding to Meta and refocusing its
strategy on building the metaverse. The academic and practical relevance, as well as the
potential future impact on business and society, makes the investigation of this case an
intriguing prospect. Additionally, the study illuminates the difference between the com-
municated vision and the real impact on the business, suggesting critical questions about

future large-scale rebranding efforts and their effects.

Keywords: Business model innovation, Metaverse, Facebook, Meta, Case study
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Research Paper IV: Conceptual Paper
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(Link: https://www.tandfonline.com/do1/full/10.1080/02642069.2022.2127690), DOL:
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Maurice M. Steinhoff

Abstract

The tourism industry finds itself in times of constant change. The COVID-19 pandemic
and accompanying negative economic effects had a significant impact on customer be-
havior and accelerated the need for companies to mnnovate. The concept of business
model innovation (BMI) proves to be a suitable approach to overcome these challenging
situations by mnovating the very core of the firm. However, research shows that siloed
BMI thinking 1s msufficient, and firms need to take a more holistic approach. We there-
fore expand the current understanding by proposing a framework that integrates relevant
dimensions such as change impulses and business model configurations, as well as con-
text factors such as service newness and degree of change or destination characteristics,
and the outcomes of BMI initiatives into a comprehensive model for the tourism indus-
try context. With our work, we aim to guide future research and expand the currently

unbalanced, heterogeneous picture of BMI in service industries.

Keywords: business model, business model innovation, tourism, services, dynamic en-

vironments
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6 Contributions and future research

The motivation of this publication-based dissertation was to contribute to the under-
standing of how firms can be managed entrepreneurial, as an effective way to cope with
opportunities and threats that stem from change. Here, it entered the field of CE research
in which several research gaps have been identified in two areas: 1) Corporate Venturing
(CV) and 2) BMI activities, both as central components of CE imitiatives.

The findings of this dissertation provide contributions to research in the field and illu-
minate avenues for further research. Moreover, the findings offer practitioners new in-
sights relevant for venturing and BMI activities as part of CE initiatives shown in figure
13. While the specific contributions are presented in the previous sections (two to five),
the next paragraph will reflect on the dissertation’s findings collectively.

Figure 6: Contributions of research papers in this dissertation to research and

practice
{Corporate) Venturing Business Model Innovation
Study, focus,
and ion Measurement of Entraprenaurial actions BMI activities and Structured Framework for
venturing success to build new ventures resulting effects BMI activities
Three structural dimensions &7 types of entrepreneurial Radical BMI activities and Guidance for further research
for CV measurement actions and their meaning and | Jdiscrepancies in ils on BMI activiies and cut-
approacheas PUrpOSE communication comes in service Industries
Mai "
i Mine cluslers allow 3 deminant dirmensions of Trajeciories of BM can be Integration of central BMI
contributions - . . . . N .
toward meaningful groupings of entrepranaurial activity actively influenced through aspects in exant lteratne:
academia  |Measurement approaches amege technology application 1) interral and external
change impulses,
114 unigque financialingn- Processual differences of Irtesrnal and extermal 2] BM design configurations,
financial measurement itams entrepreneurs’ aclions and signaling effects as driver of 3 contesxtual factors, and
identifled and structured links to resources entreprensurial activities 4 cutcomes
Transparency over Comprehensive overview of Technology evaluation can BMI activities in high-paced
measuramant approachas, concrate and tangible actions | | positively affect BMs towards | | service indusiries need to be
theedr configuration along to build new ventures and use | Jinnowvation frajectonies and approached holistically from
Main clusters and dimensions and develop resources theraby creates cpporlunities | | owners and managers
contributions
mctflzr Comprehensive overview of Guidance for investors to Communication of BMI BM design need to be tested
p anars ImEEEUreTnenl spprodaches envaluale slarlug keanes and dulivities o Ellaie change and evaluatad El||:|ﬂg con-
and tems 1o sed upimprove | [ for the development of processes and imgrove textual factors and eco-
controlling of CV activities teaching formats extermal perception nomic, social, ecologic
ouleomes

Source: own illustration
6.1 Contributions to research

The contributions of this dissertation to research can be grouped into three main areas.
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First, findings of Research Paper I and Research II contribute to a better understanding
of venturing activities with a focus on success measurement and venture creation. Here,
Research Paper I defines three structural dimensions in which the variety and heteroge-
neity of measurement approaches in extant research can be structured and grouped in
meaningful clusters. Additionally, the findings offer researchers directions to further
develop context-dependent, mode-specific CV measurement approaches for (e.g., for
licensing, CVC, or venture building). They can do so by making use of the identified,
measurement items, comprising financial and non-financial performance indicators.
Herby, the findings enable further research to empirically evaluate different measure-
ment approaches. Ultimately, the current and increasing research on the management of
CE mmitiatives, and CV activities, in particular, benefits, as the findings help to 1) further
specify the attributes of a CE strategy and its process (Kreiser et al., 2021; Pirhadi &
Feyzbakhsh, 2021) and 2) to develop structured evaluation approaches of context- and
target specific CV modes and their imtiatives (Weiss & K. Kanbach, 2021; Yu & Fang,
2022).

Findings in Research Paper II, based on empirical evidence, a) unravel entrepreneurial
actions and their purpose for new venture creation and b) define three dimensions of
entrepreneurial activity in the early stage. Additionally, the insights gained through the
comparison of activities of novice and experienced entrepreneurs, provide research with
clearly defined and tangible actions of entrepreneunal activity and behavior (Kuratko,
Fisher, et al., 2021; Thompson et al., 2020; Zahra, 2021). Furthermore, these findings
contribute to the emerging discussion on dynamic and entrepreneurial capabilities and
their specific actions (Zahra et al., 2022) as well as to the emerging discussion of Entre-
preneurial Resourcefulness (Bradley, 2015; Fisher et al., 2021; Williams et al., 2021;
Zahra, 2021).

Second, the findings of Research Paper III and Research Paper IV contribute to a better
understanding of BMI activities and their effects and provide a holistic approach to BMI.
Here, the findings of Research Paper III enhance the understanding of BMI activities
and their drivers and effects on a) the trajectories of BMs and b) their results in terms of

the internal and external perception of a company and CE initiative. At more detail, BMI
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research 1s enhanced with empirical evidence to changes in several components of the
BM and their effect on the type and degree of change as a result. Furthermore, the study
highlights that BMI activities and their communication can serve for internal and exter-

nal signaling to initiate change processes and to improve the perception of the company.

Furthermore, the findings of Research Paper IV expand the understanding of BMI by
proposing an integrative framework that connects existing but siloed concepts in the
field. Resulting from the focus on a very dynamic industry, the framework 1s the first of
its kind, proposing what aspects need to be considered for BMI activity. Thereby, the
study offers researchers a structured framework to further and empirical investigation.
Being a central part of CE, the advancements of the study to BMI research provide a
better understanding of potentially innovative BMs and their contribution to the entre-

preneurial output of established companies within very dynamic industries and resulting
change.

These findings are of relevance for the research on CE initiatives, as it takes entrepre-
neurial activity in the focus and thus contributes to better understanding of how, for
instance, responsible middle-level managers can engage in venturing and BMI activities
in structured ways (Kuratko, Fisher, et al., 2021; Larsen, 2022). Additionally, 1t ad-
dresses skill gap identified between managers and entrepreneurs (Hisrich & Ramadani,
2017; Teece, 2016), and can thus serve as a basis for future research on required entre-
preneurnial skills at different management levels (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013; Teece,
2016)

Third, with these findings, CE research is enriched by clearly pointing out ways to in-
crease a company’s entreprencurial output through the management of CE initiatives
across the organizational levels and boundaries as a success factor of CE (Kreiser et al.,
2021; Verma & Bashir, 2017). Combining findings from Research Paper II with clearly
defined and tangible entrepreneurial actions and from Research Paper IV with the as-
pects for the development of new BMs, help to focus researchers in the field in the in-
vestigation of entrepreneunial activity in established organizations (Kuratko, Fisher, et
al., 2021; Kuratko, Hornsby, et al., 2021; Larsen, 2022; Smith & di Gregio, 2008).
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6.2 Contributions for practitioners

Next to its contributions to research, this dissertation has implications for practitioners,

which can be grouped into main three points.

First, this comprises the differentiated view on essential activities of CE mnitiatives. This
1s relevant for middle-level managers and their role when seizing new opportunities in
two ways: Depending on the organization design and hierarchy, they need to a) acquire
attention, commitment, and resources from the top management, and b) they can guide
first-level managers and employees in the actual execution in the process of venture

building and BMI as entrepreneurial activity.

Second, with Research Paper I and II, practitioners are provided with tangible insights
to determine and control CV activities and outcomes as well as to engage mn venture
creation. On one side this helps managers and employees in established companies to
evaluate existing initiatives and thereby to reallocate resources based on (desired) re-
sults. These however can be seen through and evaluated by a multitude of diverse meas-
urement approaches and performance indicators provided by this dissertation. On the
other side, managers benefit from the evidence-based findings of concrete and tangible
actions necessary to build new ventures. These give guidance for the actions and the
desired sequence of activities for entrepreneurial individuals.

Third, through findings of Research Paper III and IV, managers as entrepreneurs are
provided with insights into the motives and effects of BMI activity and are equipped
with a framework to approach BMI holistically. While entrepreneurial signaling to ex-
ternal and internal stakeholders was observed as a side-effect of BMI, it can also be seen
as a motivator for BMI. Moreover, practitioners benefit from Research Paper IV of this
dissertation, as they are enabled to follow a structured approach to develop and test new

BMs as part of entreprencurial activities.
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These findings are of increased relevance for a better management of CE imtiatives, as
it allows to reflect over the quantitative and qualitative effects of these initiatives against

the strategic and financial targets (Harms et al., 2010; Kreiser et al., 2021).

Overall, these findings are especially relevant for individuals in established organiza-
tions to overcome the ambidextrous challenge of simultaneously operating the daily
business, while seizing new opportunities in an entrepreneurial fashion. On the one
hand, these findings help to control, steer, and engage in venturing activities more ef-
fectively. On the other hand, they help to engage in BMI activity in structured way and
under consideration of individual and company-specific circumstances. Ultimately,
these findings serve to design and execute CE imtiatives more appropriately and hence
can be a viable avenue to achieve and sustain competitive advantage and superior per-

formance.

6.3 Limitations and future research

Next to its contributions to research and practice, the publication-based dissertation
come with limitations that mainly arise from the methods and data used in the studies of
the dissertation. These limitations also highlight avenues for future research.

First, Research Paper I as systematic literature review structures and analyzes existing
research in the field and therefore does not allow the evaluation of measurement ap-
proaches and thus no derivation of recommendations or best practices is possible. There-
fore, further research can tap into open field of research to assess CV success measure-
ment approaches based on their contextual and mode-specific fit. Furthermore, the
measurement approaches identified are not exhaustive, and empirical evidence for other
approaches as well as the use of financial and non-financial measurement approaches
could therefore lead to valuable advancements. This is particularly interesting in settings
where CE initiatives are selected and executed simultaneously and need to be evaluated

based on their purpose.

Second, with its large qualitative data set, the findings of Research Paper II are limited
due to a potential discrepancy between interviewees reported actions and their actual

Maurice M. Steinhoff 115



Contributions and future research

behavior. Furthermore, despite its inter-coder analysis approach, the data analysis might
suffer from subjectivity and biases. Hence, further empirical investigation in ethno-
graphic research approaches could observe actual behavior. Additionally, longitudinal
studies can validate the identified activities against their contribution to venture survival

and success.

Third, being a single case study, findings from Research Paper III suffer from lhimited
generalizability towards other and/or comparable cases. Hence, drivers and effects of
BMI activity need to be investigated on a larger sample. Furthermore, results are based
on a limited data set, given the availability of information at that point in time. Ideally,
further studies could mvestigate BMI activity combined with expert interviews within
the case. Additionally, research could further investigate the processes of technology
evaluation and integration in BMI activities, to derive structured evaluation approaches
and thus enhance the understanding of its influence on BMI trajectories.

Fourth, due to its conceptual nature, findings of Research Paper IV need to be validated
empirically in respective companies and industries. This would also offer room for fur-
ther improvements regarding the integrated aspects into the proposed BMI framework.
Additionally, the design and testing process of BMs could be investigated within a co-
hort of similar firms to understand the mechanism connected to structured BMI activi-

ties.

Despite these limitations, the dissertation contributes to research on CE imitiatives as a
viable way to manage established firms entrepreneunally. With its contributions, re-
searchers and practitioners alike are provided with a better understanding of central en-
trepreneurial activities, such as venture creation and BMI. Hence, this dissertation helps
the knowledge accumulation on a central component of how firms could stay or become

more entrepreneurial and thus deal with dynamic change more successfully.
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