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ABSTRACT

The process of new venture creation continuessairiate practitioners and academics
alike for its widespread and fundamental impacalbmarket economies. New ventures
contribute to the economy through the jobs thegterand by enhancing productivity
resulting in increased economic prosperity and gimo®uch important contributions
underline the considerable merit attributed to usi@amding the determinants and
consequences of new venture creation. Thereles dittagreement that personal,
organizational, opportunity, cultural, institutidriactors, etc. influence the creation of
new ventures. The challenge remains to determmehafactors have what kind of

influence on new venture creation.

In this thesis | propose a differentiating anaysi the venturing mode of
business starters — as nascent entrepreneurs gNEs)ascent intrapreneurs (NIs, or
corporate entrepreneurs). NEs try to create a reaiuve by themselves. NlIs attempt the
same for their employer. In this thesis | offerelnicomplementary essays that jointly
address the questioHow do nascent intrapreneurs and nascent entrepnendiffer

from each other?

In my first essay | develop the Individual-OppoiityrOrganization Nexus. |
explore individual, opportunity, and organizatiomdluences on the choice of new
venture creation mode. My research propositionsl@ynariables traditionally used to

inform the general start-up decision, to inform vieature mode choice.



Essay two analyzes the impact of start-up motivstion the venture mode
choice. We develop a two-stage theoretical fram&wased on individual motivations.
We employ a bi-variate probit model with sampleessgbn, which shows that some start-
up motivations affect the self-selection into naaeenturing in general and others affect

the organizational selection mechanisms of intnagues.

In essay three | compare the start-up and abanddmates of NIs and NEs.
Using series of multinomial logit models, | demaast that NIs, compared to NEs, have
a reduced likelihood of quitting in the first 45 mbs of developing their nascent
venture. There was no evidence of one group baisigff in bringing their nascent

venture to market.

In combination, the three essays explain why awl ihascent intrapreneurs and
nascent entrepreneurs differ from each other. Eutsearch needs to distinguish

between these two groups.

Keywords

New Venture Creation Mode, Nascent Venturing, Mation, Start-Up and
Abandonment
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Chapter 1 : Introduction

A nascent intrapreneur (NI) (or nascent corporateepreneur) is an individual in
the process of setting up a new venture for hiseoremployer (Pinchot, 1985). A nascent
entrepreneur (NE) is also trying to start a newtwen but does so independently outside
of the borders of an existing organization. Botls Bihd NEs belong to the general group
of nascent venturers (NVs). The qualifier “nascestérs to the fact that their venturing
efforts are works in progress (Reynolds & Mille@9P) and the outcome of the venturing
activity is uncertain. This thesis focuses on #agy stage where NIs and NEs are
shaping their ideas into new ventures. The thesss the term “venture mode” to
differentiate the two ways by which NVs can estlbtheir new venture, either
independently outside the borders of an existimgguization as in the case of NEs, or
dependently within the organization as in the add¢ls (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001;

Burgelman, 1983).

This introductory chapter outlines my researchivadibn, presents the three
guiding research questions, and explains the réagbor the three-essay approach. It
then outlines the contributions of the thesis. Thapter concludes with an outline of the

thesis.

What motivates my research?
Some individuals try to start a business on them;oothers try starting a new

venture together with their employer. Researchave Istudied the characteristics of NEs



(Reynolds, 1997); why NEs try to start new busieeg#ldnge & Scheinberg, 1988;
Scheinberg & MacMillan, 1988); how their motivatgodiffer from those of regular
employees (Carter, Gartner, Shaver, & Gatewood3R@hd how important NEs are for
the economy (Acs & Armington, 2004; van Praag &3leot, 2007). However, research
also shows that more than 20% of new ventures liedake shape within corporate
boundaries (Parker, 2011) and that these NI vestostribute to corporate performance
(Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001; Hornsby, Kuratko, & Za)r2002), innovation, and corporate
renewal (Zahra & Covin, 1995). Translated into expuit value and jobs created, Nls are
an important group of nascent venturers (Reynoldugtin, 2011). Yet we know little

about how NIs and NEs compare in their nascent-sgfaefforts.

Research on corporate entrepreneurship (CE) lcaséd on intrapreneurs from
the perspective of the established organizationtgSEarch predominantly addresses the
guestions of how to create, maintain and develogpreneurial characteristics within
well-established companies (Kuratko, Covin, & Gayr2009; Kuratko, Montagno, &
Hornsby, 1990; Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994). Rg@dhdue to strategy scholars’
influence, CE tends to focus on firm level analyMsreover, CE research concentrates
on organizational outcomes. For example, some G&areh centers on company
objectives for improving innovation and other peniance variables inside the
corporation, mostly via changes in the entrepraakarientation of the firm (Covin &
Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). As most atlesearch is located at the
organizational, or firm level, the individual ley@here the NI plays the principal role,
has received much less attention. This thesisiftea gap in research relating to

individual level nascent intrapreneurship.



The individual-level research available predonmghatoncerns NEs. Scholars
have attempted to better understand entreprenetesms of their characteristics (see
Gartner, 1988 for a critical overview); their netk® (Larson & Starr, 1993; Smith &
Lohrke, 2008); their motivation (Stewart & Roth,0); and their cognitions (Mitchell et
al., 2002). Such contributions comprise the tradai mainstream entrepreneurship
research but address only the NE side of the viegtunode construct. Studies in this
literature also compare business starters (sometamigepreneurs and intrapreneurs)
with the general population (Johnson, 1990; Ste&d&bth, 2007). These studies

presume that no meaningful differences exist betvwdés and NEs.

This thesis suggests otherwise. It extends thevithaial-Opportunity Nexus
(Shane, 2003) to argue that unique contextual fact@aningfully influence the
individual venturing decision. In particular, difesces in the organizational context
between NIs and NEs influence how individuals di&hla new venture. Due to these
contextual differences, there may be a numberftédrénces between NIs and NEs. This
thesis sets out to explore the differences betwderand NEs in three separate, yet

connected essays.

The purpose of the first essay is to include odntd influences from the
organizational level on the venture mode choiadeMelop a theoretical model, which
explains how individual, opportunity, and organiaaél characteristics influence the
venture mode choice. The model builds on the ladiai-Opportunity Nexus (Shane,
2003). The Individual-Opportunity Nexus (ION) exiplsentrepreneurial activity in
general as occurring at the intersection of indigidand opportunity characteristics. The

ION does not include the contextual influence afamizational characteristics, nor does



it elaborate on the different modes of venturettwagNI or NE). The thesis’ first essay
therefore extends the ION model in two ways: (1)rinjuding the organizational
perspective as an influencing factor, and (2) lmjuding the venturing mode as a key

characteristic of the start-up decision.

Essay two tests part of the conceptual model dpeelin essay one. In essay two
| analyze the impact of various individual motiwats on the selection of individuals into
intrapreneurship and entrepreneurship. Essay twadshiestable hypotheses from one
proposition of the conceptual model. Specificalhe essay analyzes how intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation in form of financial, recogioit, independence, and role model
motivation influence the decision to start a newtuee and the venture mode choice.
The essay also builds on the theoretical additfarganizational influencers to the
model in essay one. In essay two, | include orgdiurmal selection mechanisms to
determine whether a nascent venturer explores adeanas a NI or a NE. The essay
demonstrates that the organization, through seleatiechanisms for Nls, influences the
venturing mode decision at the same time that iddal venturing motivations play a

role.

Essay three explores the consequences of integmadintextual influences on the
venture mode choice. This essay investigates diff@@s in the start-up and abandonment
rates of NIs and NEs. Several scholars have shbatrttie new venture creation process
is random and unstructured (Davidsson & Gordon02Qikao, Welsch, & Tan, 2005).
Some nascent venturing efforts reach the mark&inwhonths and others take several
years to develop (Reynolds & Miller, 1992). Thigpga the understanding of the time it

takes nascent ventures to reach the market or abdnedoned serves as initial motivation



to investigate differences between NlIs and NEsellogy the three essays attempt to

answer the following three research questions:

Essay 1. How do individual, opportunity, and ornigational characteristics influence

the venture mode choice?

Essay 2. How do NIs and NEs differ in their stgptmotivation?

Essay 3: How do NIs and NEs differ in their stgstand abandonment rates of nascent

venturing activities?

Analysis of the venturing process at the individagel is timely and important
for another reason. To date, research has empHabke®utcome of the venturing
process. Prior research focuses on innovation ofpeance, particularly within
companies (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2004; Baron & Ta2§11). While these factors are
relevant, in order to comprehend the process ofvevure creation it is necessary to
examine its beginnings on the individual NI and IR&el. Individual NIs and NEs
attempt to develop their nascent ventures frorn#seent stage to the startup stage. The
idiosyncrasies of NIs and NEs within the contexfuamework of organizations and

opportunities inform and shape this process.

Finally, Phan, Wright, and Ucbasaran (2009) descai disconnect between

process studies and structural studies in entreprehip. Process studies analyze the



dynamic of a relationship over time. Structuraldéds offer a more static perspective of
the context within which processes take place. @lstisdies are complementary because
a structural study can supply the context for a&@ss study. This thesis aims to explore
how to exploit these complementarities betweerctiral studies and process studies in

the three-essay format.

Choice of Three-Essay Format

Low and MacMillan discuss three elements that mdéspensable to our
understanding of entrepreneurship today: procesdext, and outcomes (Low &
MacMillan, 1988). They particularly encouraged ‘@hedriven research that is
contextual and process oriented” (p. 139). Adittld of entrepreneurship progressed,
the theoretical emphasis shifted from a focus drepreneurs as decontextualized
individuals (Gartner, 1988), toward their behaviorghe venture creation process. We
have also witnessed partial integration of contabdactors (e.g. industry environment,
geographic location, policy standards, etc.) ineéntrepreneurial process (Aldrich &
Martinez, 2001). Although we increasingly underst#ime processes, contexts, and
outcomes of new venture creation, there is stilcimio learn from purposefully
combining the structure or context with process @amdome perspectives (Dess,
Lumpkin, & McGee, 1999; Phan et al., 2009). Therementioned is the goal of this

thesis through the three studies of which it cdasis

The essays comprising the thesis focus on (1) ¢tieat differences, (2)

motivation, and (3) differences in start-up andratmment rates. The thesis’ three-



essay approach is helpful as a format for fouraessFirst, it is comprehensive. Second,
it follows a logical sequence. Third, it tracksiwiduals over time. Fourth, it includes

multiple levels of analysis.

First, regarding comprehensiveness, this set ektbtudies allows for a
comprehensive understanding of how differences é&tviNIs and NEs materialize over
time. Both NIs and NEs engage in the process aiweriounding (Davidsson, 2006;
Gartner, 1988). This process has been conceptdai€ifferent stages (Katz & Gartner,
1988). However, the distinction between these stégeften unclear, partly because
start-up efforts seldom follow a linear approaclstoictly sequential activities (Liao et
al., 2005). Empirical findings to date suggest trader scrutiny, every start-up effort
appears unique as it unfolds over time. It is¢fae difficult to discern whether Nis and
NEs differ from each another in this respect. Tiree topics of this thesis — (1)
theoretical differences, (2) motivation, and (2rsup and abandonment rates — provide
insight from three different, general stages ofrthecent venture founding process:
beginning, middle and end. This provides a moreprefmensive overview of how NIs

and NEs might differ.

Second, the three essays follow a logical sequéieethesis proposes an
investigation into how individual preferences infodecisions made at early stages,
which then influence decisions made at later stafjes thesis starts in essay one by
theorizing why NIs and NEs might be different, &ample in their motivation. The
thesis then investigates motivational differencetsvieen NIs and NEs in the second
essay. The analysis in essay two is also thesthfest empirical contribution. The

motivational differences between NIs and NEs absal lto the structural component of



the venturing context — the venture mode choiceo™NIE. Essay three then uses the
outcome of essay two to analyze how these strddiffarences might manifest in
different venturing outcomes (start-up or abandamt)naver time. Essay three

contributes the process study. The three essalgslbgically on one another.

Third, the two empirical essays that test parthefconceptual model allow the
research presented to track the individuals bebauth venture over time. The ability to
follow the individual NI or NE is important for tmeasons. Tracking highlights that the
initial differences from individual, opportunitynd organizational levels affect the
venturing mode choice. Tracking also shows thatwemturing mode choice influences
start-up and abandonment rates. In order to dematashe two aforementioned benefits
of tracking individual NIs and NEs it is necesstryrack the same people. The three-
essay approach aids in this goal as the two erapggsays share the same data and
sample. The database used for both empirical Suslidtne Panel Study of
Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED-I and PSED-II). PIBED is a longitudinal, founder-
dedicated database. The PSED provides a consiseagurement basis for all of the
variables used in both empirical essays. Spedyictile constructs, definitions, and
measurements relating to NIs and NEs are the sBnestwo empirical essays also share
control variables. The use of the same data frens#me database allows identical
operationalization of NIs and NEs in both studiese NI and NE sample frame is the
same. In other words, the thesis studies how iddals' motivation influences their
venturing mode choice and how their venturing mduaces manifest in different start-
up and abandonment rates. While under other ciramoss it might be favorable to have

an additional sample to increase generalizabihty @bustness of the analyses, the



proposed method of using one large longitudinad dat has the advantage of comparing
the same two groups twice. Another advantage ofguie same data set is that the
research design then allows for the investigatioth® above-mentioned chronological
and logical connections in a controlled environmaninfluenced by changes in time,
place, environmental conditions, etc. This compiéitgland applicability of the findings

in one study for the subsequent one is a majongtineof my thesis.

Fourth, the conceptual components of the essalresslthe topic of new venture
creation mode from multiple levels of analysis. Wiihe data and focus of this thesis are
at the individual level, the thesis’ conceptuallgsia is broader. The conceptual analysis
in essay one examines individual, opportunity, arghnizational influences from the
multilevel perspective of the individual, ventuagd organization. This approximates
reality much better than an analysis from one sihgVel. This is because the multilevel
perspective addresses the venturing context andineemode choice in a holistic
fashion. Especially in the case of Nls, the indial, venture-, and organizational level
all inform the venture mode choice. While the iat¢ions between individual,
opportunity, and organizational aspects of the wemture mode choice are not a central
part of this thesis, the complexity of the new weatcreation process demands
recognition of influences from multiple perspectivi®ly thesis aims to provide some

groundwork for future multi-level interactive théong.

Contribution to Literature
This thesis attempts to make five contributionthiliterature. First, essay one

suggests joining the CE and the individual levedaeat venturing literature on new
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venture creation in an overarching Individual-Ogpoity-Organization Nexus (IOON).
Essay one explains the details of my model with $ieiction providing a brief overview.
The current model, entitled the Individual-OppoityiNexus, uses individual differences
to explain who recognizes and exploits an oppotyui@hane, 2003). The ION therefore
analyses the start-up decision from an individeadtdc perspective. The ION also
explicitly recognizes that characteristics of ogpoities affect whether or not an
individual is likely to start any new business. T0E literature, by contrast, has mostly
developed an organizational perspective on newuvertreation. The CE literature’s
focus is therefore at the organizational level egdly dealing with performance of
organizations that engage in corporate venturirgdn(@, 1993; Zahra & Covin, 1995).
The few CE studies framed at the individual leeeld to analyze middle level managers
(Burgelman, 1983; Kuratko, Ireland, Covin, & HorgsB005) rather than individual
intrapreneurs. The CE literature, however, recdmiyefitted from additional research
drawing on the level of the individual (Kacperczgk12; Shimizu, 2012). The newer
studies support the call by Brixy and colleaguesestore the individual as a key focus of
CE research (Brixy, Sternberg, & Stiiber, 2012).ré&dver, Sgrensen’s work (Sgrensen,
2007; Sgrensen & Fassiotto, 2011) highlights tfleence of organizations on
entrepreneurial behavior as an important contextifialence. The broader IOON
proposed in this thesis provides the opportunitycimbine all three, individual,
opportunity, and organizational influences on n@nture creation. Essay one uses these
influences as equally important next to each otBgrdoing so, essay one extends the
Individual-Opportunity Nexus (Shane, 2003) in tways. The first way is by including

influences from the CE literature (Kacperczyk, 204&hra, Nielsen, & Bogner, 1999)
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and the organizational perspective advocated bgriSen (Sgrensen, 2007; Sgrensen &
Fassiotto, 2011). The second way in which essayegtends the ION is by focusing on
the venture mode as an important characteristibeotart-up outcome. The resulting
IOON models the venture mode decision as co-crdateddividual, opportunity, and
organizational influences. Such modeling is congtuéth the ION, the CE literature,
and the integrative model of Hornsby and colleadtiesnsby, Naffziger, Kuratko, &
Montagno, 1993), which ranks individual influencasisally adjacent to organizational

level determinants of CE.

As a second contribution, | develop theory abbatrtature of the selection into
nascent entrepreneurship and nascent intrapremguEssay two theorizes how
individual and organizational selection on an imdiixal’'s motivation jointly explains the
venture mode decision. Individual selection in tositext is the process by which a
person decides which occupational choice is righhfm or her — nascent venturing or
regular employment (Kolvereid, 19964, b). Indivilselection is widely studied in
occupational choice models in labor economics (BgzZ2005; Parker, 2004, 2008).
Organizational selection in the form of Human ReselManagement (HRM) selection
processes by contrast explains how an organizatiartinizes an individual’s motivation
when choosing amongst candidates for intraprengu(Blavis, 1999; Gerstein &
Reisman, 1983; Hamel, 1999; Hayton, 2005; Schmettal., 2010). Although scholars
have studied both selection mechanisms, they de#parately. Studying the two
selection mechanisms separately is likely to otanage nascent intrapreneurship since
NIs only develop their ventures together with tleemployer. Substantial selection bias

blemishes the results of studies that compare ypest of venturers without previously
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accounting for the self-selection to participaté¢hie general group of nascent venturers
(Parker, 2011). At the time of the writing of thinesis, no study combines individual
with organizational selection mechanisms on indigld’ venturing motivation. Essay
two develops this combination. The combinationnafividual and organizational
selection is important because of the fact thatrBidgiire their employer’s consent. One
of the thesis’ contributions therefore is to matthe influence of individual start-up
motivations on venture mode choice as a joint amdilsaneous outcome of individual
occupational selection mechanisms and HRM seleatiechanisms inside the
organization. This contribution builds on the tls&ésierarching contribution of
strengthening the joint perspective of individuadlarganizational influences on the

nascent venturing process outlined in essay one.

The third contribution occurs in essay three,chleémpirically examines
differences in start-up and abandonment rates legthés and NEs. The arguments
presented in essay three clarify the importandaetpecific context afascent
venturing for the empirical comparison of startarg abandonment rates between the
two venturing modes. While one established possiaggests the importance of initial
resource endowments of the incumbent in the comwtietiinely business start-up (Shrader
& Simon, 1997; Teng, 2007), another perspectivessts organizational hurdles to the
quick development of corporate start-ups (Sgrer®@d/). It is currently unclear which
of the two perspectives would better explain tlaetsip and abandonment rates of
nascent NI ventures relative to NE ventures. Thsifh contribution in this area is to
reconcile both perspectives by emphasizing speedity advantages that NIs enjoy over

NEs during the particular time of nascent venturifige essay argues that NIs’ intimate
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familiarity with the resources and capabilitieslodir employer amplifies the benefits of
initial resource and capability endowments. Thidyefamiliarity prevents diseconomies
of scale in the development of the nascent venMogeover, these benefits accrue at a
point in time when their existence allows for édtaing and advantageous venturing
trajectory thus making it less likely that NIs allan their ventures compared to NEs. At
the same time, the drawbacks of corporate bureayionaterialize at a later stage. In the
earliest months after conception of the idea, #sxant venture is still in flux. The
controlling function of bureaucracy, however, occas the venture creates the first
positions, changes, and begins to become a sefmusiteess entity. In the specific
context of NE venturing, essay three develops tliktianal argument that concerns
about legitimacy make NEs strive for faster timenarket than NlIs. Legitimacy
concerns regarding the liabilities of newness andllmess are at the forefront of NES’
challenges. In addition to the necessity to earmamme as an independent NE, essay
three argues that NEs are more likely than Nlsitagitheir venture to market faster.
With these arguments the thesis contributes tatilndy of venture mode as an important
boundary condition of differences between starang abandonment rates of nascent
ventures. Clear theorizing of the influence of weatmode at a specific time, in our case
the nascent start-up phase, can help addresssitihations of competing explanations

for phenomena observed in the process of new vegteation.

The fourth contribution is that the three essagetioer explain how combining
structure and process studies can advance theezatlire. Until now the literature
focuses either on the structural dimensions of @& 1isby et al., 1993) or on process

dimensions (Burgelman, 1983). Yet the apparenbdisect between structural and
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process studies (Phan et al., 2009) comes at altpeicess studies fail to build on
structural studies they can do little more tharedipatterns. This thesis includes both a
structure study in essay two and a process studgsay three. The thesis then uses the
findings of the structure study about the venturimade decision as input into the process
study about the venturing start-up and abandonnag¢es. The three-essay format enables
this connection. The thesis uses the findings s&gswvo regarding motivation as input
for essay three regarding start-up and abandonratss over time. The combination of
the three essays therefore addresses the call 8 Dempkin, and McGee (1999) to link
CE strategy, structure, and processes. These awghgrhasize that researchers “need to
consider the links between these concepts, comerdtepreneurship and performance”
(pg. 97). This thesis exemplifies how to make ush® complementary nature of

structure and process studies.

With respect to the last proposed contribution,thesis’ research addresses the
“heterogeneity problem” that Davidsson (2006) dssad at various stages in his review
of the nascent entrepreneurship literature. Troblpm deals with the low reliability of
findings derived from the highly heterogeneous geoaf business starters. Entrepreneurs
and their activities are extremely diverse. Whatug in one context and for one sample
is not necessarily true in another context or agrosample. To address this challenge, the
thesis proposes a simple distinction that sepath&group of business starters into two
sizeable subgroups, NIs and NEs. While each gresfili heterogeneous, a clear and
parsimonious distinction between NIs and NEs cbatas at least a first step towards

addressing the heterogeneity challenge.
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Thesis Outline

Figure 1 below provides an overview of the genkengut of the thesis. The
Figure demonstrates the relationships and intertdgecies of the three essays. From left
to right, the Figure shows how the three essaysedrand build on each other. The
thesis is therefore structured as follows: the tiepde chapters are dedicated to the
individual essays of this thesis followed by thedading analysis. Chapter two is
comprised of the first essay on theoretical diffierss between NIs and NEs. Chapter
three is the second essay and discusses the nmtadatdifferences between NlIs and
NEs. The third essay in chapter four examines iffierences in start-up and
abandonment rates between NIs and NEs. Chaptedifaves together the findings from
the three studies and concludes with a discussitmeaesults, their implications and

ideas for future research.
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Figure 1 Influences and Consequences of Venturing dle - Layout of the three
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Chapter 2 : Starting inside or outside of corporate Walls?
Multiple Perspectives on the Choice of New Vent@reation
Mode

Introduction

The Individual-Opportunity Nexus (ION) has influeatcthe scholarly discussion
about the creation of new ventures. First introduzg Shane and Venkataraman, the
ION argues for an augmentation of the individualtde view of entrepreneurship with
the integration of opportunities (Shane, 2003; &h%favenkataraman, 2000). The
interaction of individuals and opportunities is tahto new venture creation. Shane
(2003) further explained how individuals identifiydathen exploit opportunities in the
lead up to new ventures. Not without critics, seln®lconsidered the ION incomplete for
being under-socialized (Baker, Gedajlovic, & Lulat005) or void of context (Zahra
& Dess, 2001). Lately scholars controversially dessed the ION with respect to its
epistemology and the question of whether individuaéate or discover opportunities
(Alvarez & Barney, 2013; Eckhardt & Shane, 2013nk@araman, Sarasvathy, Dew, &

Forster, 2013).

Yet, the literature has not discussed how the rated perspective of the ION can
inform a fundamental decision in the lead up to newture creation that is the venture
mode choice. Some individuals try to start a nemtwe with their employer as Nascent
Intrapreneurs (NIs) (Burgelman, 1983; Pinchot, J98&hers become independent
Nascent Entrepreneurs (NEs) (Reynolds, 1997). @s8ay employs the definition of a NI

as a person in the process of starting a new veiiReynolds & Miller, 1992) together
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with his or her employer (Pinchot, 1985). Whild ath employees have the option to
become NIs, some do have the option (due to orgaoiml rank, social capital, etc.) to
explore the intrapreneurship (or corporate entregueship) mode of new venture
creation. Nls furthermore can expect to own pathefnascent venture on which he or
she is working in many cases (Martiarena, 2013js fitakes NIs distinct from other

employees.

A nascent entrepreneur (NE), in comparison to aridls to develop a new
venture independently or in a team, but outsidia@forganizational context (Reynolds,
Carter, Gartner, & Greene, 2004; Reynolds, 199Es bwn their venture themselves.
Despite scholarly work recognizing the importanterdrepreneurs for the economy
(van Praag & Versloot, 2007) and of intraprenearsrinovation and organizational
renewal inside established organization (Antoncigi&rich, 2001), the literature has

uncovered few antecedents to the venturing modeelNI or NE).

The gap in our understanding of the antecedertteeteenturing mode choice in
entrepreneurship research in general, and the iQpsiticular, is concerning for four
reasons. First, a clear conceptualization of thiuwreng mode (NI or NE) is necessary to
define the boundary conditions of the new ventudatyvity. We know for example that
the organizational context is of particular impada for new venture creation (Sgrensen
& Fassiotto, 2011). Approximately 90 per cent afiimduals who attempt to start a new
venture have previously been employed (Burton, &wan, & Beckman, 2002;
Gompers, Lerner, & Scharfstein, 2005). Sociologistgie that this context shapes the
individuals involved in new venture creation (Akhri& Martinez, 2001). Yet, the ION

fails to include the organizational context andnftuences on the venture mode choice.
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Second, studying the venture mode is timely andmapt because contemporary
guidance from individual level entrepreneurshipigta centers on the general decision to
start or not to start developing a nascent ver(foginsend, Busenitz, & Arthurs, 2010).
Entrepreneurship studies do not focus on the optrer@ure mode for the individual and
business opportunity. This neglect is in disagregmath evidence that links the venture
mode to the performance of the resulting nasceamtuve (Zahra, Neubaum, & EI-
Hagrassey, 2002) and the performance of a parempaoy (Campbell, Ganco, Franco,

& Agarwal, 2012). In light of this evidence, thissaly suggests that we need to
understand the antecedents of the venture modeechave want to understand

completely how the venture mode influences stardsug parent company performance.

Third, scholars concerned with the organizatioaltext of new venture creation
continue to study how to optimize the environmenmtrfew ventures inside organizations
(Schmelter, Mauer, Borsch, & Brettel, 2010; Wangjd&e, Tansky, & Wang, 2010). If
these studies fail to consider the venturing maa £fforts are likely to have the
unwanted consequences of prospective Nis leavimgdiporation to become
independent NEs (Anton & Yao, 1995; Klepper & Skeg2005). This essay’s focus on
the antecedents of the venture mode choice clatifie conditions under which

individuals are likely to stay with their companydabecome Nis.

Fourth, the essay focuses further on the ION. Stigdgntecedents to the venture
mode more comprehensively than before providegpaortunity to add another
explanatory factor to the ION. The essay combitemdividual and opportunity
perspectives with the organizational perspectivenmted by the corporate

entrepreneurship (CE) literature and advocateddrgi&en and Fassiotto (2011).
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Consequently, the gap in this essay concerningadénts to the venturing mode
construct is addressed by the question: how deithaal, opportunity, and

organizational factors influence the venture mduaa=?

This essay'’s principle contribution is the devel@mtof a theoretical model that
explains how individual, opportunity, and organiaaél factors determine the venture
mode choice. By doing so, the essay extends thet¢Qi¢come the Individual-
Opportunity-Organization Nexus (IOON). The IOOMmises to provide a more
comprehensive analysis of new venture creation tihahON and to enable further cross-

level theorizing.

The following presents the research model, augmeritie ION with Sgrensen
and Fassiotto’s perspective on organizational corf911). Next, | develop the
propositions underlying the model. The discussgxtien explains the model’s

advantages and implications for future research.
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Theoretical Framework: Multiple Perspectives on\thaturing
Mode

Figure 2 Research Model: Individual-Opportunity-Organization Nexus - Essay 1
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As depicted in Figure 2 above, the research modehds the Individual-
Opportunity Nexus (ION) to include an organizatiloperspective on the venturing mode
choice. The ION by itself explains individual eqtreneurial activity in general through

the interaction of individual and opportunity chataistics. This is in line with the



26

subjectivist theory of entrepreneurship (Mahonelli&hael, 2005; Kor, Mahoney &
Michael, 2007). Kor and colleagues (2007) haverekd the subjectivist theory
developed by Mahoney and Michael (2005) to inclode an individual's subjective
perceptions shape the set of opportunities availebin organization. Subjective
perceptions of individuals, as for example thesk propensity and an individual’s self-
efficacy, play a major role in the formation of ilegkes about opportunities (Gregoire &

Shepherd, 2012).

The model presented in this essay builds on tsisareh and in addition explains
the influence of the organizational context oneéh&epreneurial process. As another
feature, the IOON focuses on one particular charestic of venturing: the venturing

mode.

My research model proposes main effects of indaidopportunity and
organizational factors as well as interactions agsbthe three as influencers on the
venturing mode choice. For the development of tiopgsed relationships between
individual, opportunity, and organizational factarsd the new venture mode choice, the
new IOON adopts the view that a holistic and manaprehensive theorizing about the
three factors understands them as equally impomxitto each other. Any one
perspective on new venture start-up activity maynb@mative but would be insufficient
in explaining the complex reality at play in newntge creation and venture mode
choice. If the essay neglected one of the thraerfsceven the most elegant theorizing
incorporating the other two factors could not peethe impact of the remaining third
factor. The three factors are independent yet ithieyact with each other. The following

introduces specific characteristics of each ofttinee factors.
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How separate individual, opportunity, and organaral characteristics influence
new venture creation has a long history of schbipri&m entrepreneurship. The IOON
incorporates three individual characteristics (1t8p opportunity characteristics (4&5),
and two organizational characteristics (6&7) kndwinfluence the general start-up
decision in order to demonstrate how they affeetvinture mode decision of becoming

an NI relative to becoming an NE.

Prior research has investigated individual levig#as on entrepreneurship (Baum
& Bird, 2010; Hmielski & Baron, 2009). The threaliwidual variables chosen for this
essay as exemplary illustrations reflect the atsHmelief that several individual
characteristics must temporally and logically poecghe economic analysis of venture
viability. As Penrose suggests: “the decision tarcle for opportunities is an enterprising
decision requiring entrepreneurial intuition angégmation and must proceed the
‘economic’ decision to go ahead with the examimabbopportunities of expansion”
(Penrose, 1959, pg 34). Therefore the individupéets of motivation (Shane, Locke, &
Collins, 2003), risk propensity, and self-efficassif-confidence (Chen, Greene, & Crick
1998) were selected to represent the individu&liémices most likely to impact the
venture mode decision, even before the economtapéne venturing decision becomes

dominant.

The essay draws on parts of the motivation liteeatbat differentiates (1)
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Amabile, 1998mabile, Hill, Hennessey, & Thige,
1994; Kuratko, Hornsby, & Naffziger, 1997). Reséars emphasized that stable
personal traits such as (2) risk propensity inftimmventuring decision (Cramer, Hartog,

Jonker, & Van Praag, 2002; Ekelund, Johanssongli&y& Lichtermann, 2005).
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Research also explored how (3) self-efficacy (BaadlL977) and self-confidence beliefs

positively affect the start-up decision (Baum & ke¢2004; Townsend et al., 2010).

Regarding the characteristics of opportunitiedelprior work has paid attention
to how they influence the venturing decision (Gieg& Shepherd, 2012). Maine (2008)
explored an opportunity’s gradient of newness astémtial impact on the industry.
Dahlqvist and Wiklund (2012) measured the marketness of new ventures. Following
such earlier examples, this essay explores sualacteaistics in from of the influence of
(4) break-through or incremental opportunities lom relative choice of NI over NE. As a
second opportunity characteristic, this essay iffgates between (5) person-centric or
factor-centric opportunities. A person person-dgergpportunity refers to a venturing
idea that is dependent on an individual's skillexperiences. Factor-centric
opportunities require specific assets as inputsder to develop the opportunity. While
such theorizing in the lead up to new venture @aaas new to the best of my
knowledge, there is a reasonable amount of scgolatk on complementary factors
needed in the exploitation of an opportunity, which argumentation draws upon

(Jacobides, Knudsen, & Augier, 2006; Teece, 198&ce€, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997).

Finally, scholars taking an organizational perspeabn new venture creation
discuss how (6) organizational size and (7) orgdtiunal age affect organizational
development in general and new venture creatiqgraiticular (Kacperczyk, 2012; Le

Mens, Hannan, & Pdlos, 2011; Sgrensen, 2007; SemeasStuart, 2000).

This essay suggests that the combination of theee factors with their seven

characteristics provide a comprehensive perspeatiide venturing mode choice. It is
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also relevant to acknowledge that previous reseamalew venture creation in general
guides this essay’s choice of each factor’s charatics. | selected these seven particular
characteristics because previous research has shewmffect on the general start-up
decision. If existing research has already estaddigheir effects on general start-up
propensity, it is likely that these characteristigh also contribute theoretically to inform
the venture mode choice: NIs and NEs. Since thisidedo start a venture is

theoretically linked to the choice of the venturimgde, other factors that have not been
theorized to affect the general start-up decisiomat enter the IOON. In this way, my
theoretical paper addresses concerns about seléxtie influencing the studies of

subgroups of nascent venturers (Parker, 2011).

Without any claim of full comprehensiveness in tharacteristics of each of the
three factors, this essay attempts to clarify hewes individual, opportunity, and
organizational characteristics known to influertoe general start-up decision affect the
venturing mode choice. The following analysis jiissi the inclusion of each
characteristic by explaining how it is influentialthe general start-up literature. The
essay examines how each characteristic affecishibiee of trying to start a new venture

as NI relative to becoming a NE.

Individual Characteristics

Individual determinants within the ION explain thmait every person is equally
likely to take up nascent venturing. As the indiats’ utility from nascent venturing

exceeds the opportunity cost, nascent venturingrnes more likely (Shane, 2003).
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Some scholars have argued that individuals whan#iasically motivated and self-
confident are perceived to enjoy higher utilitysimilar opportunities (Monsen, Patzelt,
& Saxton, 2010) thus making them more likely to @&geyin any start-up activities.
People with high opportunity costs influencing thésk propensity, such as well-paying

jobs, are less likely to take on a venturing opjaity (Cassar, 2006).

Research based on the Work Preference Inventorgbienet al., 1994) shows
that individuals who are more driven by intrinsiotaation (e.g. independence) than by
extrinsic motivation (e.g. financial rewards angutation) are more likely to start their
own business than to remain employed (Plant & Réa0). Individuals intrinsically
motivated by working independently might preferd®aing a NE over becoming a NI
since inside the corporation as NlIs they would lsélve a manager influencing their
decision. Outside and independent of any orgamzahlEs are freer to make decisions

on their own (Kuratko et al., 1997).

Individuals motivated intrinsically by achievindegacy are also more likely to
choose to start their own business (Alstete, 20023y can attach their name and
identity to their own work instead of being absafl@o a company’s (brand) name.
These individuals can distinguish their contribntamd create a legacy that links directly
to their name. This essay therefore suggestsrbatiduals who derive happiness from
within and value legacy building are more likelyliecome NEs than those who thrive on

the recognition by others.

Conversely, extrinsically motivated individuals wéxplicitly seek personal

recognition from their environment would not findoeigh enjoyment in nascent
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venturing alone. Instead they require supplemdmahcial and reputational
compensation by others (Plant & Ren, 2010). Thediiduals are more likely to
become NIs because inside the organization praspedsts have direct access to their
reference group and the social network from whoay geek to receive extrinsic
rewards. This is evidenced in part by the socidl@motional embeddedness of
intrapreneurs. Emotional embeddedness of intraprergoes as far as causing envy
amongst those less involved with intrapreneuriatwees (Biniari, 2012). Extrinsically
motivated individuals thus find the corporate eanment better suited if they seek and
receive approbation and recognition by others (Véagtore, & Liden, 1997).
Intrapreneurial venturing activity readily providieslividuals who harbor a desire for

extrinsic rewards with a corporate environment ableatisfy this need.

Another argument suggests that extrinsically moségandividuals thrive in
environments where rewards are directly linkechwrtwork. Any delay generally
weakens the connection between the achievemenharektrinsic reward (Li, Su, &
Sun, 2010). Since nascent ventures rarely prodnoeediate extrinsic rewards, patience
is required before the nascent venture providestanbal compensation. Reynolds and
Miller for example found that 90% of all venturiefforts have a gestation window of up
to 36 months (Reynolds & Miller, 1992). Therefoegtrinsically motivated individuals
likely prefer employment where they receive regalad timely rewards for their efforts.
In short, this essay proposes that individuals ddnmot choose a venturing opportunity
out of personal fulfillment and intrinsic motivati@re more likely to need external and

more immediate recognition as a sort of compensdtinthe lack of intrinsic fulfillment.
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Proposition 1: There is a positive relationship between howiesit (as opposed
to intrinsic) an individual's motivation is and thikelihood of the individual choosing NI

over NE as the venturing mode.

Risk preferences distinguish venturers from nontwens (Ekelund et al., 2005;
Stewart Jr & Watson, 1999). Individuals with highiessk propensity are more likely to
engage in any sort of nascent venturing activitya(@r et al., 2002). However,
individuals with lower risk propensity could be radikely to become NIis. One reason
for this preference is that NiIs existing employmeantracts already assimilate steady
risk-return relationships. Employees predominaetyn a fixed salary. The risk that the
amount or payment terms fluctuate is small. Evetthay try to start a new venture as
NIs, employees are likely to earn a fixed salarlgeif employment income is secure,
stable, and independent of the performance of #seemt venture. In addition to a salary,
NlIs typically earn a percentage of the venturetsfip(Lerner, Azulay, & Tishler, 2009)
because they are part owners. Secure, timely afdesincome favors individuals with

low risk inclinations.

In contrast, a nascent venturer with high retupiraons who is willing to bear
more personal risk is more likely to become a NBEre€ main reasons underlie this
conjecture. First, an individual willing to acceptore personal risk for greater
participation in the rewards usually has to leameemployer in order to achieve these
higher risk-return ratios. Because of departmeetglality and established payment

scales, corporations are often unwilling and unablencrease risk-return ratios for
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individual employees (Balkin & Gomez-Mejia, 1984yk8s, 1992). This argument is
most prominent in the case of an overachieving eyga, who in the corporate setting
would seldom get to keep all the extra benefit @f Wwork to herself. Usually a contract
specifies the exact percentage of revenue or pi@fithe NI. In any case the fact that
both NI and the organization participate in theeptiall upside of a nascent venture
makes the upside less attractive compared to NEs. dd not have to share the upside

with others.

Second, a corporation has very little incentivékéep an employee who would
preferably exchange the structure and security sdlaried position for the higher risk
and higher expected return of an independent viagtuactivity. Such different risk
propensities have been argued to lead to agendjgomns between the NI and the firm
(Jones & Butler, 1992; Shimizu, 2012). Shimizu @PInakes the argument that
although firms try to encourage risk-taking by themployees in order to foster
intrapreneurship, the corresponding autonomy thgaroration grants, creates
information asymmetries (Kuratko, Irleand, & Horgsl2004). Information asymmetry

in turn might invite opportunistic behavior of Nis.

Third, the argument also works the other way aroundividuals interested in
becoming NEs seem to be comfortable handling higkkrlevels (Simon, Houghton, &
Aquino, 2000). They do not share the upsides af thenturing activity, but they also
would not be able to share potential downside riflkihie NE’s venture does not start-up
to be a successful new firm in the future, the Ndha carried the costs and investments

of the venturing activity.
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We can further differentiate the risk propensityNd$ and NEs by analyzing their
willingness to put personal assets at risk to foeatheir venture. Typically, independent
entrepreneurs have a substantial portion of thewafe wealth invested in their firms
(Busenitz, Fiet, & Moesel, 2005). If an individusl so confident about the future
profitability of his nascent venture that he isling to risk personal assets, he might be
less likely to seek outside equity investors. Tiediecause rational individuals would be
less likely to share the potential upsides. Howetrezy might be very interested in trying
to secure non-equity financing, such as bank laaassupplier credits. In other words, if
an individual is willing to assume personal riskarder to solely benefit from greater
rewards the NE path is the utility optimizing clmi©n the other hand, individuals who
are less willing to invest personally into theirsoant venture might seek corporate
partners to gain access to others’ resources.ithdils who prefer to keep their personal
equity untouched might be more inclined to beconie because in that scenario the

company assumes the risk involved in starting a vienture.

Proposition 2 There is a negative relationship between an iddal’s risk

propensity and the likelihood of them choosing &lative to NE as the venturing mode.

Self-efficacy concerns and self-confidence helpunderstand specific individual
differences between Nls and NEs. Scholars have shioat individuals with higher self-
efficacy and self-confidence are more likely to éalusiness start-up intentions
(Townsend et al.,, 2010; Tyszka, €lie, Domurat, & Macko, 2011; Urban, 2010).

Scholars characterize NEs as often overconfideatn@do & Welch, 2001; Busenitz &
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Barney, 1997; Forbes, 2005). Such findings sugidpedtthe higher the self-efficacy and
self-confidence of an individual, the lesser thg@rceived need for help. Even if an
individual lacks all of the required skills to dtax venture successfully, he is likely
confident in his capability to acquire these skifisthe future. If confident individuals

perceive little need for outside assistance anst titvemselves, such individuals might
prefer to become NEs. From their perspective, thrparate setup may not add much

value; they believe they are better off on theinow

Conversely, individuals with lower self-efficacy daself-confidence might feel
the need for a big, established corporate parirtegy likely feel incapable and insecure
on their own. This argument finds empirical suppiort Martiarena’s (2013) study
comparing entrepreneurs and two types of intrapnenieased on their perceived start-up
skills. She found that intrapreneurs are lessyikelfeel that they have what it takes and
that there are opportunities for them to exploitafiarena, 2013). Trying to start a
nascent venture together with their employer cae bils the confidence needed to bring
the nascent venture to market (Hayton, 2005). Tdreyreassured about their venturing
plans only once they feel the support of an esthbl corporation. This argument is also
in line with entrepreneurs experiencing a boostanfidence once their venturing ideas
secure external financing (Forbes, 2005). Forbesvshthat NEs inherently have a
tendency to be overconfident and that some evedtseebate such tendencies (2005). In
contrast, individuals who do not perceive themseltee have “what venturing takes”
search for a possibility to fill the perceived vadtheir skillset or assets. As such, they

are more likely to choose to become Nis.
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Proposition 3. There is a negative relationship between an iddal’s self-
efficacy and self-confidence and the likelihoodl®m choosing NI relative to NE as the

venturing mode.

Opportunity Characteristics

Research in entrepreneurship has analyzed theesoofopportunities, their
creation, discovery, the process of evaluatingexpdoiting them (Shane &
Venkataraman, 2000; Short, Ketchen, Shook, & ll@910). Yet these studies are
often separate from the studies on the individo&lepreneur (Sarason, Dean, & Dillard,
2006). In a first step to overcome this divide, itidividual-opportunity-nexus (ION)
(Shane, 2003; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000) pro@wsageraction between individual
and opportunity in the lead-up to entrepreneucévdy. The ION recognizes that the
opportunity influences the entrepreneur potentiaynuch as the entrepreneur
influences the opportunity (Sarason et al., 2006 ION furthermore offers several
insights into the origin of opportunities in techmgical, regulatory, and social change. It
also elaborates on the form of new opportunitiestkets, raw materials, production

techniques, etc. (Shane, 2003).

Building on the existing research on the origimefv opportunities, we advance
our understanding of the consequences of oppoytahéracteristics. In particular,
compared to our understanding of how opportuniggrabteristics influence the general
start-up likelihood, we know little about how oppority characteristics affect the

venture mode decision. Parker (2011) has estalligtee NIs are more likely to engage
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in business to business opportunities whereas kEare likely to market their nascent
venturing efforts directly to the consumers. Thisay suggests that other differences in
opportunity characteristics have an impact on gr@we mode decision as well. Two
additional opportunity characteristics could afféet venture mode decision (NI or NE):
person-centric (as opposed to factor-centric) astemental (as opposed to

breakthrough).

An opportunity is person-centric if the outcomeeaglon one or more specific
people. An opportunity is factor-centric if thetoome relies on a specific combination
of resources. Whether an opportunity is persortreeor factor-centric influences the
ease and independence with which NIs and NEs eaintlseir new venture. Person-
centric opportunities often commercialize an indual’s personal skills or experience
(Dencker, Gruber, & Shah, 2009). This is one reagioyn so many new ventures start in
the service industry and offer a particular skilthee founder for sale (i.e. web page
design, programming, hair styling, industry consiglt etc.). The finding that amongst all
nascent business starters, many personal hobbiydsssis exist (Reynolds et al., 2004)

strengthens this allegation.

Who is in control of the necessary inputs warrantsattention. With a person-
centric opportunity, the individual herself is iontrol of when and how her skills are
used. Such control is important because it detesnivho benefits from the use of the
skills. In a person-centric opportunity the invatvent of an employer as a venturing
partner is unnecessary. The individual can indepettygl offer her skills. We also observe
this phenomenon when a former employee decide8dolwer services on her own

account to the same former employer, usually iarretor higher compensation.
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A factor-based opportunity requires the dedicatibapecific resources. Seizing
an opportunity involves the identification and s@&eg of relevant input factors that are
not person-centric but rather complementary assedisng the new business to market
(Teece, 2003). These could range from expensivéimay, a network of sales agents,
to patents, or established contracts with supptiésxarce raw material. When the
necessary factor inputs are very specific, notyasplaced, or substituted, the owner of
the input factors usually receives a substantiatesbf returns (Teece et al., 1997).
Unlike person-centric opportunities, factor-centipportunities require the individual to
discover the opportunity as well as specific infagtors to exploit it. For a factor-centric
opportunity, the venture’s performance dependserspecific resources (Le Mens et al.,
2011). If an employer has the specific resourceistiis combination of individual and
specific (non-personal) input factors becomes remrgsthe individual is more likely to

try to become a NI as opposed to becoming a NE.

Studies on legitimacy in hascent ventures suggesittis easier to acquire
specific factors from within an established compasyopposed to as a newly forming
independent nascent venture (Delmar & Shane, 2B0¢hman, 1995; Tornikoski &
Newbert, 2007). Because of high proximity and fémity with the resource endowment
of the employer, employees are likely to explorpafunities based on the specific
resources their employer has to offer (AnderssadtzBpoulos, & Loof, 2012). If that is
the case, the employer’s participation become®asingly likely, at least as an owner of

complementary input factors.

It is possible that NEs have access to complemgngéapurces through financing

from banks or by forming alliances. However, tleeywnature of a factor-centric
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opportunity suggests that the owner of the necggaator input reaps the largest benefit
from its exploitation. The higher bargaining powéthe owner of the necessary factor
input could easily suppress the NEs upside in tterpiial collaboration. If the
opportunity is clearly factor-centric, the indivalicontribution of the NE might further
become marginal in its importance to secure a ssfglestart-up process. As in a factor-
centric opportunity, the individual NE would onlg lable to contribute much less than in
a person-centric opportunity, the factor -centppartunities might be more attractive to
pursue together with corporations, i.e. nascenajméeneurship. Person-centric

opportunities are most attractive for NEs.

Proposition 4 There is a positive relationship between howdacentric (as
opposed to person-centric) an opportunity is, &edikelihood of an individual

exploring that opportunity in the NI relative to NEnturing mode.

Whether an opportunity promises breakthrough disuptive) or incremental
(i.e. non-disruptive, but sustaining) advanceméfiects the start-up decision and the
venture mode choice as well. If an idea appeageterate only incremental benefits to
an existing and already exploited opportunity ieiss attractive for an individual to
pursue. That is, its desirability could be lowea{ie, Shepherd, & McMullen, 2009;
Mitchell & Shepherd, 2010). Breakthrough opportiesithold out higher promises in
terms of compensation and impact on the industdysaciety. That stimulates their
exploitation. While it may seem that breakthrougipartunities are proportionally more
likely to incentivize start-up in general, this @gproposes two explanations why
incremental opportunities with their higher fea#ipiend themselves more readily to

exploration in the corporate context. First, ameneental advancement suggests the



40

existence of an existing opportunity that one cemementally advance. Individuals
inside the organization exploiting the existing ogipnity are in a preferential position to
judge the merit of an incremental improvement opputy. This is because the
organizational members possess experience in légnearg industry. Second, incremental
adjustments seldom necessitate system-wide chahgg.rarely require major
adjustments or potentially costly changes in depants or compensation structures.
Bhide (2000) makes the argument that organizatomsdividuals facing high
opportunity costs are likely more interested tosperhigh return venturing activities.
Organizations with smaller opportunity costs cathlerefore be more willing to embark
on these kinds of calculable and manageable impnewés (Bhide, 2000). This is
particularly true if the organization has a shalé&oenforced focus on short-term
profitability. The acceptance of incremental impgments to the existing business model
seems a more likely proposition where short terasifality strongly influences
opportunity evaluation (Tumasjan, Welpe, & Sp6ré@12) in comparison with a highly
uncertain potential breakthrough opportunity. Tbesequences of an incremental
advancement opportunity are potentially much edsiealculate then the hypothetical

costs and benefits of a potential breakthrough dppity.

Adding to the difficulty in forecasting the outconwd pursuing a potential
breakthrough opportunity, the existing business @hadght be a threat at the same time.
The potential obsolescence of the existing busimesdel (in a Schumpeterian sense) can
lower the organization’s interest in exploiting etgntial breakthrough opportunity. One
could counter argue that already existing compaaiesn a better (resource, legitimacy,

human capital) position to seize breakthrough opmares and that as such,
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breakthrough opportunities might be more attaindeNIs inside organizations. Some
companies strive for such a self-renewing, contanhovating business model of self-
inflicted partial obsolescence (e.g. 3M, Apple) giessthe potential of endangering the
existing business model. A breakthrough opportunityuld not present the same
challenges to a NE. All else equal, the NE doeshaot to worry about how the parent
organization perceives the breakthrough opportuditys is because there is no danger
of damaging customer or supplier relationships. Nies fresh slate therefore makes it
easier for him to tackle a potential breakthrougpartunity. Further, if the opportunity
has the potential for a breakthrough, its consewaas an independent new way of
conducting business might be more achievable cisicexisting corporate boundaries.
Within an established organization the breakthrooggortunity runs the risk to be tamed
down and forcefully integrated into established amigational routines. Finally,
challenging the established status quo of an imgusith a potential breakthrough
opportunity might be particularly thrilling for antrinsically motivated individual such
as a NE. NEs do not want to fit into existing systeand have been characterized as
rebels (Davidsson & Gordon, 2010). As risk andmretatios increase with breakthrough
opportunities, these opportunities might attractrenosk bearing individuals. Both of

these conjectures are congruent with propositiaand two.

Proposition 5. There is a negative relationship between howkiheaugh (as
opposed to incremental) an opportunity is and hk&hy an individual is to explore that

opportunity through the NI relative to the NE vaimg mode.



42

Organizational Characteristics

This essay has argued how existing individual grbdunity characteristics
might impact the venture mode decision. The follaysection examines organizational
characteristics. In previous research, size andageganizations have been linked to the
rate of spin-offs and spin-outs (Elfenbein, Hamm|t& Zenger, 2010). Spin-offs and
spin-outs are conceptually very similar to naseemitures started by NiIs and NEs
because the first remains within corporate bourgaas part of the organization whereas
the second does not. Research in this area sudgastmployees in smaller firms self-
select into entrepreneurship as much as they sldétsto work for smaller employers
(Parker, 2009). In addition, smaller, younger firexpose potential venturers to several
different business tasks. Such exposure has bgeerdto stimulate the skillsets of a
“Jack of all trades” (Lazear, 2004) rather thanriestery of a singular function. In turn,
such diverse exposure and balanced skillsets greppotential venturer to start a

venture (Lazear, 2005).

Simultaneously the small size of the organizati@kes it less likely that the
venturing effort remains within the organizatiomig'is because of two reasons. First,
smaller organizations have little slack in orgatia@aal resources. The regular business
activity presumably consumes the majority of resesytime, and energy. Such slack,
however, could support a nascent intrapreneuriaure because there is usually less or
no competition for its use. If the NI venture usesources that other organizational
members do not need, it minimizes conflict potdnBacond, adding a NI venture to an
existing small and young organization might threatee core business of the small

organization. If members of a small organizatiosl f®mpetition for their resources,
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management attention, etc. from the NI venturepthesibility of internal resistance
increases. For these reasons, | expect the sradjanizational size to positively
influence the likelihood of starting a nascent veatin the NE mode as opposed to the

NI mode.

Research has linked the size and age of organiztua their effect on
bureaucracy, to entrepreneurial entry decisiondsan, 2007). Sgrensen’s (2007)
argument suggests that larger firms limit intrajpramal activity because their bureacracy
suppresses creativity and the ceasing of busirgssrtunities. If larger and older firms
are more bureaucratic, more stifling, and constitagir employees more with
bureaucratic responsibilities, older and largeanfibecome less likely to bring forward

entrepreneurial individuals in general (Sgrens@0/2

Yet these effects of larger firms have until rebebeen assumed to exist without
empirical evidence of the underlying mechanism$idninvestigation of these
mechanisms, Kacperczyk (2012) argued that resaarofften simply inferred the stifling
effects of bureaucracy based on firm size andldgeempirical analysis showed that
organizational size and age does not have to telb$ venturing activity. Instead, she
argued that opportunity structures within bigged afder companies allow for
embracing of employees’ ideas in an integrativenf@acperczyk, 2012). Such an
argument is akin to the organizational learningréiture where absorption of new
knowledge becomes easier with more existing knogdg@€ohen and Levinthal, 1990).
Large and established organizations can contineie ¢bre business and develop a NI
venture in parallel. Their routinized processindasfie amounts of complex information

(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1973) miglsb help to identify the precise
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opportunity for the NI. Large established firms kebtlus provide attractive venturing

grounds for Nis.

Although bureaucratic procedures are still likeyricrease with organizational
size and age, larger and older organizations #gctve venturing grounds for NIs. This
is due to their potential slack resources, roudidimformation processing, and capacity
to integrate NI ventures. To the extent that tleagmbilities of organizations increase
with size and age, they might make organizationppsrt of NIs easier. The
organization’s choice to adopt a nascent ventuzes(is to deny it support) might be
positively influenced by the availability of slaoksources, and the organization’s
absorptive capacity. It is furthermore possiblé thdhe very early stages of the nascent
venture, an established organization’s positivea@#f outweigh the negative effects of
bureaucracy. Especially if the nascent ventura thé process of becoming a new firm,
the opportunity structures inside the existing Emde organization might provide direct

and early support that could outweigh the negatiyeact of bureaucracy.

Proposition 6: There is a positive relationship between orgdiupal size and

how likely an individual is to start in the NI rélee to the NE venturing mode.

Proposition 7: There is a positive relationship between orgaiupal age and

how likely an individual is to start in the NI rélee to the NE venturing mode.
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Interactive Characteristics

Through the above propositions, this essay has dmiprior research regarding
the individual, opportunity, and organizational dweristics known to affect the general
start-up decision. The essay has proposed relaijmnbetween these characteristics and
the venturing mode choice. Beyond these directiogiships, the model presented in this
essay adopts a configurational approach to exghaihindividual, opportunity, and
organizational factors jointly influence the vemgrmode choice. Configurational
models deepen our understanding beyond that prdvigelirect effects or contextual
relationships (two-way interactions) alone (Anderg€oEshima, 2013; Ketchen, Thomas,
& Snow, 1993; Meyer, Tsui, & Hinings, 1993; WiklugdShepherd, 2005).
Configurational models suggest that different ogufations of strategies, structures,
processes, and contexts mutually influence eaddr atid thus result in differences to

outcome variables.

The proposed IOON attempts to analyze the venturiade choice through a
configurational approach. The ION already suggesesaction effects between
individual and opportunity characteristics on tleagral venturing decision (Shane,
2003). Research also argues for the integrationddfidual and organizational aspects of
new venture creation (Sgrensen & Fassiotto, 2@yl extension, there should also be an
interaction between individual, opportunity, andammizational factors influencing the
general venturing decision. If that is true, ianismall step to argue that individual,
opportunity, and organizational influences alseiatt to explain the venture mode

choice.
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Any relationship including only two of the main éapatory factors can change
the direction and magnitude of the effect on vangumode. If we do not account for the
third factor the analysis could be improperly cgaofied to support the relationship
between the other two. For example, suppose amsix@lly motivated individual with
high risk tolerance inside a small, young orgamiraperceives an opportunity to start a
new venture. The configuration of the individuatlasrganizational factors in this
example suggests that the individual would be nikedy to start such a new venture in
the NE mode, as opposed to the NI mode. Yet, withonsideration of the opportunity
characteristics, such conclusion might be prematfitkee opportunity is a factor-centric,
or incremental improvement opportunity, or both,akploitation in the NE mode is no
longer as likely. In that sense, opportunity cheastics moderate the interaction effect
of individual and organizational variables on tlemturing mode choice. We further

continue to develop one possible three-way interagroposition.

We draw exemplarily on propositions one, four, aixd Proposition one
suggested that there is a positive relationshigvéeh how extrinsic (as opposed to
intrinsic) an individual’s motivation is and thé&dlihood of the individual choosing NI
over NE as the venturing mode. Proposition fougested that there is a positive
relationship between how factor-centric (as oppdsqgerson-centric) an opportunity is,
and the likelihood of an individual exploring thegiportunity in the NI relative to NE
venturing mode. Proposition six suggested thaetiea positive relationship between
organizational size and how likely an individuatasstart in the NI relative to the NE
venturing mode. Taken together in a three wayraateon, the following configurational

proposition emerges:



47

Proposition 8a Individual extrinsic (as opposed to intrinsicrstup motivation,
a factor-centric (as opposed to person centricpdppity, and organizational size have a
three-way interaction effect on the venturing mobeice such that the relationship
between a factor-centric opportunity and the Nltuemamode choice (relative to the NE

venturing mode choice) is

a) strongest amongst extrinsically motivated indlisals in large organizations;
b) next strongest amongst extrinsically motivatetividuals in smaller
organizations;

C) next strongest in amongst intrinsically motivhiedividuals in large
organizations; and

d) weakest amongst intrinsically motivated indivatiiin small organizations.

The configurational model comprises three indivigtv@o opportunity, and two
organizational characteristics. Even if we onligsed one of the characteristics of each
of the three overarching factor, there would beetemore possible three-way
interactions, each with four rank-ordered relatiops (a-d) to discuss. If we included all
seven characteristics simultaneously, there woeal84rank-ordered relationships
possible to configure the IOON. This large numifgrassible combinations makes a
dedicated discussion of each possible interacéiss practical. However, proposition 8a

above attempts to serve as an example.

Proposition 8k There are three-way interactions between indafidopportunity,

and organizational characteristics, which influeanghe venturing mode choice.
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Discussion

This essay offers a simple model that explains imaliwidual, opportunity and
organizational factors determine the venture mdubgce (NI or NE). This essay
combines different perspectives on the venture nohdée through extending the
Individual-Opportunity Nexus (ION) to the Individu@pportunity-Organization Nexus
(IOON). In doing so, the essay has developed pitpos of how characteristics known
to influence the general start-up decision alsluérfce the decision to explore a new
venture creation opportunity together within arabBshed organization (i.e. become a
NI) or independently outside (NE). By extending & to become the IOON this essay

makes three important contributions to future regem this area.

First, the IOON offers a more comprehensive anslgnew venture creation
compared to the ION before. The IOON helps to idfetiie nature of boundary
conditions as combinations of individual, opportynand organizational characteristics
that effectively interact in their influence on ngenture creation. As research on new
venture creation identifies more boundary condgjdhe IOON helps to frame new
arguments in a configurational model leading up toore comprehensive understanding
of new venture creation. For example, studyinginidésiduals engaged in new venture
creation without proper inclusion of the organiaatl context they come from (Sgrensen
& Fassiotto, 2011) or the opportunity they seellegelop (Shane, 2003), falls short of
the expectation to develop models that can heljmderstand the complex reality of new
venture creation. To paraphrase Aldrich, the stfdgdividuals, void of a specific
context, is a fruitless endeavor (Aldrich, 1999 idodel can nor should aim to represent

every aspect of a complex reality. Yet, the usthide important factors in the IOON
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represents a decision to trade full comprehensagefor theoretical parsimony and future
applicability. Following such logic, if any one thfe three main categories does not enter
the analysis, it is unlikely that even an optimusmbination of the other two dimensions
can give a clear indication of the venture moddahdrhe IOON thus advocates for the
inclusion of all three main categories at playhia treation of new ventures and the
choice of the venturing mode, in future theorizaffprts and empirical tests. If it is
desirable to develop explanations of the factoc®eraging new venture creation and
venture mode choice, this essay recommends tisatécessary to pay close attention to
those three main dimensions and their interacticangomplex reality. The IOON helps

to do so.

Second, the IOON represents a combination of @iffelevels of analysis
(individual, opportunity/venture, organization). Wéhstudies from one single level of
analysis have contributed many insights that thésag draws on, it is questionable
whether the next “one-level-study” will represeadlity as well as the next “multilevel-
study”. In this way, the essay agrees with thetlay Holcomb and colleagues (2010)
that more cross-level theorizing in entreprenershineeded. Cross-level theorizing
enables the representation of multiple perspecgves within single propositions or
hypotheses, considering for example how organimatisize shapes and is shaped by
individual risk taking behavior. The combinationtegatment and selection effects
deserves a special mention in this regard. Crogd-theorizing, enabled by models such
as the IOON, allows for concurrent analysis oftireant effect and selection effect.
Treatment effect refers to firms shaping individnahavior while selection effect refers

to individuals choosing to work for organizationghacertain venturing friendly
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characteristics. The IOON model serves as an itmwitdor future research to develop
theories linking the three levels most involvedtia start-up decision and the venture
mode decision: individual, opportunity, and orgati@n. The IOON also enables
research to take place across leagld over time. While this idea is beyond the scope of
this essay, the integration of a chronological disien into the IOON complements the
multi-level perspective. Taking the IOON as therfdation, future research can analyze
the temporal sequence of effects from differenélewn new venture creation and new
venture mode. For example, high levels of individigf-confidence at time one could
contribute to a higher probability to take on asp@rcentric opportunity at time two.
However, once the initial enthusiasm fades awagteftially influenced by bureaucratic
challenges associated with larger companies) iddaliself-confidence at time three
could suffer a negative impact. This may leaddaralonment of the venturing
opportunity. Such investigation combining crosseleheorizing with a longitudinal time
perspective may prove to be particularly powenfulinderstanding the interplay of

individual, opportunity, and organizational inflleEs on new venture creation.

Third, this essay suggests that individual, oppoty and organizational
characteristics known to influence the generatstardecision in one way have a reverse
effect on the likelihood that an individual chooseslevelop a new venture together with
an employer, i.e. the NI venturing mode. The IOGNMble to address characteristics
known to influence the start-up likelihood and greposed relationship of these
characteristics with the venture mode choice. ahalysis suggests the existence of a
simple negative relationship between the geneast-ap likelihood and the NI venturing

mode. This negative relationship is new and imparta the literature. It is new because
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it is the first time that the argument has beenarthdt differences in individual,
opportunity, and organizational characteristictufice people positively towards the
start-up decision, but simultaneously make them ligsly to become a NI. Such
theorizing finds empirical support in a study bykea (2011) who found that “people
who start new ventures rather than doing wage-atatyswork possess unobserved
attributes which also predispose them to try indepat starts rather than those
undertaking jointly with an employer” (pg. 28). Shessay provides three theoretical
categories within which | developed the argumentxplain several of these effects.
The negative relationship the essay theorizes legtwyeneral start-up and the NI-venture
mode choice then becomes important to future ssudi¢éhe field. This is because if
comparative studies between NIs and NEs ignoretdisieading interferences would be
drawn. Parker (2011) made this point and buttregssdpirically. He contrasted the
results of a simple probit comparison with a biaiprobit model accounting for this
hypothesized negative relationship in form of agl@nselection. His results clearly
show that were the negative relationship betweant-gp and the NI venturing mode
ignored, researchers might draw interferences basedversed effect signs and

inaccurate effect size.

Taking a step back, this model also helps to dgvaloew perspective on an old
scholarly discussion: academic debate continuesdety whether contextual or
dispositional approaches are the most suitabla¢hieal frameworks for new venturing
activity (Aldrich, 1999; Sgrensen, 2007; Zahra & 1995). The model presented in
this article combines the two approaches. The I@@iVides a combined perspective

that might help direct attention away from the d&sion about the shortcoming of one
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perspective compared to the other, and insteadrtlsweotential contributions of a
combined perspective on new venture creation antlwe mode choice. The author’s
understanding of the literature underlying thewdlial, opportunity, and organizational
antecedents to new venture creation suggests thatual appreciation of individual,
opportunity, and organizational approaches to théysof new venture creation is
already well under way. For example, the CE liteiatas a popular contextual stream,
has broadened its research field considerably thxeeyears towards an appreciation of
the influences of individual and opportunity chaesistics on the creation of new
ventures. In particular, the more recent studieslinng CE perspectives indicate a
growing interest in individual intrapreneurs. Faample, research aimed to find the best
motivational framework for them (De Clercq, Casta@eBelausteguigoitia, 2011) and
to translate their individual level risk aversiona organizational frameworks (Antoncic,
2003). Likewise, dispositional perspectives havenbesed to show which opportunity
characteristics NIs and NEs prefer (Parker, 20@1)er dispositional studies have
developed an appreciation of organizational conteéot example, scholars have
investigated how intrapreneurs are instrumentabuitding a corporate wide appreciation
of radical innovation (Kelley, O'Connor, Neck, &tBes, 2011) or how their knowledge
based human capital mediates corporate perform@neesek & Heavey, 2011). Scholars
have also looked at individual level agency proldemsing out of the corporate
entrepreneurship context (Shimizu, 2012). If thesearch streams continue to broaden
their scope towards further integration of influesdrom other levels and perspectives,

the combination of organizational, opportunity, amdividual influences on new venture
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creation might serve as a useful framework to fastis development and situate future

research attempts within this promising trajectory.

Conclusion

This conceptual essay has extended existing i&seath the goal to offer a
combined model of new venture creation and vennwde. It offers insights into
individual, opportunity, and organizational chaeaistics that encourage venturing in
general, but also have a counterproductive effedhe likelihood of trying to start a new
venture as an intrapreneur. The proposed IOON Mexteinds the Individual
Opportunity Nexus towards including organizatioclaracteristics and towards
explaining the venture mode choice. In its curferh the IOON does not explicitly deal
with the possible influence of additional macrodkeffects. However, to the extent that
macro level effects affect the organization, opyaity, and individual, the IOON might
already indirectly capture several macro level@feia the discussion of individual,
opportunity, and organizational influencers. ly aase, the IOON could accommodate

theorizing efforts including macro level effects.

The extensions proposed by the IOON allow for aertmmprehensive
understanding of the complex new venture creatfnpmenon. The broader concept
also allows future research to develop cross-laxgiments that integrate all three
perspectives in configurational model. Finally, t&®N sheds light on the negative
relationship between the general start-up deciai@hthe intrapreneurial venture mode
choice. Future research still needs to test thegmogitions empirically, in combination
with the empirical evidence that already existsc@xdingly, this essay suggests that

future research on new venture creation carefudiirgjuishes between entrepreneurs
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and intrapreneurs, as they occupy distinct extrasnesarious continuums that describe
the individual, opportunity, and organizational d@eristics influencing on the creation

of a new venture.
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Chapter 3 : Intrapreneurs’ Motivation to Start New Ventures

Introduction

Scholars following the dispositional approachntrepreneurship have long been
interested in exploring the influences of indivitlotivations on new venture
emergence. The Society of Associated Researchehstéonational Entrepreneurship
[SARIE] has published several studies (Alange &é&haherg, 1988; Johnson, 1990;
Scheinberg & MacMillan, 1988) reporting systemaliiterences between entrepreneurs’
motivations and non-entrepreneurs’ motivationssTimding has been challenged by
subsequent studies (Carter, Gartner, & Shaver,;Z0@rer, Gartner, Shaver, &
Gatewood, 2003) and reaffirmed by two meta-anal{Seflins, Hanges, & Locke, 2004;
Stewart & Roth, 2007). Despite continued theoriziegarding the role of individual
motivations in start-up behaviors (Dunkelberg, Mpd@cott, & Stull, 2013; Hansemark,

2003; Kim, Aldrich, & Keister, 2006) our presenatgt of knowledge about their impact

on new venture emergence remains inconclusive.

An important strand of the motivation literatureemntrepreneurship relates to the
initial start-up efforts of entrepreneurs. Thenr#ture specifically focuses on “nascent
entrepreneurs”, who are in the process of tryingetoup a new venture (Gatewood,
Shaver, & Gartner, 1995; Reynolds, 1997). Theditae differentiates between various
types of individual motivations. Their pluralityxtending beyond pure monetary
motivations, can be traced to Schumpeter mentiothiedjoy of creation” and Knight
elaborating on the “satisfaction of being one’s dwass” (Knight, 1921; Schumpeter,

1934). More recent research on nascent entreprengpeatedly mentions the following
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motivations: (1) financial, (2) recognition, (3)d@pendence, and (4) role models (Carter
et al., 2004; Carter et al., 2003). This limitesntner of motivations reflects a widespread
view that a few motivations “lie behind the muchgler number of articulated reasons
given by entrepreneurs” (Dunkelberg, 2013, pg. 2RB)reover, the set of the four most
popular motivations (called “core motivations” hafter) is comprehensive. It
encompasses both intrinsic and extrinsic motivatigtyan & Deci, 2000). The core
motivations also include aspects of outside redagnipersonal enjoyment and
monetary compensation — thereby covering almoseiiee theoretical spectrum of the

Work Preference Inventory (Amabile, Hill, Henness&yrhige, 1994).

While scholars have systematically analyzed theachpf these motivations for
entrepreneurs, the same is not the case for ismaprs, also commonly referred to as
“corporate entrepreneurs”. Intrapreneurs are défaseindividuals who initiate a new
venture for their employer (Antoncic & Hisrich, 20Burgelman, 1983; Marvel, Griffin,
Hebda, & Vojak, 2007; Pinchot, 1985). Conservatisgmates show that individual
intrapreneurs account for approximately 22 peroéadl new venture start-up efforts
(Parker, 2011). Actual numbers might be even higthee to the difficulty of observing
intrapreneurs inside organizations (Kacperczyk 220Researchers have long been
interested in identifying the features of corpomteironments, which are conducive to
intrapreneurs (Dess et al., 2003; Zahra, Jenn&g¢sjratko, 1999). Several recent
studies claim that firms largely depend on the wations of prospective intrapreneurs to
lead corporate ventures (Monsen, Patzelt, & Sax@0h0) and that intrapreneurs’
individual intrinsic motivations are an essentrajriedient of successful intrapreneurship

(Marvel et al, 2007).
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Despite the interest in discovering what organaregishould do to encourage
intrapreneurship, we know little about how the wasd aforementioned motivations
influence intrapreneurship. This research gap &lmg given both the extensive
literature on motivations of entrepreneurs andwb#-known importance of
intrapreneurship for established companies (Anto&dHisrich, 2001; Sharma &
Chrisman, 1999; Zahra & Covin, 1995). The followmgflines two important reasons
why a better understanding of intrapreneurs’ moioves will be of direct interest to

managers and scholars.

First, managers might be better able to identiftable candidates for
intrapreneurship among their workforce if they ustend how core motivations
influence intrapreneurs’ choice to develop a nemtwee for their employer. Managers
need to identify prospective candidates for inteagurship, a task we refer to as
“organizational selection”. At Shell, for exampiteanagers follow strict selection criteria
that combine aspects about the business opportwithyaspects about the individual
applicant to identify the most able and motivatetpkyees (Davis, 1999). To the extent
that individual venturing motivations inform theganizational selection of intrapreneurs,
our findings might assist corporate managers keeattin prospective intrapreneurs.
This would be in contrast to employees quittindotand their own start-ups (Anton &
Yao, 1995; Klepper & Sleeper, 2005; Klepper & Thamp, 2010). Specific insights into
which core motivations are important to intraprasauight also help in designing work
environments that better match individual motivasiavith organizational goals. These

changes may potentially lead to higher retentidesraf intrapreneurs.
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Second, the present essay can clarify our undhelisige of motivations in
entrepreneurship research. At present there seebesd disjunction between what
intrapreneurs say motivates them and what HumaoRes professionals believe
motivates them (Marvel et al., 2007). Our reseériigs new evidence to bear on
intrapreneurs’ motivations while making a cleattidigion between intrapreneurs and
entrepreneurs. Although these are known to be tatondt groups, prior research has not
always distinguished carefully between them (Park@t1). Furthermore, when scholars
combine disparate groups in a data analysis, tkexeisk of masking patterns in the data
relating to the separate groups, leading to “aggieqg bias” (Zellner, 1962) and
inappropriate inferences. By separating nascen¢égr@neurs from intrapreneurs, the

essay attempts to measure the motivations of eacip gnore accurately.

The study’s main purpose is to advance our utalgigng of how individual core
motivations affect the likelihood of intraprenetwosstart a new venture for their
employer. To achieve this aim, we first developeotetical framework which integrates
theories of occupational choice (Kolvereid, 1998&olvereid & Isaksen, 2006; Parker,
2011) with theories of Human Resource ManagemeRtMHselection (Gerstein &
Reisman, 1983; Hayton, 2005; Schmelter, Mauer, @ir& Brettel, 2010). Occupational
choice theories have used motivation to explainieogly the individual choice to take
up entrepreneurship or stay in paid employment\(&aid, 1996a; Taylor, 1996). For
the purpose of this essay, we draw on these trgetariexplain an individual’s choice to
engage in any kind of start-up behavior, eithesiragntrepreneur or intrapreneur. This
choice is called “individual selection” into venitug. The HRM literature in contrast

emphasizes “organizational selection” based omdten of person-job fit and person-
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organization fit (Kristof-Brown, 2000; Wright & Bagll, 2002; Wright & Snell, 1998).
The paper draws on this literature with respecth#oresearch proposition that the fit
between organizational goals and individual moiorad serves as an important criterion

in the organizational selection of prospectivedpteneurs.

The integration of these two literatures allowstfor creation of a model to
illustrate the influence of core motivations inner of two simultaneous selection
processes. Specifically, the essay proposes thateotivations influence both the
individual choice to attempt any sort of start-gpagell as the organizational selection of
prospective intrapreneurs by corporate manageesefbay generates testable hypotheses
about the effects of core motivations on (a) indiixls’ likelihood to start any type of
venture, and conditional on that, (b) individudikélihood to venture together with an
employer. This setup of two simultaneous equatismsucial to address selection biases
that might have affected previous studies, as sHowarker (2011). The setup of two
simultaneous equations is particularly relevantalee the choice to become an
intrapreneur is conditional on the general choicstart any new venture. The essay then
employs a nationally representative dataset inatusf several sets of control variables
to test these hypotheses. This methodology alloffereint motivations to be more or
less influential in either of the two equationsisTimeans the same individual motivation
can be more influential for the individual seleatto start any sort of new venture than
for the decision to start a new venture as anpné@eur or vice versa. This leads to our
research proposition that the individual-level agmh to intrapreneurship taken by this
essay has the potential to enrich the extensiyeocate entrepreneurship literature.

While that literature acknowledges the importancmdividual actors, it has to date
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focused largely on decision-making by middle-lemalnagers tasked with identifying
new venture opportunities (Hornsby, Kuratko, & Zgt2002; Kanter, 1985; Kuratko,
Montagno, & Hornsby, 1990). Our research contribtitethe corporate venturing
literature by augmenting analysis of corporaterggts with consideration of individual
interests known to affect the strategic renewahofimbents (Floyd & Wooldridge,

1999).

Theoretical Development
Core Individual Motivations
An impressive number of empirical and theoretitati®s discuss entrepreneurs’
motivations which affect their likelihood of starj a new venture. This section provides
a brief overview of the historical developmentlod imotivation literature in

entrepreneurship to explain our focus on the fawe éndividual motivations we analyze.

Research on motivation in entrepreneurship datels toaseveral influential
papers written by Scheinberg and the SARIE colleagAlédnge & Scheinberg, 1988;
Scheinberg & MacMillan, 1988). Scheinberg’s reskaffort developed the first
motivation scales for entrepreneurs in close a@murd with Friberg’'s (1976) study on
work incentives. The theoretical underpinning @dé studies drew mostly on studies
from sociology and psychology. Scheinberg and eglles considered financial
incentives that motivate workers (Friberg, 1976&Jeaire for independence (Hofstede,
1980); the need for social approval (Maslow, 194®0m, 1976); and the need for

avoidance of unpleasant situations (Hagen, 1962p&io, 1975). Scheinberg and
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MacMillan’s (1988) factor analysis was based oam@e of 1402 independent business
owners across 11 countries. The factor analysispgd 38 individual items into six
motivation scales: (1) Need for Approval, (2) Pered Instrumentality of Wealth, (3)
Degree of Communitarianism, (4) Need for Persoretdlopment, (5) Need for

Independence, and (6) Need for escape.

Researchers continued to investigate the motivatdentrepreneurs (Birley &
Westhead, 1994; Gatewood et al., 1995; Kolverédd2i Kuratko, Hornsby, &
Naffziger, 1997; Shane, Kolvereid, & Westhead, )991an extension of the SARIE
model including gender and nationality, Shane all@agues (1991) reduced the original
38 SARIE items to 21 and added two items abouttesiderations. They hoped to
improve the response rate in their own study ofsgméneurs in Great Britain, New
Zealand, and Norway. With a smaller sample and feegpondents than SARIE, Shane
and colleagues identified four dominant factorg #wrounted for the majority of
entrepreneurs’ motivations: (1) recognition, (2Jependence, (3) learning, and (4) role
models. Kolvereid (1992) developed new scales iaddent of the SARIE efforts to
study how motivations relate to growth aspiratidslvereid surveyed 250 Norwegian
entrepreneurs whose ventures were at least 4 giarSrom their answers he deduced
seven motivation scales: (1) independence, (2)amel{3) role models, (4) status, (5) tax
optimization, (6) personal achievement, and (7neadc opportunity. Kolvereid (1992)
concluded that only a few of these motivations (ityaachievement and welfare) were
loosely associated with venture growth aspirati@udey and Westhead (1994), to give
another example, employed the set-up of the SARI&ies for their survey of 405

independent UK managing business owners. They tigataed differences in motivations
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and tested whether such differences could helpp@m subsequent venture
performance. They reduced 22 items into six compneut of which five matched the
SARIE scales. Birley and Westhead’s taxonomy ofdrtgnt motivations in the context
of start-ups included (1) the need for approvdljridependence, (3) personal
development, (4) welfare considerations, and (5¢gieed instrumentality of wealth
(1994). The two scales that were not included éSARIE studies before were (6) tax

reductions and (7) following a role model.

After the first conceptual groundwork, motivatiandies became more
analytical. Gatewood and her colleagues (Gatewbad,e1995) presented the first
longitudinal study of motivations relevant for nastentrepreneurs. Gatewood’s study
differed from previous ones because it asked paisgequestions (instead of
retrospective questions) to 147 participants irSadusiness development center who
were in the process of starting their own ventBmlowing up with 47 women and 95
men after about 12 months, Gatewood and her teandfthat female prospective
entrepreneurs with intrinsic motivations and malespective entrepreneurs with
extrinsic motivations were more likely to sell thproduct or service. Amabile and
colleagues (1993) define intrinsic (or internal)tivation as stemming from the value the
work itself has for the individual. Amabile and lealgues define extrinsic (or external)
motivation as coming from the desire to obtaindbesequences associated with a

certain outcome that is not part of the work itself

A “post hoc parsimonious synthesis of the SARIE®S” (pg. 19), conducted by
Carter and colleagues (Carter et al., 2003) stoetbeeimportance of five factors

identified in prior empirical work: (1) Financialeasons, (2) Independence, (3)
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Recognition, (4) Role Models, and (5) InnovatioheTauthors found that those five
motivations were congruent with the previous stsidied could capture the majority of
variance between subjects. Their work providesvaamaew of the historical conversion
of important motivations until 2003. This convergercoincides with the availability of
new data from the first Panel Study of Entrepreia¢@ynamics (PSED-I) that
specifically included 18 items on individuals’ mations. This new data enabled
researchers to examine the motivations of “naseemepreneurs” (Carter et al., 2004;
Edelman, Brush, Manolova, & Greene, 2010). Theistudased on the PSED data
echoed the general findings of their earlier conpags, namely that entrepreneurs go
into business for a variety of reasons, which aneaften summarize within a few
categories. Presumably following that realizatgeholars only asked 14 motivation
items in PSED-II, the follow-up survey to PSED-hélresearchers dropped four items
regarding personal development and innovation as/atmns from the PSED-II

guestionnaire.

In summary, the literature shows that entreprenstars and operate their
ventures for a variety of reasons. Motivations saglinancial returns, independence,
recognition, and role models have been developedaiong empirical timespan that
has refined their measurement and attained incrg@g@sirsimony (Cassar, 2007). Thus,
evolving empirical practice and the most recent@araurveys have brought forward
four core motivation scales: (1) financial motivetj (2) independence, (3) social
recognition, and (4) role models. These four irdlinal motivations include social as well

as individual aspects and intrinsic as well asiesit aspects (Amabile et al., 1994).
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Within the motivation literature, the dominant ras# approach has sought to
identify and examine which motivations are mostam@nt to entrepreneurs and which
ones differentiate entrepreneurs from non-entreqanen The literature review reveals
that intrapreneurs’ motivation has not been stuthettie same extent. The motivation
literature reviewed above has sometimes combiridmiainess starters and failed to
differentiate between entrepreneurs and intrapmsn€ne area of literature that
specifically focusses on the decision between whiffework options is the theory of
occupational choice. The following discussion examsithis literature to review how

various motivations have influenced theories ofupational choice for individuals.

Occupational Choice Theories

Occupational choice theories seek to explain halividuals choose between
different potential occupations, most commonly epteneurship or paid-employment
(Kolvereid, 19964, b; Kolvereid & Isaksen, 2006rkea, 1997, 2004, 2009). These
theories identify the explanatory variables thoughdffect the likelihood that an

individual becomes an entrepreneur most directly.

Economists have focused on explanatory variablels as expected returns from
entrepreneurship relative to paid employment, aigkudes, and the monetary and
psychic “costs” of entrepreneurship. Individuale assumed to choose whichever
occupation provides the larger net benefit acrosmri@ty of influential factors (see
Parker, 2009, for an overview). In particular, fisal incentives and higher anticipated

incomes from entrepreneurship have been theorizddested for their impact on the
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occupational choice to become an entrepreneur ZNeff, Hornsby, & Kuratko, 1994).
Other salient explanatory variables include a @efair independence (Taylor, 1996); role
models (Kolvereid, 1996b); and social status (Pagkgan Praag, 2010). Building on
Blanchflower and Oswald (1990), Taylor (1996) faample found that the
independence offered by entrepreneurship is vesiyatde to prospective entrants.
Kolvereid (1996b) builds on a large history of ergail evidence that established the
relationship between role models and the choideetmme an entrepreneur (Matthews &
Moser, 1995; Scherer, Adams, Carley, & Wiebe, 1@ttt & Twomey, 1988).
Kolvereid specifies that role models play a patticuole in forming entrepreneurial
intentions (Kolvereid, 1996b), which in turn areshmdicative of the occupational
choice to become an entrepreneur (Krueger & Cardi@@). Parker and Van Praag
(2010) argue that entrepreneurs create exterrsaldieothers by increasing or decreasing

the desired social status associated with entreprship.

Given the perceived higher income, increased inaégrece, and greater social
status that entrepreneurship promises, Douglashegherd (2000) suggest that all
employees have an incentive to be self-employ#telf can assemble the same resources
as their employer. Consequently, organizations Ishiouest in uncovering their
(prospective) employees’ attitudes regarding seipleyment (Douglas & Shepherd,
2000). For example, employers could investigatd snituential motives as finances,
independence, status, and role models. Knowlebgetahese motivations helps in
designing compensation agreements that considematius individual motivations at
play in the occupational choice. In a follow updstuLevesque, Douglas, and Shepherd

(2002) loosened the assumption of fixed motivatiamsl acknowledged the possibility
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that some motivations, especially those relatinfin@ncial returns and independence,

might change over time.

In summary, occupational choice theories propasage of variables that
influence the choice to become an entrepreneurthiegpurpose of this essay, the
literature reflects two important findings. Firsglection into new venture creation is
linked to the availability of role models and toshomportant financial motives, status,
and independence are for the individual. Secoreyrtbs of occupational choice have
largely focused on individual motivations withownsidering many aspects of
organizational influences, including Human Resolemagement (HRM) practices.

Organizational influences via HRM are the topichef next few paragraphs.

Human Resource Management Selection Theories

Researchers used Human Resource Management (HRM)ah to study the
entrepreneurial activities of employees (Kuratkeladnd, Covin, & Hornsby, 2005;
Schmelter et al., 2010; Schuler, 1986). Throughrigementation of appropriate HRM
practices and policies, an organization can sydieatly influence the degree of internal
entrepreneurial activity (Schmelter et al., 201)e of the most important HRM
practices in this regard is staff selection (Gateslyd-eild, & Barrick, 2008) because
highly competent and motivated people are impomasdurces for any corporate project,
corporate venturing included (Brazeal, 1993; Hay&f05; Hayton & Kelley, 2006). In
addition, the selection process most likely takasgat the very beginning of a corporate

career and/or at the beginning of a new venturgepravhen the entrepreneurial team is
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constructed. Since selection of individuals chrogalally precedes the actions that these
selected individuals carry out as part of the omzgtion, the influence of selection should
carry forward through the individuals’ activitidsis for these reasons that HRM
selection practices have a long-lasting and sydteratiect on organizations and new

venture creation.

In the HRM literature, staff selection is basedlw® concepts of person-job fit
and person-organization fit (Kristof-Brown, 2000rigit & Boswell, 2002; Wright &
Snell, 1998). To assess person-job fit, recrugeeduate individuals’ knowledge, skills,
and abilities; whereas for person-organizationrjviduals’ values, goals, and
personality traits play a greater role (Kristof-Brg 2000). It has also been shown that
job applicants are more likely to join and remairan organization and enjoy high job
satisfaction if the congruence between their owsh@iganizational goals and values is
strong (Cable & Judge, 1996; Vancouver & Schmfg1l). In this context, the attraction-
selection-attrition framework of Schneider, Goldstand Smith (1995) suggests that
goal congruence is an indispensable part of pessganization fit. According to the
attraction-selection-attrition framework, organiaas attract individuals (or
intrapreneurs in this essay), whose personal goals alignment with organizational

goals.

The corporate entrepreneurship literature has igigted the role of middle level
managers in the organizational selection procegsasipective intrapreneurs and their
ideas (Burgelman, 1983; Kuratko et al., 2005). Neddvel managers are the corporate
agents that implement HRM practices as they reproinising candidates into corporate

ventures. They specifically integrate corporatelglines with promising ideas surfacing
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from lower levels of the organization (King, Fowlé&r Zeithaml, 2001). According to
246 interviews of middle managers conducted byd¢edind colleagues (Kelley,
O'Connor, Neck, & Peters, 2011), the organizatise&ction of intrapreneurs (or
‘project leaders’ as they refer to them) takes atoount previous performance and skill
sets. Middle level managers also try to balancertinepreneurs’ need for autonomy and

recognition with their own accountability for theopect (Kelley et al., 2011).

Values, goals, and motivations of individuals dreréfore important
organizational selection criteria. The majoritytioé HRM research has taken place in the
context of large established organizations (Hay2®05). Research into smaller and
younger organizations is an emerging focus (Sclamettal., 2010). By integrating the
findings of the HRM literature and the researclooaupational choice decisions of
prospective intrapreneurs, this essay attemptsate dpon the growing body of scholarly
work in HRM in the context of new venture creatinside organizations. The paper’'s
analysis attempts to answer several calls for ewhdit investigation in this area (Hayton,

2005; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Messersmith & Guth#@]0).

Framework and Hypotheses
Drawing on earlier discussion of individual-leviekbries of occupational choice
and human resource selection by organizationss#@uson analyzes two salient types of
selection. The two types of selection are thegiecito become a nascent venture and
the decision to become an intrapreneur rather dimaentrepreneuself-selectiorand
organizational selectianThe essay proposes that many individuals haveampational

choice to self-select into nascent venturing (ggospd to continued employment or
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unemployment). Those that chose to become invokithdstarting a new venture
become nascent venturers (NVs). They immediately &asecond choice: do they start
their venture as independent entrepreneurs ortiegetith an existing company as

intrapreneurs?

In the case ofelf-selectionjndividuals face the occupational choice of deadin
whether they would like to become NVs, i.e. stast sort of venture at all (Parker,
2009), salaried employees or unemployed. The m@mibin literature suggests that
prominent factors influencing this choice includgfinancial factors, 2) a desire for
autonomy, 3) a need for social recognition, anch#ences from role models. The
economics-based human capital literature (Becl@84)Llsuggests that individuals are
willing to trade off lower income from an occupatim return for an attractive non-
financial compensating differential, such as greateonomy at work which appeals to
independence-minded individuals (Lange, 2012). Adpensation differential is a form
of additional payment or utility for the individutd entice him or her to take an
otherwise undesirable position. Even though acttalns in venturing might be low, if
an individual is highly motivated by independeniais tnight encourage him or her to
self-select into nascent venturing since this typeccupational choice is associated with

greater independence (Taylor, 1996).

The second type of selectionoigyanizational-selectionThis type of decision is
no longer only an individual decision, but alsdeefs organizational choices (Kelley et
al., 2011). According to prior literature (Davi®99; Kanter, 1985), managers are tasked
with the selection of suitable candidates for iptesneurship and identify motivations as

part of their screening process. An example mitdrifg the difference between self-
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selection and organizational selection. When Aytitad the idea for the Post-it note®
and decided to pursue this idea, he became a rasa@nrer. At this point he self-
selected into trying to start a new venture. Hisiglen to to develop his idea with his
employer, 3M, meant he chose the path of a NI'skiyoice also made him subject to
3M’s organizational selection. Managers at 3M soeeehis idea for a new venture and
his suitability to execute it. They selected Fryd &is Post-it note® for corporate support.
Had Fry wanted to develop this idea independeht#ywould have become a nascent
entrepreneur (NE). However, Fry chose to develegPibst-it note® together with 3M

and became one of the best-known intrapreneurs.

This essay proposes that the same core individaavations influence both
individual selection into starting any sort of neanture (in line with occupational choice
theories) and the organizational selection of blétantrapreneurs by corporate managers
(in line with HRM selection theories). For exammealesire for autonomy is as an
important determinant of individuals’ selection (&, 2009) as well as organizational
selection within firms (De Clercq et al, 2011). Tilbowing analysis outlines links
between the four types of motivation introducedweband how they a) relate to the
general start-up decision and b) how they mighy pldifferent role in the organizational

selection of Nlis.

Financial Motivationfocuses on the following aspects: the desire tratt
financial security, earn high incomes, and accutetiggh levels of wealth. Commencing
with self-selection on financial motives into arrtsof nascent venturing, evidence
suggests that venturing mostly comes with a firgmenalty in terms of income

(Hamilton, 2000) and return on wealth (Moskowita/&sing-Jorgensen, 2002). One
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might therefore expect that financially motivatetional decision makers would be more
likely to select paid-employment than to startitioevn venture. Also, self-employment is
known to generate riskier incomes than paid-empbmniParker, 1997). Hence,
entrepreneurial individuals within organizationskong for an occupation offering
financial security would presumably be more likiedyremain in paid-employment than
engage in any sort of start-up (Parker, Belgh&Barmby, 2005). Individuals who
decide to become NVs of either sort are therei&etyl to accept the potential financial
penalty in return for the compensating differentithe fulfilment of some other
motivation, such as greater independence. Undatdilamthis, self-selection via

financial motives could therefore favor paid-empi@nt rather than any kind of nascent

venturing:

Hypothesis 1a: The more importance an individuai@ss to financial motives, the less

likely he or she is to self-select into NV.

Although Hypothesis 1 implies that financially matied people are less likely to
become NVs, several individuals that consider far@mmotivation important still select
to become NVs. This seemingly contradictory chaagesponds to the various reasons
and motivations relevant to this decision. In tbikofving paragraph we consider how
financial motivations can further be of importaricethose individuals that have self-
selected into NV, despite high importance of finahmotives. That is, we argue for the
role of financial motivations on the venturing matteice, conditional on self-selection

into NV.
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From the organizational selection perspective,raight expect a slightly
different pattern to emerge regarding the imporasfandividual financial motivations
as we have argued from the individual self-selacpierspective. First, from an
organizational selection perspective, corporateagars require employees who are
highly financially motivated to run intrapreneunantures if the company itself is
seeking financial goals. The person-organizatibarfieconomic variables plays a major
role in the HRM selection strategies (Kristof-Brgu@®00; Wright & Boswell, 2002).
Accordingly, for-profit corporations incentivizedividuals by offering performance-
related compensation contracts (Jones & Butler2L9%@ompanies design these contracts
explicitly to appeal to financially motivated worke Second, strong financial motivation
helps intrapreneurial “initiative selling” to comde senior managers of profitability and
that the promising candidate is indeed suitableitoan intrapreneurial venture (De
Clercq, Castarier, & Belausteguigoitia, 2011). Thardesire for financial security can be
expected to attract workers who want to shareerptiofit from intrapreneurial success
but who also value the corporate safety net ifrthenture fails (Shepherd, Covin, &
Kuratko, 2009). It is furthermore possible thatamgational involvement might reduce
an individual’'s concern to miss out on a big oppwoitly that might otherwise not be
attainable. This type of financial motivation bylividuals, recognizing the potential to
increase chances of superior rewards (insteacccgasing potential returns, while
paying less attention to the probabilities of tletainment) could also be an attractive
selection mechanism for the organization. In paldicif the individual has already

realized the advantages of collaborating with tim@leyer, it might make them less
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likely to leave in the future. The same kind ofamgzational selection criterion is absent

for nascent entrepreneurs:

Hypothesis 1b: The more importance a NV assigfisémcial motives, the more likely

he or she is to be selected into NI.

An Independence Motivatiaconsiders salient non-pecuniary factors, namely
greater independence in life and flexibility of \iorg arrangements. The body of
research relating to this particular motivationwhdhat both employees and
entrepreneurs value independence and autonomyt @Ren, 2010). Freedom from
subordination to authority seems to be a widelyeshhuman trait crossing occupational
boundaries. However, venturing is unusual in offgisuch high levels of autonomy in
practice (Lange, 2012; Van Gelderen & Jansen, 200&)ple motivated by independent
decision-making find this freedom in the venturaggivity. NVs decide when to work,
where to work, with whom to work, and on what torkwith considerable less influence
from others. Another argument why independencmbkgd to venturing in general is the
satisfaction stemming from realizing ones’ own dneaTowards such arguments, recent
evidence by Reynolds and Curtin (2011) suggestsverguring provides many
opportunities for individuals to start independérabby” businesses. Through these
independent hobby businesses, the nascent ventiftensdo not pursue primarily
financial motives. Instead, the freedom to followassion is the main incentive. These

considerations lead to the hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 2a: The more importance an individualgss to independence motives, the

more likely he or she is to self-select into NV.

The organizational-selection perspective suggbhastsndependence motivation
might also influence the organizational selectibiis. From the perspective of the
organizational selection environment, an individwah high independence motivation
might be willing to accept a lower salary in retfion greater autonomy. On the other
hand, this individual is unlikely to be abiding bgrporate hierarchy. This is because
such individuals may pose a risk to the coheregémizational structure of the enterprise
(“loose cannons”) and stir up negative emotionslisyupting established lines of
command with their ideas for change (Kotter, 1984nagers may therefore encourage
highly independent individual to leave the orgah@a Then they can pursue a new

business outside of the confines of the organinatio

Hypothesis 2b: The more importance a NV assigisdiependence, the less likely he or

she is to be selected into NI.

Recognition Motivedescribe another compensating differential rel&tezhe’s
work. This factor comprises the desires to achato be recognized for one’s
achievements, to be respected by one’s friendsaltehgues, and to attain a higher
position in society (i.e. social status). Jobs galhediffer in the ease with which they
enable workers to satisfy their internal “needdohievement” (McClelland, 1961,
McClelland, 1965). NVs seem to care less aboutrstimpinions regarding their

occupational choice (Carter et al., 2003). Thisdsause personal reasons matter more
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for NVs than societal recognition. Davidsson’s ‘®etheory” of entrepreneurship
(Davidsson, 2006) is consistent with this argumBalzidsson’s theory states that NVs
seek to be different and start new businessefié&nselves rather than conforming to

others’ ideals.

Hypothesis 3a: The more an individual values redo@mby others, the less likely he or

she is to choose to become a NV.

Despite the arguments suggesting Hypothesis 8a sadividuals valuing
recognition by others still chose to become NVan@ared to non-NVs, some NVs,
particular independent entrepreneurs, enjoy higéreal visibility and social status
(Parker & Van Praag, 2010). Organizations mighale to capitalize on these known
status effects. By identifying employees who aghhi motivated by social recognition,
managers might be able to exploit a strong incerdiwong NlIs as a valuable
compensating differential. For instance, a rescomestrained firm desiring to undertake
an intrapreneurial project but unable to offer gens financial incentives may
nevertheless attract an intrapreneur into this fohés may be possible if the intrapreneur
is strongly motivated by social recognition. Pragpe Nls are likely to enjoy the social
recognition amongst their former peers that comés tve new position (Biniari, 2012).
Some scholars have assumed that social recogaisormotivates NEs (Parker & van
Praag, 2010). However, other scholars suggestédab&l recognition could be
relatively less important for NEs when weighed agapersonal reasons or the desire to
be different (Davidsson, 2006). As discussed, $oe@gnition for NIs might be more

important relative to their other venturing motieats. Organizations can therefore
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capitalize on this NI motivation because the coapmenvironment includes peers who

would notice the NI. Thus, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3b: The more importance a NV assigmedognition by others, the more

likely he or she is to be selected into NI.

Role Modelgpredispose individuals to select into occupatissoeiated with an
inspiring figure or influential mentor (Schereratt, 1989). Role models are known to be
important in informing career choices (Miers, Rioika& Pollard, 2007), including in
family businesses (Mungai and Velamuri, 2011). Wisbmparative studies on such
outcomes are rare, Carter et al. (2003) found eged¢hat, if anything, role models are
more important for non-entrepreneurs than for NM®y explained these differences in
terms of non-entrepreneurs having greater needsutalic validation of their behavior,
and caring more about others’ opinions, than NV¢Ghrter et al., 2003). This paper
adds to Carter et al.’s (2003) research that sentisnof neglect, especially of
entrepreneurial parents investing more time in&irtbhusiness than their family, might
give children a negative impression of the ventyantivity. Following this logic, this

essay suggests that:

Hypothesis 4a: The more importance an individuai@ss to role models, the less likely

he or she is to self-select into becoming a NV.

We analyze the influence of role models on theigrof individuals that despite

important role model motivations still decide tawbme NVs. From the organizational
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perspective, favorable role models appear to ppedesindividuals to select into
particular occupations in paid employment (DryliE998). One advantage of role models
inside the corporation is that aspiring NIs likbgve access to them. Conversely, the
manager selecting prospective Nis is likely to &mifiar with the NI's role model as

well. If a role model has been successful (posdialing been an intrapreneur himself in
the past) he earned the respect of senior managdrgrospective Nls alike. Managers
may then have greater confidence in an individeabiming a NI if that individual is
motivated to follow such a respected role modatifreithin the corporation. In this
situation the fact that role models inside orgatnre are accessible is more important
than the role model’s success. This is becauseriedsarned from unsuccessful ventures
inform future ventures (Cannon & Edmondson, 20G5nanagers know the role model,
added security may come from the impression to bawether ally in steering the
prospective new intrapreneurial venture. It redugg=ertainty for the organization to
know what role model a prospective NI aspires tent¢, we expect organizational

selection to consider role model motivation by pexgive NIs favorably:

Hypothesis 4b: The more importance a NV assigmsléomodels, the more likely he or

she is to be selected into NI.

Methods
Data and Sample
In order to test the aforementioned hypotheses)eeel data on the motivations
of NEs and NIs as well as of a non-venturing cdrgroup. The Panel Study of

Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED) provides such ddta.PSED consists of two similar
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longitudinal datasets: PSED-I and PSED-II. Botladats measure business creation on a
large scale, initially screening a representatarage of the entire US American adult
population. The PSED studies identify individuatsively involved in the venturing
process (NVs). Trained interviewers asked the N\vwial follow-up questions. In the

first collection of data, PSED-I, interviews ocaudrbetween 1998 and 2003. The second
phase of data collection, PSED-II took place frootdber 2005 to December 2011.

Total data collected from PSED-I resulted in 31,86tkeener interviews with Americans
over the age of 18 years old. PSED-Il added an@hg45 screener interviews. The
organizers of the PSED-I and PSED-II studies weigliioth datasets by sex, race, age,
and education, based on the latest available USuSatata. The purpose of weighting
the datasets was to make them nationally represental he following analyses use

these weights.

The PSED-I also included a control group of non-&ployees who answered
the same questions as NVs, including motivatiorstiaes. The PSED-I comprised four
waves of questioning with each wave identified\&&ve 1’, ‘Wave 2’ etc. The PSED-II
consisted of six waves of questioning with the vgadentified as ‘Wave A’, ‘Wave B’,
etc. The last wave of questioning from the PSEBeHcluded in December 2011. The
screening interview and the four waves of PSEDebpced data on 1,261 individuals
(830 nascent venturers and 431 members of a cajrsop). The PSED-II efforts
resulted in data on 1,214 nascent venturers. Mreecdurse of these two projects,
respondents provided data on approximately 6,06@as in PSED-I and around 8,000

variables in PSED-II. One key difference betwee&P$ and PSED-II is the inclusion
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in PSED-I of a non-venturing control group. A cdatp description of the research

design, the data, and methodology are availablnat.psed.isr.umich.edu

The combined PSED-I1 and PSED-II databases corestut sample for this
study. We combined the PSED-I and PSED-II datanieféort to arrive at one
consolidated dataset. This dataset spans ventefiogs over one decade. The detailed
descriptions and amount of data enabled us to hammeariable definitions. Following
the definitions and operationalization explainetbie we identify 2,044 individuals as
nascent venturers (NVs) out of which 519 individuale nascent intrapreneurs (NIs) and
1,511 are nascent entrepreneurs (NEs). One individlPSED-I and 13 individuals in
PSED-II reported to attempting to start a new vemnthut failed to specify whether the
attempt was as a NI or NE. Due to this lack obinfation, these 14 individuals were not
included in the subsequent analyses. The contoolpyof non-venturing individuals in

the PSED-I contains 431 respondents.

Measures

The essay uses four motivation scales: (1) Firdn@) Independence, (3) Social
Recognition, and (4) Role Model. The essay themdhtces the binary variables: Nascent
Venturer V) and Nascent Intraprenelj. We then describe several control variables

included in the analyses.

As explained above, thmotivation scalesnost widely used in comparative
studies in entrepreneurship are (1) financial naditon, (2) recognition, (3)

independence, and (4) role models (Carter et@32Dunkelberg et al., 2013; Shane et
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al., 1991). The literature includes different camalbions, extensions or additions to these
four scales that researchers have applied ancectefirultiple times (Birley & Westhead,
1994; Shane et al., 1991). Kuratko, Hornsby, anflizidger (1997) demonstrated that
entrepreneurs are motivated to start and contiruenture by extrinsic rewards, intrinsic
rewards, independence and family security. Cartdrcalleagues (2003) build upon the
four scales and the concepts persist, althougiffereht variations and sometimes under
different names. In choosing this set of four matiion scales, we follow the established
literature and build on the scale development ef/jous research that used the same
theoretical grounding (Carter et al., 2003; Dunkedpet al., 2013; Edelman et al., 2010).
This allows for verification and higher reliabilibf the scales we use while making our
findings more directly applicable to earlier stidi€arter et al (2003) use six motivation
scales of the PSED-I. Although the PSED-II datalmsewer and larger than PSED-I, it
consists of fewer questions regarding motivatidme PSED-II nevertheless allows us to
reconstruct and cross validate the four main scaisthe previous measures. Our
analysis illustrates that the established scaledbeaeplicated with the combined PSED-I
and PSED-II data. The four scales together exa# of total variation in the
motivation variables of this study. In our applioat the four scales further show
comparably high internal validity as well as su#fict convergent and discriminate

validity. The following discussion briefly definesd outlines the four scales.

Financial Motivationconsists of three Likert type questions (1=natlat=very
much) in close proximity to the Work Preferencedntory and direct complementarity
to earlier studies using either PSED-I or PSEDdha. The three questions asked: “To

what extent is the following reason important ta yo establishing this new business: (1)
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to earn a larger personal income, (2) to build gnezalth, (3) to have financial security.
The measure follows the legacy of Scheinberg andMilian (1988) and Birley and
Westhead (1994) both of whom have conceptualizexhtiial success similarly and have
shown it to be an important motivator in early weirtg endeavors. We found factor

loadings for this measure at the .76 level anddrigimd Cronbach's alpha was .79.

Independence Motivatiatombines two questions that relate to the extent t
which respondents rated the importance of (1) grdbxibility in life and (2) the
freedom to adapt the work approach. The indeperdsrele explains how far a NI or
NE values self-control and allocating his or herdi This factor is consistent with earlier
conceptualizations used by Shane (2003). Factdirlga were at least .79 and

Cronbach’s alpha was .63.

Recognition Motivatiomombines the extent to which individuals are neitd
by (1) achievement and recognition, (2) respectfftends and (3) a higher position in
society. Recognition measures used before alsodadhe external approval by friends
and society (Birley & Westhead, 1994) as well asrtrecognition (Shane, Locke, &

Collins, 2003). Loadings were at least .74 and BGach's alpha was .73.

Role Model Motivatiors a single item scale that measures the impagtahc
following the example of a person one admires.i&arble model scales likewise capture
an individual's desire to emulate the example bkat (Carter et al., 2003). The factor

loading for this measure was .93.

Following established PSED constructs, all NVsi@ivhncludes all NIs and NES)

are a) actively involved in the process of creaingew firm; b) have been engaged in
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some start-up activity in the past 12 months; @eexto own all or part of the new firm;
and d) have not yet succeeded in starting the veif@arter et al, 2003; Gartner et al,
2004; Davidsson, 2006). We constructed the varidbleas a binary variable and
assigned the value of “1” to an individual answeryes to all of the above questions. We
assigned the value “0” to the 431 members of tirobgroup. We refer to them as non-

NVs.

NIs described themselves as involved in the prodesstiing up a new venture
together with an employer. This differentiates thfeom NEs, who start a new venture
independently of any organization. The PSED quesaoes capture this difference in
the question: ‘Are you, alone or with others, caothetrying to start a new business or a
new venture for your employer, an effort that ist jwé your normal work?’ Our binary
variableNI registers a total of 519 individuals who answetesl question positively and
accordingly were assigned the vaNie=1. The other 1511 individuals who did not
positively answer this question were classifiedN&s and received the valtd=0. Table

1 provides an overview.

Table 1 Sample Overview — Essay 2

NEs Nls Total NVs Control
group
PSED-I 701 128 830 431
PSED-II 810 391 1214 -
Total 1511 519 2044 431

Control VariablesWe controlled for a range of demographic and socio-
demographic characteristics that the literatureshasvn to affect occupational choices

among nascent venturers. Our control variablesideclgender (Carter, 1997; Fischer,
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Reuber, & Dyke, 1993; Gatewood et al., 1995), &grar & Davidsson, 2000;
Reynolds, 1997) education (Bates, 1995; Rotefo8®Kereid, 2005); various kinds of
work experience (Parker, 2011); income; and somsodeaphic characteristics. Table 2
below lists the control variables after the fourecstart-up motivations. Four dummy
variables record\ge assigning the value of “1” to the age group (28324 years) to
which the individual belongs. The age category®i/&ars or older served as the base
category. Similarly, three dummy variables reflaestindividual’sEducation assigning
“1” to the highest level of education obtained. Kexteiving a high school diploma was
the base category. Gender was recorded as a hiaaaple recordingremaleas “1” and
male as “0”Household Incomeneasures annual household income in US Dollars. We
applied a logarithmic scale to deflate the rangeatdies in our analysitndustry Specific
ExperienceGeneral Work ExperiencandYears as Supervisaill record the number of
years an individual has gathered such experidtiocesehold HeadoeingMarried, and
Working Fulltimeall record an individual’'s socio-demographic ssatua binary fashion
assigning the value of “1” if he or she answerdurahtive to these questions or “0”
otherwise. FinallyEntrepreneurial Parentsecords in a binary way if the individual's

parents ever owned or operated their own busifigss, yes and “0”.

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics — Essay 2

MEAN N p MEAN N p
NV  nonNV NI NE
Financial Motivation 3.53 4.03 2103 0.00 3.61 351 1750 0.08

Independence Motivatior 3.89  4.20 2105 0.00 3.83 3.91 1752 0.16
Recognition Motivation  2.28  3.44 2103 0.00 2.39 2.25 1749 0.02
Role Model Motivation 2.16 3.15 2104 0.00 2.33 2.10 1752 0.00
Age_18_24 0.08 0.13 2449 0.00 0.13 0.07 2006 0.00
Age_25_34 0.22 0.23 2449 0.53 0.21 0.22 2006 0.64
Age 35 44 0.27 0.28 2449 0.57 0.27 0.27 2006 0.80
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Age_45 54 0.26  0.20 2449 0.04 0.26 0.27 2006 0.70
Postgraduate Studies 0.13 0.09 2446 0.02 0.11 0.13 2003 0.37
College Degree 0.26  0.20 2446 0.02 0.23 0.27 2003 0.07
High School 0.20 0.22 2446 0.36 0.25 0.18 2003 0.00
Female 0.42 0.55 2474 0.00 0.32 0.45 2030 0.00
Household Income (In) 10.80 10.54 2219 0.00 10.78 10.81 1831 0.36
Industry Specific 9.52 13.64 2044 0.00 10.08 9.31 1601 0.20
Experience

General Work 19.53 16.39 2445 0.00 18.57 19.87 2004 0.04
Experience

Years as Supervisor 9.95 7.00 2425 0.00 9.54 10.09 1997 0.27
Household Head 091 0.86 2471 0.00 0.90 0.92 2027 0.11
Married 0.54 0.47 2453 0.01 0.47 0.56 2010 0.00
Working Fulltime 0.64 0.63 2460 0.71 0.67 0.63 2017 0.18
Entrepreneurial 0.52 0.42 2439 0.00 0.50 0.53 2002 0.26
Parents

Table 2 provides an overview and descriptive stesif all of the variables used
in this study, in aggregate for NVs and non-NVswall as separately for NIs and NEs.
Thep-values indicate some significant univariate défezes between these groupings,
for motivations as well as the control variablest &xample, it is notable that NVs differ
significantly from the control group of non-ventugiindividuals on all four core
motivations. Two sources of motivation in particudaem to differ between NlIs and
NEs: recognition and role model. Moreover, our iifg$ echo previous research that
showed age affects NIs and NEs differently (Parket,1). In this regard, we found that
individuals 18- 25 years old are overrepresentetierN| group compared to the NE
group. The data also revealed that NVs have grgatezral work experience but less
industry-specific experience on average. SpedificlEs tend to have an average of 16
months more general (as opposed to specific) wxpkmrence than Nlis. This finding is
consistent with research suggesting the breadtegpErience that leads to entrepreneurs

as “jacks of all trades” (Lazear, 2005). In whdldas, we estimate the effects of
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individual venturing motivation and our control iailes on the two selections to

becoming an NI conditional on being a NV.

Empirical Model

Our aim is to estimate the effects of individuahttging motivation on
organizational selection into NI or NE, conditiomal self-selection into nascent
venturing in general. Because valuefNbtan only be observed MV=1, that is if the
individual has opted to become a nascent ventoeegappropriate empirical model is a

bivariate probit model with sample selection:

Equation 1 Bivariate Probit Model with Covariance Sructure - Essay 2

NV = o (X%)(&x;) + i

NI = 3y + (K‘L‘)(El) T &
where

1
cov(ey, ez) = 2. = (pﬁ))'

We assume that the error termande; are jointly normally distributed, with
means equal to zero, unit variances, and correlabefficientp (Greene, 2003; Parker,

2011). To correctly identify the model, we alsosheegroup of identifying variable§
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that influence selection into NV without impactisglection between NI and NE. We
propose the following variables f&: (1) being a household head, (2) being married, (3
working fulltime, and (4) having entrepreneuriatgras. All of these variables may
affect the desirability of venturing relative toigg@mployment (e.g. by securing greater
access to resources needed for venturing) withoubathem necessarily being more
relevant for the type of venturing, i.e. NI or NEe chose one of the four variables to
just-identify the model and then included the revirgj three in the NV equation, but not
in the NI equation. We then tested the three oglenifying restrictions with a likelihood
ratio test that would not reject the Null-Hypotlsesf acceptable exclusion restrictions.
Doing this for all four variables, replacing theftdentifier, renderegf(4) ratio statistics
ranging from 4.22 to 5.40, none of which are clmsstandard significance levels. Yet,
testing the same variables in the NV equation predsignificant result{(4)>12.07).

This finding suggests that we are justified in gdimese variables for identification.

We estimated the model using the method of Futirimfaition Maximum
Likelihood (FIML). FIML exploits the full data stature conditional on specification of
the errors £;,€2) as bivariate normal with correlation coefficigntso it is most efficient.

Estimation was performed using STATA 11.0.

Table 3 reveals only modest pairwise correlatiogtsvben the variables,

suggesting that collinearity is not a problem iis study.

Table 3 Pearson Correlations - Essay 2
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Pearson Correlations [2-tailed)
] [2] [3] (4] (5] [E] [7] (%] [5] (10 (1)
(1) Mascent Carr 1
Intrapreneur (M) I 2030
[2)Mascent Yenturer Corr a 1
[MY] M z020 2474
[F Finanical Carr 4z _faz” 1
Mativation ] 1750 2102 2102
(4] Independence Carr - 033 A5 4BE" 1
flotivation ] 1762 b 1111 094 palil]
(5] Fecognition Corr ose|  -awe| aver| 007 1
Mativation ] 1744 2102 2095 2095 2102
(6] Rale Madel Carr ol -zse” 29 219 Aar !
Mativation r 1752 2104 2035 2035 2035 2104
(7] Age_12_24 Cor 0EE[ -0E4” Rl 54" Rl 108" 1
] 2006 2443 2034 2086 2034 2035 2449
(&) Age_25_ 34 Carr -on - 013 158" 2 firs 033 A 1
] 2006 2449 2034 2036 2034 2035 2449 2449
[9] Age_20 44 Carr -00g -0m osg” Nirel 018 040 195" _geE 1
] 2006 2449 2034 2036 2084 2035 2443 2443 2443
(0] Age_45_54 Corr -00g 085" -ha” 058 -1 087 - 186" ol I T 1
] 2006 2449 2034 2086 2024 2085 2449 24439 2449 2449
(M Fostgraduate  Corr -020 IS B AN 170 NN L N 13 IR 1 1 RO 1.3 006 ges” 1
Studies ] 2003 2446 209 2093 209 2093 2423 2423 2423 2423 2445
[12] CD"EQE Degree Carr =040 _04?' _.043' Rulu]] __054' =030 __ms" 03z 033 e __212"
] 2003 2445 2091 2093 2091 2093 2423 2423 423 2423 2445
[13] High Schoal Carr 07E" -4 o4 Aoz Joen” 024 nre” 22 - 033 -0 .1es”
] 2003 2445 209 2093 209 2093 2423 2423 2423 2423 2445
[14) Female Corr 5" 104" =030 0eg” oz -0z 053" =013 57" .o =031
] 2030 2474 203 2105 2103 2104 2443 2443 2443 2443 2446
(1) Househald Cor -0 1 NN Y1 IS =7 N o I v R - 0238 e
Ineome [In ] 1821 2219 1915 1916 1916 1915 2208 2206 2206 2208 2208
(18] Industry Specific  Corr 32 _f5a” - 038 -033 i 037 e e - 027 74" o9z
Experience ] 1601 2044 1826 1836 1837 1826 2026 2026 2026 2026 2024
(1] General Wark.  Corr - 046 T N 3 NP v S N - N < AN )l RT3 N - 287 1367
Eiperience ] 2004 2445 2039 209 2089 2030 2421 2421 43 2421 24731
(18] Years az Corr -3 Mz 1l 1 N ST L1 - . I - - 161 1307
Supervizar ] 1997 2425 2076 2080 2076 2077 2401 2401 2401 2401 241
(19 Househald Cair -036 i o - -025) et a0z -aTT| -y 09" a2 077
Head ] 2027 2471 2100 2102 2100 210 2445 2446 2446 2445 2445
[20) Married Cor| o7 7| AT 04 ezl orr| -2 S04 pe| e osd)
] 2010 2453 2095 2o 2095 2093 2428 425 428 2428 2441
[21) whorking Fulltime  Corr 030 il 0z 035 0 | ey e a5a” 024 05"
] 2017 2460 2039 209 2089 2090 2435 2435 2435 2435 2433
[22] Entrepreneurial  Corr - 025 s 034 0oy 043 HiliE] -0z -.0oF 032 -0E -004
Farents ] 2002 2439 2039 2030 2089 2039 2414 2414 2414 2414 2425

a, Cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is constant.
*. Pearson Correlation is significant at the 0,05 leve| [2-tailed).
. Pearzon Correlation is significant at the 0.01 lewel [2-tailed).

Table 3 continues on next page
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Pearson Correlations [2-tailed)
[ 13 14 (15 (1] 17 [12] 13 [20] [21] [22]

[12] College Degree  Corr 1

] 2448
[131High Schoal Coarr 290 1

M 2448 2448
[14] Femnale Carr 4E 08T 1

M 2448 2448 2474
[15] Househald Corr Rk e .oar 1
Inc:ame [In) r 2208 2208 2213 221
[1E] Industry Specitic Corr iliLi] -033 et nog 1
Experience M 04 024 2044 1532 045
[1?] General Wark Coarr oy __051' __113" .132" .413" 1
Experience ] 2431 2431 2445 2207 nz4 2446
(12]) Years az Cor o7 B I i I 3 e vl I 1
Supervizar I 2411 2411 2428 2135 201 2411 2426
(191 Houzehald Corr o050 -ps0 045 046 1407 244" 156" 1
Head M 2445 2445 2471 2216 2041 2442 2422 247
[20] Married Carr A2z -033 013 Relile 018 397 142 e 1

] 2441 2441 2453 2215 2029 2438 2418 2482 2453
[21] working Fulltime  Corr 85" 07 M - 54 -0o4 -0 e 3z 1

] 2433 2433 2460 2208 2030 2421 241 2488 2440 2460
[2Z]) Entrepreneurial  Corr N 053" RIEL agd” 003 -4 o Rk MEF Rilik 1
Farents M 2428 2428 2439 2204 20139 2428 2406 2436 2434 2428 2440

* Pearson Correlation is significant at the 0,05 lewel [2-tailed).
" Pearson Correlation is significant at the 0.01lewe] [2-tailed).

Results

Results for the influence of individual motivatioms NV self-selection appear in
the first four lines of the left half of Table 4ypbthesis 1a) stated that the more
importance an individual assigns to financial megivthe less likely he or she is to self-
select into NV. We obtained no support for this diyyesis. Hypothesis 2a) posited a
positive impact of independence motivation on tkelihood of starting any kind of
business. Here the results are marginally signifi¢at the 10 percent significance level)
and support our hypothesis. The next two rows fievigaly significant negative effects
of recognition motivation and role model motivataon the likelihood of self-selecting
into becoming a NV. This provides strong supportHgpotheses 3a) and 4a). Thus, in
summary, our results indicate that individuals vaeine highly motivated by independence

are somewhat more likely to become nascent verstundiile those motivated more by
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social recognition and role models are significatess likely to become nascent

venturers.

Next, we tested the hypotheses regarding the ingsacdividual motivations on
selection into NI. The results appear in the riggif of Table 4. Hypothesis 1b) stated
that more importance assigned to financial motoraby the NV would make the NV
more likely to be selected into NI. This hypotheses strongly supported by the data.
Hypothesis 2b) suggested a negative influencegif imdependence motivation on
organizational selection into NI. While the coeiffiat displays the hypothesized sign, it is
not statistically significant. Hypothesis 3b) prepd that motivation for external
recognition predisposes NVs to be chosen for Nir data marginally supported this
hypothesis. In contrast, although the coefficientole models displays the
hypothesized sign, the coefficient is statisticaligignificant and therefore fails to
support Hypothesis 4b). In summary, our resultgate that individuals who have
strong financial and social recognition motivati@ms significantly more likely to

become nascent intrapreneurs relative to entreprene
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Table 4 Results of Bivariate Probit Model with Sampe Selection - Essay 2

NV NI

Coef. Std. Err. p Coef. Std.Err p
Financial Motivation 0.03 0.08 0.75 0.10 0.05 0.02
Independence Motivation 0.14 0.08 0.10 -0.06 0.04 0.16
Recognition Motivation -0.43 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.05 0.09
Role Model Motivation -0.12 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.49
Age 18 24 0.40 0.42 0.34 0.41 0.23 0.07
Age 25 34 0.58 0.32 0.07 0.09 0.18 0.60
Age 35 44 0.61 0.27 0.03 0.15 0.15 0.31
Age_45 54 0.32 0.24 0.19 0.15 0.13 0.23
Postgraduate Studies 0.12 0.21 0.56 -0.03 0.13 0.84
College Degree -0.05 0.15 0.74 0.06 0.10 0.57
High School -0.23 0.17 0.18 0.14 0.10 0.17
Female 0.02 0.13 0.90 -0.22 0.08 0.01
Household Income (In) 0.01 0.10 0.94 -0.04 0.05 0.48
Industry Specific -0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Experience
General Work Experience 0.01 0.01 0.19 -0.01 0.01 0.23
Years as Supervisor 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.62
Household Head 0.29 0.22 0.18
Married -0.40 0.13 0.00
Working Fulltime -0.10 0.14 0.49
Entrepreneurial Parents 0.35 0.12 0.00
Survey Control -7.33 0.16 0.00 -1.18 0.22 0.00
Constant 7.53 1.16 0.00 -0.54 0.57 0.35
p 0.35 0.38 0.92
N=1586 censored obs=284 uncensored obs=1302

Wald Test of ind. equations (p=0):  x*(1)= 0.84 Prob >x*= 0.3597
Wald x%(17) = 97.73  Prob %x’= 0.0000 Log pseudolikelihood = -985.7862

The multivariate analysis also reveals severar@sting findings regarding the
control variables. For example, the effects of etioa on NI status are weaker than the
univariate comparisons in Table 2 suggested, whéde=ffects of age on NI status are
more pronounced compared to the univariate te$t®. ontrary to the univariate

statistics, specific industry experience seemsaftaence the decision to become a NI,
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while general work experience is an insignificaritluence on NI status. Moreover,
married individuals are about 40 percent lessYikelstart any sort of new venture (p-
value below 0.01), and entrepreneurially activeepts increase the venturing probability
by approximately 35 percent (p-value below 0.0hjisTinding is consistent with
literature on the family background of entrepresgerg. Arum & Mueller, 2004). Fairlie
and Robb (2007) suggest for example that priotadisg a business over half of all
business owners had family members with self-empkayt experience. The control
variables exclude several possible competing eagilams for the decisions to become an
NV and an NI, increasing our confidence in theuafice of the four core motivations on

these decisions.

The data supported five of our eight hypothesgandng our estimation of the
dual role of individual motivations for (a) the g#al decision to become a NV and (b)
the decision to become a NI. In addition, almols¢tiécts (apart from H1a) generally
follow the hypothesized direction. Interestinglye results show that the same individual
motivations that influence selection into nasceatturing have a noticeably different
influence on the organizational selection of pratipe candidates for nascent
intrapreneurship. Thus, motivation affects the siea to become a venturer differently
from the mode of venturing itself. This distinctigna new observation and contribution
to the literature. In addition, we have identifegnificant differences how motivation

influence NIs and NEs differently.

These findings lead to the general question of stAyt-up motivations differ
between NVs and non-NVs and also between Nis arsl Ngart from the reasons we

provided in the theory section, one overarchindangtion might be that the four core
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motivations affect NIs and the non-venturing cohggroup in a similar way. That could
be a possibility because NIs and non-venturers siogine the influence of an
organizational (i.e. employer) context: employefighlook for similar motivation
patterns in standard hiring procedures for empleye®l in the organizational selection
of prospective NlIs. Our univariate results in Tabsupport such an argument since non-
NVs present stronger motivations than NVs on alf foore motivation scales (p-values
all below 0.01). Nis also present significantlgler scores than NEs in three of the four
motivation scales with the only exception beingitidependence scale (p-values for the
three significantly different motivations rangerfr®.08 to below 0.01). If NIs were
indeed similarly motivated as non-NVs, as Martiarer{2013) findings of resemblance
between NIs and non-NVs regarding risk-aversioninodme expectations suggest, a
simple probit analysis should find the four motigas to be individually and jointly

insignificant predictors of NiIs versus non-NVs.

We conducted a follow-up probit analysis along éhléses, where the dependent
variable equaled one for NIs and zero for regulamployed non-NVs. We used the
same control variables as in the NV equation ofikiariate probit with sample
selection, except for the survey control varialflparticipation in PSED-I or PSED-II
because the group of regularly employed non-Nesistentirely from PSED-I. Table 5

reports the results of this robustness check
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Table 5 Robustness Check - Probit Model - NIs andam-NVs — Essay 2

NI or regular employee (non-NV)
Coef. Std. Err. p

Financial Motivation -0.03 0.07 0.69
Independence Motivation -0.05 0.08 0.52
Recognition Motivation -0.42 0.07 0.00
Role Model Motivation -0.10 0.05 0.04
Age 18 24 0.90 0.36 0.01
Age 25 34 0.47 0.30 0.12
Age 35 44 0.47 0.25 0.06
Age_45 54 0.37 0.21 0.07
Postgraduate Studies -0.27 0.20 0.18
College Degree -0.11 0.16 0.48
High School 0.38 0.15 0.01
Female -0.70 0.12 0.00
Household Income (In) 0.26 0.09 0.00
Industry Specific -0.05 0.01 0.00
Experience

General Work Experience 0.02 0.01 0.09
Years as Supervisor 0.03 0.01 0.00
Household Head 0.50 0.21 0.02
Married -0.39 0.13 0.00
Working Fulltime -0.41 0.14 0.00
Entrepreneurial Parents 0.04 0.12 0.71
Constant -0.98 1.02 0.34

N=627 Waldx?*(20) = 190.99 Prob %°= 0.0000
Log pseudolikelihood = -308.815

In Table 5 we found, however, that while NIs migideed be similar to non-NVs
in terms of financial and independence motivatiding,two groups still differ
significantly with respect to recognition and rod@del motivations (p-values of 0.00 and
0.04 respectively). Together with our earlier resuhis finding leads us to conclude that
the three groups (non-venturing employees, NEsNdaplare distinct from each other in
terms of their motivations. Researchers need ttyaaghem separately, as we have

claimed from the outset.



102

Discussion

This article analyzed how individual motivation$eat the likelihood of
intrapreneurs to start a new venture for their @ygl as well as the decision to venture
at all. We found that the motivations important ttee general start-up decision seem to
echo the finding of previous studies (Carter et20103). Nascent venturers are
significantly less motivated by recognition anderatodels than regular employees. In
contrast, we found that financial motivation infhees selection into intrapreneurship
more than selection into entrepreneurship. Likeyweséernal recognition motivation
seems to matter more for selection into intraprestep than into entrepreneurship. In
general, our analysis reveals that the motivatadfecting the selection of prospective
intrapreneurs are more similar to those of the ewinepreneurial control group than they
are to those of entrepreneurs. These findings gehcesults of Martiarena (2013), who
suggested that NIs and employees resemble eachimtiheir risk preferences and
outcome expectations. Yet the three groups of reowrers, NEs, and Nls, are still
motivated differently. We discussed and tested hdrethis constellation of motivation
profiles reflects the fact that intrapreneurs mayclmser in spirit and motivation to
regular employees. The empirical findings repontet@iable 5 partially failed to support
this speculation: NIs and non-NVs differ signifitlgnn their recognition and role model

motivation.

Given these findings, our paper makes three grat@ontributions to the
corporate entrepreneurship literature, the entreqaneship motivation literature, and the
HRM literature. First, our theorizing about indival and organizational selection offers

a broader framework to conceptualize the dual ingpme of individual motivations as
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they affect the complex start-up decisions of jpteseurs and entrepreneurs. In this
respect the essay adds to the CE literature, whadhtionally focuses on organizational
characteristics, by extending the analysis to eqam® individual characteristics, namely
individual motivations. We believe our insights trivute to the state of knowledge
about the tools middle level managers can useategfically select intrapreneurs

(Kuratko et al., 2005).

Second, our findings suggest a possible reasoreatier studies have produced
conflicting findings with respect to the effectsmbtivations on the likelihood of
venturing (c.f. Carter et al, 2003; 2004 and StéwaRoth, 2007). That reason is
“aggregation bias” caused by combining inapprophjatwo different types of venturers:
entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs. Our findings ghawdifferent motivations affect the
venturing decision differently from the mode of wamng, i.e. entrepreneurship and
intrapreneurship. We therefore suggest that fusah®larship should distinguish
carefully between these two groups and avoid comgithem when analyzing the

effects of motivations on start-up choices.

Third, our discussion of the combination of orgatiznal with individual
selection is in line with a growing research streamich explores the influence of HRM
practices on corporate entrepreneurship. Recediestirom the HRM domain show how
issues such as employee retention, corporate itiooveulture, and staff selection affect
corporations in ways that bear directly on corppeitrepreneurship. For example,
Kemelgor and Meek (2008) analyzed how providing lelyges with more freedom and
opportunities, clarity in compensation and bengfggular assistance, and

communication is associated with lower turnoveesamongst fast-growing
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entrepreneurial firms. Wang and colleagues sidk &melgor and Meek by
demonstrating the importance of a strong corparatevation culture as part of a
successful corporate innovation strategy (Wangdi@ej Tansky, & Wang, 2010). Our
study complements these findings. We highlightedintportance of individual
motivation for the individual self-selection intenturing and for the organizational
selection into NI. We believe that future researah build on this work by exploring the
ways that HRM practices can screen employees ik eivironments where CE is an

important part of the organizational landscape.

For practitioners, our findings might help tell nest entrepreneurs and
intrapreneurs apart at an early stage based anitideridual motivations. This could be
especially helpful for managers interested in idgnty suitable candidates for
intrapreneurship among their workforce. A bettedenstanding of intrapreneurs’
motivations might also proof useful to corporateisi®on makers seeking to increase the
retention of their intrapreneurial talent. In ttesse where employees leave their
companies to start their own independent ventukatoh & Yao, 1995; Klepper &
Sleeper, 2005; Klepper & Thompson, 2010), our imsignight help to design attractive
intrapreneurial environments and compensation freones that would enable
organizations to achieve higher retention ratesr{&gor & Meek, 2008). Following our
analyses, compensation frameworks should pay d@taation to the financial and
social recognition motivation of prospective Nlgg@nizations could for example
reward NIs publicly with financial grants for theientures. This would address the
financial motivation and the social recognition dmsion that NIs seek. In turn,

independence and role models seem to be less iampdor NIs. Companies might
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further want to evaluate the benefits of close im@ments with the NI venture, if
independence does not promise to motivate Nls.eadéseems to be rather the
organizational attention that NlIs desire as comaigms for their efforts. Next to costly
financial incentives, recognition seems a more encocal way for organizations to foster

intrapreneurship.

Our study also cautions managers who might havghdéda strengthen corporate
venturing activity by seeking to integrate indivadsi with entrepreneurial motivation
profiles into the corporate context. Based on owihgs, differences between NIs’ and
NEs’ motivations appear to be pronounced. Futwrdiss would have to investigate how
the integration of individuals with entrepreneunativation profiles might influence

prospective NlIs, regular employees, and overatoiational performance variables.

Obviously, our work is subject to several limitaiso First, intrapreneurs and
entrepreneurs may interpret differently some ofrtfmivation questions posed in the
guestionnaires. This is a particular concern widagures like financial motivation that
have the potential to measure two different coreéptancial security and great wealth
aspirations) simultaneously. In our study the nfagus of the individuals’ interpretation
was on financial security, thus partially dispadlisuch concerns. However, we hope that
future scale developments include more robust #fefentiated measures of financial
motivations. Further developing the limitation dfferent interpretations, if intrapreneurs
and entrepreneurs differ with regard to their selffidence, for example, they might
declare themselves to be motivated differentidlyture studies could empirically test
that caveat to our findings. Second, while ourifigd are representative of the entire

population of entrepreneurs and intrapreneurserlthited States, they might not apply
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in other countries where personal and organizalticuigures are very different
(Scheinberg and MacMillan, 1988). This might litie generalizability of our findings.
Third, it is possible that NEs’ and NIs’ motivat®are not fixed but develop and change
in the course of undergoing their nascent ventugxyerience; this idea calls for a
dedicated analysis of “dynamic motivations”. Mopesifically, future research could
determine the extent to which organizational seacand ongoing support to the
intrapreneur affects the evolution of their motiwas. Fourth, the scope of this study was
limited to early “entry” stages of venture formatjoather than examining implications

of individual motivations for survival, growth amther measures of venture
performance. We leave the task of tracing throlighdng-term implications of early-

stage motivations for venture performance.

Additional limitations refer to the lack of detadll@rganizational data in the PSED
studies. We cannot rule out the possibility thaihserved organizational selection
criteria have an even stronger association withvérgure mode choice than individual
motivations do. Similarly, we have to assume thrganization do not commission
certain individuals to become Nis for reasons #llatv them to disregard Nlis individual
start-up motivations. Further, a lack of data on-nompete and non-disclosure
agreements makes a differentiating analysis amongstiduals subject to these
corporate bounds and those less restricted, imgesgilthough PSED investigators
captured the motivation data before the actuat efdhe venture, such corporate
restrictions could still predate and thus influetiee collected data. Knowing their legal
boundaries, individuals might have responded cenisid their realistically possible

achievements and their motivations regarding tlaosenot necessarily their



107

hypothetically possible motivations. In light ofckulimitations, our results might reflect

at least patrtially, organizational circumstancdedaing individual motivations.

To address such issues in future research, maistizidual-organizational
datasets are helpful. Controlling for the above-tioeied organizational influences on
individual start-up motivation is one possible v$such data. These data would also
bring new questions into the purview of entrepresieip researchers. In particular,
individual determinants of venturing could be amaly conditional on organizational
criteria, such as the explicit support of venturihgough internal champions or
institutionalized incubators. Likewise, organizatb determinants on the general start-up
decision or the venturing mode choice could beyaeal conditional on engagement of
entrepreneurially inclined individuals. Thus, s@rslcould gain further clarity on the
conditional effects that individuals have on orgations and organizations have on
individuals in the context of nascent venturing.r®twver, such matched data would be
amenable to cross-level theorizing and analysiwidht be interesting to some scholars
to find out how changes on corporate level (fomegle in compensation agreements)
affect potential intrapreneurs in their individwanturing motivation and strategies.
Conversely, it might be of interest how quickly fr@ducts of individual level NI
venturing has a notable effect on such corporatablas as finances, innovation culture,
or the attractiveness for new hires. In any casgual influences of individual and
organization promise many new insights into engepurship research. Our study has
developed one such example where individual maotimataffect individual and

organizational selection mechanisms. Similar ssidaild continue to bring
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organizational level and individual level resea@fiwell as intrapreneurship and

entrepreneurship research closer together.
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Chapter 4 : Make it or Break it: Start-Up and Abandonmentd?at
of Nascent Intrapreneurs compared to Nascent Eweineprs over
time

Introduction

A growing body of literature compares the ventuniegults of intrapreneurs
(sometimes called corporate entrepreneurs) angh@rdkent entrepreneurs. Work in this
domain has focused predominantly on comparisorestablished ventures which are up
to eight years old (Biggadike, 1979; Zahra, 199®me of these studies found that
entrepreneurs grow faster and are more financsaltgessful than intrapreneurs (Weiss,
1981; Zahra, 1993; Zahra, 1996). Others coulddrsmern differences between the two
groups (McDougall, Robinson Jr, & DeNisi, 1992; &ter & Simon, 1997; Van de Ven,

Hudson, & Schroeder, 1984).

This essay follows the lead of Holland and Shepk20d3) in focusing on the
persistence of venturers. Although the decisiopeisevere with a venturing effort is a
repeated and important part of the efforts to bengascent venture to market, only a few
scholars have investigated this phenomenon (e.dpitb& Shepherd, 2013; Gatewood,

Shaver, Powers, & Gartner, 2002).

Previous research concerning entrepreneurial spagiad persistence discussed
persistence as dependent on the perceived contesitarer has over potential challenges
facing the venture (Markman, Baron, & Balkin, 2006}her scholars conceptualized
persistence as a personal trait (Baum & Locke, RO0l#ey would argue that persistence

is a trait increasing an individual’s motivationgorsue his or her goals (Baum & Locke,
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2004). Gimeno and colleagues examined persistenayfanction of individual human
capital in combination with the organizational axitof the venture (Gimeno, Folta,
Cooper, & Woo, 1997). They showed that individuad @ontextual differences impact
the performance thresholds relevant for the pensc&t decision. DeTienne, Shepherd,
and Castro (2008) extended this research by denatingtthe effects of personal
investment, an individual’'s alternatives and exigrmotivation, and organizational

efficacy on persistence with the venture.

However, the question of which venturing mode tetodse more persistent or
faster to market remains unresolved. Out of the@pmately two million Americans
who are at any point in time trying to start upitmew venture (Reynolds & White,
1997), at least 20% start as intrapreneurs (Pa2kdrl). The literature refers to these
individuals asnascenintrapreneurs (NIs) angascenentrepreneurs (NEs) (Reynolds &
White, 1997; Reynolds & Curtin, 2008; Townsend, &tz, & Arthurs, 2010; van
Gelderen, Thurik, & Patel, 2011), because theyjststarting to develop their ventures
to bring them to market. Nascent intrapreneurslafmed as individuals who begin a
new venture with their employer (Pinchot, 1985)s Nsually own part, or expect to own
part of the new venture, which differentiates thfeom regular employees. Nascent

entrepreneurs (NEs) try to start a new firm indejeerly.

The aim of this paper is therefore to report soew findings on the questions of
persistency and start-up outcome comparing thevemturing modes NI and NE. The
essay answers the following questions: (1) whdtherare more likely to persist in their
efforts, and (2) if NIs bring their early venturiefforts to market quicker than NEs. NlIs

and NEs both have considerable impact on naticm@mi@nies once they have brought
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their ventures from the nascent stage to a fublgdled start-up (Reynolds & Curtin,
2011a). Both groups contribute to innovation, emplent growth and wealth creation
(Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001; van Praag & Versloot, (). It nevertheless remains
unknown which group is more likely to persist oréach the start-up stage in a timely

manner.

In this essay | build on the work of DeTienne, Sfrdhand Castro (2008) in
understanding persistence (as well as start-upg twomplex and contingent on
individual as well as environmental aspects. Ie lvith the earlier essays of this thesis, |
aim to extend the literature towards including undiial, opportunity, and organizational
aspects of the venturing process and outcdmmes, in this essay, | contribute to the ongoing
conversation about entrepreneurial start-up andddyanent rates with a comparative analysis of
two venturing modes: entrepreneurs and intrapren@®yr doing so, | hope to contribute to
answering a call by Shane, Locke, and Collins (2@®@2analyze the venturing process that

“separates those who continue to pursue opporegritom those who abandon the effort” (pg.

271).

Additional insights into the start-up and abandonimates of NIs and NEs over
time advance our theoretical discussion in foueatp First, the majority of research
efforts have dealt with persistence decision inaupdrforming firms (DeTienneet al.,
2008; Gimeno et al., 1997). To the best of my ustdeding, less attention has been paid
to persistence in the nascent venturing stage ashamgjvidual NIs and NEs. Yet, if
individuals do not persevere through the early ealseenturing process, their efforts
would never enter the studies compiled at latenggsoMy contribution therefore is

partially in understanding the extent to which jpoe¢ studies on persistence and start-up
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outcomes might have been biased by analyzing twelyéntures that have persisted

through the nascent start-up phase.

Second, my focus on the venturing mode has thenpakéo contribute to the
existing literature as an additional explanatoitdaregarding the persistence of
individuals. The venturing mode is a particulaenesting factor to analyze in this
context, because it represents the outcome ofigheiv and organizational selection
processes (as per essay 2) that need to be urmtetetgether in their impact on the
venturing process. In this essay | do include itligl level differences to understand
their contribution to variance in the start-up afndonment rates, but the focus is on
the influence that venturing together with an egthbd organization can have on the
venturing outcome.

Third, we hope to expand upon the existing litelategarding the outcomes of
early-stage intrapreneurship about which littleeegsh has yet been conducted at the
individual level (Monsen, Patzelt, & Saxton, 2040y extend the empirical literature on
nascent entrepreneurship which has previously exdéynined what happens to NEs
(Carter, Gartner, & Reynolds, 1996; Diochon, Megzi& Gasse, 2005; Parker &
Belghitar, 2006; van Gelderen et al., 2011).

Finally, this essay contributes in a theoreticalazdty by explaining how initial
resource endowments, imprinting effects, embeddesjraad differences in switching
costs might help explain difference in NIs’ and NEgscent venturing outcome. The
essay further suggests that avoidance of bureauarathigher incentives to gain early

legitimacy for NEs could affect the relative stapt-outcomes of nascent venturers. Our
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theorizing culminates in two hypotheses about éhative likelihood of persistency and
the speed with which NIs and NEs bring their newtuees to market.

Practitioners responsible for staying abreast afdasingly faster product
development timelines may be interested in compasiart-up and persistency rates
between NIs and NEs. This information would helpagers decide whether to support
an individual's idea in house or encourage indepahdevelopment outside of the

company.

To explore this issue, we utilize individual leyanel data from the first and
second Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (R6&nd PSED-II). These
databases allow us to compare American NIs andilNEEsms of persistency, or
alternatively the time it takes to bring their rasitventure to market. Tracking more
than 1,500 venturing efforts, we use a series dfinmmial logit models to estimate the
likelihood of start-up and abandonment for Nlis &tk over the first 45 months of their
venturing efforts. In addition we develop a compgtiisk model inclusive of opportunity

characteristics, to verify the difference betweds &hd NEs persistence.

The next section of the paper briefly reviews thisteng literature that has
addressed the topic of what happens to NEs indseamt venturing phase. We then
develop testable hypotheses about the start-uplaamwdonment rates of NIs and NEs.
After analyzing our results, we conclude by disaugsmplications of our research for

scholars and practitioners.
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What happens to nascent entrepreneurs over time?

Existing literature on the topic of NE’s venturingtcomes has differentiated
amongst NEs who (1) see their nascent venture tkehd2) who are still trying to start
their venture, and (3) NEs who quit their effo(slsos & Ljunggren, 1998; Carter et al.,
1996; Diochon et al., 2005; Parker & Belghitar, @0@an Gelderen et al., 2011). Table 6
displays the finding of these papers. The dafgaivie 6 below is listed in accordance
with number of months from the venture’s conceptiotil researchers recorded the

venturing outcome status.

Table 6 Overview of Studies on Self-reported outcoemachievement — Essay 3

Months Venturing Outcome Status Study

passed since Start-up  Stilltrying  Abandon  Authors, year, country

conception ment and year of sample

6 35% (129) 54% (202 11% (42 Van Gelderenetal., 201
The Netherlands, 1998

6-18 30% (21 48% (34 22% (16 Carter et al., 199¢
USA, 1993

12 25% (37 46% (68 29% (43 Alsos & Ljunggreen
1998, Sweden, 1998

12 39% (b1 34% (45 27% (3f) Diochon et al., 200:%
Canada, 2000

12 43% (162 36% (135 21% (79 Van Gelderen etal., 201
The Netherlands, 1998

12 47% (159 33% (112 20% (69 Parker & Belghitar, 200¢
USA, 1999

18 44% (176  34% (136 22% (89 Van Gelderen et al., 201
The Netherlands, 1998

36 46% (191 26% (108 28% (115 Van Gelderen et al., 201
The Netherlands, 1998

36-48 22% (33 78% (118 Menzies et al., 200t

Canada, 2000

Outcome achievements of NEs reported as (1) spart2) still trying, and (3) abandonment , order by
timeframe. Table adapted from Parker (2009) and Gelderen et al. (2011).



124

It is interesting to note in Table 6, that the migyoof studies compute the start-
up, still trying, and abandonment rates at onetgoitime. The only research we could
identify that recorded changes in the same veritatatus’ periodically was conducted
by Van Gelderen and colleagues (Van Gelderen, Bo&ntéaurik, 2001; Van Gelderen,
Thurik, & Bosma, 2005; van Gelderen et al., 20They recorded the outcome
achievements of Dutch NEs after six, 12, 18, andh86ths. Table 6 demonstrates that
the time of most interest to scholars is approxatyat2 months after conception of the
venture. The availability of data 12 months aftetamning initial data coincides with the
timing of the first follow-up interviews for datets like the US, Swedish, Canadian, and
Dutch Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSHEDe US PSED-I furthermore
suffered from data limitations in subsequent waltas.otherwise unclear why the
timeframe of 12 months is a common choice amoraygilars. The majority of datasets
also provide data after 24 or 36 months, which satgthat use of data at 12 months is a
choice. Reynolds’ and Miller's (1992) research shaolat 90% of venturing efforts
become either new firms or abandoned within a tiaraé of one to three years.
Analyzing new ventures once, at the 12 month mat¥, as therefore insufficient to

adequately assess a nascent venture’s potentialiptar abandonment.

Table 6 above provides an overview of the developroéstart-up and
abandonment rates over time. Samples from diffevenntries vary notably in this
comparison, but generally after 12 months, aboatthird of nascent venturing efforts
remain in the still trying stage while 25% to 47éport a new fledgling firm. From the
longitudinal data of Van Gelderen and colleagu@9{2 2005; 2011), we also note that

the start-up dynamic declines over time (35%, 43480, 46% at times 6, 12, 18, 36). It
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seems that after a burst of activity in a nascentwes’ first year, the rate of new
fledgling firms could suffer from diminishing rate$ new firms over time. The
comparison of the two US based studies by Cartak €1996) and Parker & Belghitar
(2006) brings forward another interesting findirfghee changes over time in NE’s start-
up outcomes. US data from 1993 compared with U& fdam 1999 shows that in the
relatively newer PSED data, more NEs report “stigrstatus” within the first 12 months
(47%), than six years prior (30%). Our analysithefse findings suggests that not only
do start-up rates within the same country changabitpover time, but even within the
same study, the dynamics of starting a new verttaneot seem to follow a linear pattern.
Both observations call for more recent, detailedgltudinal analysis of the venturing

outcome status.

Although this literature review is not exhaustiitesuggests two focal points for
our study. First, the literature thus far has feclsxclusively on what happens to NEs.
Scholars did not investigate Nls in this early ghadis is despite the many studies that
compare the outcome of successfully establishedgreneurial and entrepreneurial
ventures. Second, we detected a focus on comparédter the venture was 12 months
into the start-up process. While it is very possithlat the majority of nascent ventures do
experience a change in outcome status within teeXP months, we believe there is
additional value to a longitudinal analysis thatks changes in outcome status over
time. This view is supported by Reynolds’ and Milg1992) in their finding that that
90% of venturing efforts become either new firms&bandoned within a timeframe of
one to three years. Examining these two areastassiunderstanding how dynamics in

nascent venturing outcome status develop overamaef they differ between NlIs and
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NEs. The next section develops hypotheses thawv alfoto differentiate the start-up and

abandonment rates of NIs and NEs.

Hypothesis Development
Scholars have argued from many different perspestivhy intrapreneurs or
entrepreneurs could enjoy relative advantages deggastart-up or persistence in the
nascent venturing process. There are several teealipuments why NIs would
outperform NEs and just as many that suggest these. We examine these existing
arguments to develop hypotheses about who pelsigisr or gets to market quicker:

NIs or NEs.

We start our theorizing by focusing on organizatianfluences. Most nascent
venturing opportunities are conceived by peoplettanjob” while actively involved in
their role as an employee (Burton, Soerensen, &Bean, 2002). As many as nine out of
ten ventures are conceived this way (Gompers, keg8charfstein, 2005). We develop
four distinct, but related arguments to supportfost hypothesis: These arguments are
(2) initial resource endowments, (2) imprintingeetis, (3) embeddedness, and (4)
different switching costs. Then we develop argumémat help explain who reaches the

market faster.

Initial Resource Endowments

Our first argument concerns initial endowments withanizational resources and

capabilities that play a strong role in the verghyestages of the nascent start-up phase
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(Shane & Stuart, 2002; Garrett & Neubaum, 2013)ialrendowments are defined as the
stock of resources that a nascent venturer can dnaw the very beginning of the
venturing task (Shane & Stuart, 2002). Accesssoueces is often a challenge that
individuals in the nascent start-up phase repoonasof their main concerns (Reynolds

& White, 1997). Scholars studying these challerfge® an organizational perspective
have suggested that intrapreneurs may benefit fmrass to internal financial resources
via their sponsors (Shrader & Simon, 1997) andalnstrategic asset endowment (Garrett

& Neubaum, 2013).

Literature has linked organizational outcomes wahdowment of the nascent
venture with technology (Stuart et al 1999) and anrmapital (Bruderl et al, 1992).
Shane and Stuart (2002) focused on the endowmehé afew venture with social
capital. All these authors converge on the ideaithigal endowments of resources and
capabilities are important resources in the staprocess. One can extend this line of
thinking by arguing that a NI within an organizatibas an increased potential to benefit
from a larger variety and amount of initial endowrtsebecause he is not limited to what
he can personally contribute to the venture. Sanbk is in a partnership with an
employer, two parties can contribute resources.cdyrast, NEs are often heavily
dependent on their own personal contribution adtleatially. NEs might get funds from
friends, family, banks, etc. but such resourcedaselmatch the NEs personal input into
the venture. These differences in initial endowmesniggest a superior supply of
resources and capabilities at the disposal of thé&iNadditional advantage for Nls lies

in the potential to leverage the initial start-uwjvantage of superior resource endowment
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over time. While the NE is still trying to securecass to needed resources, the NI can

start using them eatrlier.

Imprinting Effects

Our second argument regarding imprinting effectghinamplify such advantage.
The imprinting literature argues that initial foungl conditions of nascent ventures have
an impact on the subsequent venturing outcome @o&R89; Stinchcombe, 1965).
Stinchcombe (1965) further explained that initiadlewments have a lasting influence.
Hannan (1998) suggested that initial resourcescapdbilities could embark a nascent
venture on a path-dependent trajectory towardesheblishment of a long-lasting
favorable position. Although a multitude of factamuence a nascent venture in its
earliest stage (Bamford, Dean, & McDougall, 20083earchers have shown particular
interest in studying the imprinting effects of ialtventuring partners (Gulati & Gargiulo,
1999; Milanov & Fernhaber, 2009). For example,ntb&vork size and centrality of a
new venture’s initial partner influences the sulbseq growth of the nascent venture’s
network (Milanov & Fernhaber, 2009). Furthermoandormation from the initial
venturing partner is indispensable when decidinfuture partners (Gulati & Gargiulo,
1999). Such imprinting effects from the venturiragtper may assist a NI by helping to
develop a set of blueprints regarding how to stmect nascent venture and how to
approach building networks. Nlis are imprinted wifte way business is done inside the
organization. As members of an established orgtaizaNIs also learn the

organization’s HR values (Leung, Foo, & Chaturv@@i13). Those reflect on the way
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the organization communicates issues and addrpesiglems. Nlis thus can understand
their venturing partner early on and in detail. Nénefit from shared meaning and
decision history which frames their interactionhwilheir corporate venturing partner. NIs
are less likely to struggle trying to understangitiemployer. Nis use the successful
routines of their parent firms. Such imprintingssiiis apart from NEs. While NEs might
also take away similar information from their formaenployer, they are unlikely to only
deal with their former employer. NEs have to lealbout their new venturing partners
(Rothaermel & Thursby, 2005). The organizationgbiimting by the former employer is
less helpful. NEs need develop new routines to gati@ose new relationships. Yet,
NEs’ new routines are unproven and less likelya@b efficient as those developed and
proven over years inside organizations. Since Bismake use of the successful routines
in the familiar environment of their parent firntkey might be less likely to quit their

nascent venturing efforts compared to NEs.

The concept of time compression diseconomies (Ekrr& Cool, 1989)
describes the fact that a resource or capabiligldped and honed over several years
cannot be easily replicated within a short timefeaifhe amount of time spent
developing such resources and capabilities all@vtearning and familiarization that
suffer during shorter development cycles. Time c@sgion diseconomies may also
reduce the likelihood of NIs abandoning their naseentures. NIs have an advantage
because as members of the organization, it is hi@lg that they have already spent
some time developing part of the ventures’ resauacel capabilities. Therefore, the
initial organizational resources for the NI ventgriefforts could suffer less from time

compression diseconomies. If a NE tried to buikbreces and capabilities up from
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scratch in a short period, time compression disegoes would become an issue. NEs
forfeit the possibility to learn from the failedempts and to learn over time as the

resource develops. Conversely, a reduced riskma Gompression diseconomies for the
NIs nascent venturing efforts makes the initiabtese endowments more relevant and
applicable for NlIs. Thus, NIs should have anotleason to exhibit lower likelihoods of

withdrawal from their nascent venturing activity.

Embeddedness

Our third argument addresses the embeddednessoi@ttar, 1985; Uzzi, 1997)
of the NI within the organization before she emiayk the nascent venturing effort.
Embeddedness is defined as the web of ongoinglsetations that enables and
constrains the behavior of individuals within theantext (Granovetter, 1985).
Embeddedness affects the start-up and abandonatestaf NIs and NEs in several
different ways. First, embeddedness of an actdriwhis organizational environment
influences the quality and flow of information.time context of nascent venturing,
important information is often subtle, hard to dalie, and nuanced depending on the
context. Therefore, nascent venturers place a praron the sources they know and with
which they are familiar (Granovetter, 2005). Suaimiliarity, we argue, is likely to be
higher between NIs and their employer, than itesMeen NEs and their venturing
partners. During their time as employees Nlis hauk intra-organizational relationships,
including personal liaisons based on friendship tanst. Such relationships benefit the

NI as she can reveal any available informationhenprroject. Confidentiality
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requirements further assure that information exgeaemains safe between the NI and
her peers. This is in contrast to a NE who may ltaveerns revealing sensitive project
information. The fact that an NI is developing a&cent venture together with her
employer is a testament to that relationship. Wihiége are no a priori reasons to believe
that NEs would not have had the same experiencle whiployed, it is less likely that all
NEs can and want to capitalize in the same forrthemr familiarity with their ex-

employer as Nis do.

Second, Nanda and Soerensen (2010) showed thatgaeepositively influence
the likelihood that an individual perceives a nase@nturing opportunity and develops
the inclination to exploit it. If peers can influsmopportunity recognition, it is also
possible that they influence intrapreneurs’ naseenturing with their feedback.
Research supports this proposition as peers’ eageuarent increases the speed to market
by 54% in the context of academic spin-offs (M{I@010). The familiarity involved in
embedded relationships intensifies feedback preses®edback is important to improve
existing routines, but also in developing new atities. It can help prevent oversight and
focus attention on neglected, yet important aréagature development. In particular,
timely feedback might prevent the nascent venttoa fcommitting potentially harmful
mistakes or passing by lucrative opportunities.dbaek from people whose opinion one
values, ranks higher than feedback from loose antpreces (Granovetter, 2005).
Therefore, the feedback coming from trusted colleagand peers (Muller, 2010) might
be particularly meaningful and helpful to NIs. N&sthe other hand receive feedback

from other sources. NEs are unlikely to have pedisse opinions they can easily seek.
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NEs’ feedback sources are likely less embeddedtanbEs therefore need to invest

more resources and energy to gain the same leweindidence in the feedback provided.

Third, Nls enjoy greater social and profession&vieks than NEs who are not
embedded within the network of a parent organizatio this way, NIs benefit from the
breadth and the depths of their parent organizatiogtwork. This might result in more
and higher quality sales leads and a broader yaara intensity of supplier
relationships, for example. Not facing NEs’ investits of time, energy, and money to
develop their own independent networks, NIs mightdss likely to withdraw from their

venturing efforts.

Fourth, Marx and Lechner (2005) proposed that tharzation context of
formal and informal relationships affects the sualirates of start-ups. They argued that
corporate ventures, headed by NIs, depend on teeagstion with their organization’s
members to gain legitimacy and access to reso(ias & Lechner, 2005). Both the
interaction within the corporation and access smueces positively influence the
venture's survival (Delmar & Shane, 2004). Marx aedhner (2005) explain the
underlying mechanisms of easier access to intadégrroperty, internal financing, and
corporate support from champions. Such supponasable to embedded NIs who are
already part of the organization. In the case oéss to intellectual property, the
embedded NI benefits from the fact that he is asknmember of the organization, most
likely bound by non-compete and non-disclosure @ments and can thus be trusted
easier with intellectual property of the organiaatiThe embedded NI does not have to
apply, externally or formally, to use the intelleat property. Embeddedness opens the

proverbial doors and removes obstacles to the westatart-up plans. Through these
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mechanisms, embeddedness contributes to the ptesgebe NI venture. The study of
embeddedness also includes virtual aspects. Meosder, and Lawrence (2007) make
an argument that virtual embeddedness, definethase’stablishment of inter-
organizational connections through the use of elaat technologies” (pg 139), affects
survival rates of new ventures. They argue thati@irembeddedness, much like in
person embeddedness, influences new venture sbiiwieagh a reduction of the liability
of newness (Freeman, Carroll, & Hannan, 1983; Hanh@98). In that sense, a company
internal email exchange might appear to be lesseoto concerns about trust and liability
of newness. A reduced liability of newness in tuatates to a lower likelihood of

quitting their nascent ventures early on (Delm&8ig&ane, 2004).

Fifth, the literature on innovation and intelledtpeoperty acknowledges the
protective effect of developing a new idea insideeatablished organization (Pisano,
2006; Teece, 1986). NIs benefit from the fact thay can disclose details of their ideas
within the walls of the parent company (Murray &@hony, 2007). Sharing
information increases the chances to receive feddaseed funding (Feldman &
Kelley, 2006). Moreover legal departments in esshleld companies help to legalize
patent and licensing agreements, thus protectmgaiscent venture. Literature on
university incubators explains the mechanisms leekironger protection of intellectual
property for embedded nascent ventures (Rothae&mélursby, 2005). Finally, an
organization’s financial strength can help the siyadevelopment of the NI's idea.
However, in the new age of open source innovattoa penefit for NIs might not
exclusively be one of protective “tightness” or mdinancing, but rather one stemming

from fast dissemination of intellectual propertisdho (2006) explained how the
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disemmination of intellectual property, even befisdull development is concluded, can
increase its acceptance and adaptation. This aspegcliaborating with an established
organization might help NIs whose idea benefitenfien early and wide distribution. One
example could be software codes or beta versioapg and computer games that
benefit from publicity and early input by potentialyers. Via these three mechanisms of
exclusive protection, financial backing, or widstdbution, embedded NIs can benefit
from the existence of an intellectual propertytetgg. If it is more likely that an existing
firm has such a strategy in place, then NlIs coeldefiit from it by improving their

chances of survival compared to NEs.

Finally, organizational inertia, although mostly@sved as a detriment to Nls,
might actually benefit the deeply embedded NIis Wwlagan to develop their new start-up
within the company. Once the organization has aettd support an individual in his
intrapreneurial venturing attempts, the organizaitoless likely to withdraw its support
of an integrated member. In that sense, embeddedoetd have another protective
function for the NI. Established organizations ileictant to let go of one of their own
and potentially support the NI venture, partly hessathe organization honors the
established ties with the embedded NI. Converdgilyless likely that NEs benefit from
the same protective advantage of embeddednesshaitipartners, who in comparison

are likely to withdraw their support earlier atrssgof adversary.
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Switching Costs

Our fourth argument concerns differences in switghiosts between Nis and
NEs. Switching costs are all financial and nonAficial costs associated with the change
away from the current nascent venturing attemphemext best alternative (Gimeno et
al, 1997). Switching costs may include, but arelimaited to the effort, time, and
opportunity costs in searching for and evaluatingléernative venturing opportunity or
even a regular job. Many venturers are particuamuatheir investments in time and
effort already invested into their nascent venwiopportunity. Individuals consider
investments of financial, social, and psychologicature as part of their venturing
attempt. When they turn away from their venturiffgres, they might perceive these

investments as lost (Sharma and Irving, 2005).

While there is little reason to believe that NIS\#s differ regarding their
personal investment in terms of time and effortg,amgument here focuses on the social
capital at stake. Often NlIs step out of the trad#i chain of commands. They become
special corporate agents designated to executevitrgiuring tasks. They depend on
sponsorship from higher-ranking corporate decisnakers. If successful, being an
intrapreneur can be a career maker. However, haisgccessful might tarnish the social
capital built up by the NI within the company. Bandoning the nascent venturing effort
would disappoint important corporate decision makBils might be more likely to
persist with their venturing efforts to avoid suihappointment. Conversely, NEs,
venturing independently, are less likely to consiisappointing their venturing partners

as switching costs. NEs can either start their merture or seek a corporate position.
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The three main arguments (initial resource endowsp@mbeddedness, and
switching costs) with their explanation and undagdymechanisms all lead to the first

Hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Nlis are less likely to abandon timaiscent venturing efforts than NEs.

Regarding speed to market (Hypothesis 2), it isipdes that the same reasons of
initial endowments and embeddedness that makeesslikely to abandon their venture
than NEs, will also make NlIs more likely to reabbk start-up stage before NEs.
However, we develop two argumetns that rather ssighat NEs bring their nascent

venture to market faster: (1) legitimacy concenmd ¢) less stifling bureaucracy.

Legitimacy Concerns

With argue that legitimacy concerns (Suchman, 12#ect the speed to market
of NIs and NEs more strongly than initial endownseimprinting effects,
embeddedness, or switching costs. Legitimacy argtsifeve helped to explain early
nascent venturing efforts from two different theéma perspectives rooted in the
evolutionary school of thought (Delmar & Shane, 20First, an institutional
perspective of evolutionary theory proposes theraent that activities that make a
nascent venture appear accountable, real, andleelizcrease its chances of being

perceived as a legitimate organizing effort (Han&efreeman, 1984; Meyer & Rowan,
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1977). A second social relationship perspectiveggeats that the prospects of a new
venture improve as the venturing efforts branchtoumclude more, external
stakeholders. The increased breadth of relatiosgieiguces the liability of
underdeveloped networking connections and suppuggration into the business
framework of the community (Stinchcombe, 1965; 8tuddoang, & Hybels, 1999). Both
perspectives of legitimacy apply to the study cfaeant ventures because their theorizing
includes organizing efforts that have not yet yeeld new company. The social
perspective is most important to our argument.diid NEs need to gain legitimacy in
the eyes of others in the very beginning of thasaent start-up efforts. Particularly NEs
need to establish working ties to suppliers, cigeahd other external stakeholders. If they
were not perceived as legitimate, NEs would streigglsign contracts, secure suppliers,
or make any sales. NlIs also need to gain legitimattyin their company to ask for the

necessary resources and support needed for thssiemaventure.

The social perspective received support receniynfKuratko and Brown (2010).
They argued that gaining credibility with exterstdkeholders is indispensable for the
smooth exchange of resources in the nascent vegtphase (Kuratko & Brown, 2010).
Such a smooth exchange increases the chanceskotheamarket in a timely manner.
With external partners serving as gatekeepersdtampially critical resources, or for
desired target markets, nascent venturers havatiaes to establish their legitimacy, or
else, access to resources, clients, etc. remaiawvel For any new venture without
legitimacy, it is tiresome and costly to negotmaith third parties who are unsure of the

viability of the new business. A lack of socialagtation or social legitimacy can go as
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far as preventing initial contracts to be signedaose of a lack of history (Shane &

Stuart, 2002) and business credibility.

The degree of urgency to establish a nascent \@aslilegitimate with external
stakeholders differs between NIs and NEs. Nls stahin an established and thereby
legitimate organization. NEs start independents, alone (as an individual or with one
or more NE partners) unless and until externaletalders can be convinced to engage
with the nascent NE venture. Our focus on the fiesicent venturing activity is
paramount in that regard. NIs and NEs both seektablish working relationships with
third parties but initially the NE starts out alo&/en in a team of NEs, the inclusion of
external stakeholders is an additional step. Nighe other hand, begin their start-up
efforts with a corporate partner. Due to these lartzeed starting positions, the liabilities
of newness (Shepherd, Douglas, & Shanley, 2000sarainess are particularly

pronounced for independent NEs.

Challenged with concerns about liability of new mess and smallness, NEs
must quickly make their business real to otherg ddhditional time spent on planning
and waiting is costly to them, particularly if thdg not earn income from another source.
NEs need to introduce their name and their idgatential customers without the
support of a corporate partner. One way in whicv@rcome the initial liability of
newness and smallness is by showing momentum inabeent venturing phase.
Momentum, meaning the breadth and range of stasetipity, is associated with better
sales performance in the second year of new vestareups (LeBrasseur, Zanibbi, &

Zinger, 2003). It could also send a signal to pioéexternal stakeholders that
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apparently others have already been able to ersyamessfully with the newly

developing NE venture.

NIs on the other hand can benefit from the existiggtimacy conveyed onto
them by their parent company and corporate verguyartner (Stuart et al., 1999).
Because of initial insecurity about the viabilitiyamy nascent venture, third parties use
the link to (or ideally endorsement of) promineehturing partners as a quality indicator
of the nascent venture (Stuart et al., 1999). UgiNlk operate from the same location as
the corporate partner and use the parents’ compéagtructure, email addresses, phone
lines, etc. Letterhead or email addresses thatligupand clients are familiar with could
help to connect the NI venture to the parent compkmthese ways NlIs can capitalize on
their parent organization’s reputation and relatfops. While separate branding
strategies often exist for consumers in order tmdagannibalization of existing premium
brands, partners in the initial nascent venturiage are often aware of the joint
management of separate brands within the same ecgmpar example, a supplier of
plastic shampoo bottles is likely interested maréhie fact that the newest request for a
guote comes from a NI inside Proctor and Gamblgpa®sed to the brand printed on the

bottle.

As NIs and NEs start their nascent venturing effanthin different
organizational environments that affect their nfcearly legitimacy, the urgency with
which NlIs and NEs seek to establish their legitiyndiéfers. NIs have fewer incentives to
establish legitimacy early on in the market plas¢hey have access to the parent
corporations’ resources from the beginning, berfedih their partners’ signaling effects

and from reduced liability of newness and reducadillty of smallness,. NEs on the
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other hand have to overcome the initial liabilifjnewness and smallness alone. They
therefore have a stronger incentive to strive fiidial legitimacy by making their
business real and tangible to others (Carter £1996). Doing so results in NEs trying to

bring their nascent venture to market as earlyossiple.

Less stifling bureaucracy

Regarding less stifling bureaucracy, prior researgfgests that corporations can
stifle the creation of new ventures due to bureazic(Dobrev & Barnett, 2005). Dobrev
and Barnett (2005) argue that “the pursuit of ¢veatieas is facilitated by an informal,
fluid, and less constraining environment, whererigielity of an established bureaucracy
has not yet taken hold” (pg. 434). Their argumenlies that an established
bureaucracy, characterized as a formal, less fand,more constraining environment,
could have a negative effect on the facilitationth&f pursuit of creative ideas. If it were
true that NlIs try starting their venture in a méorenal environment, they would likely
have to comply with specialized and monitored pdoces. However, the abidance by
rules and procedures is costly in time and enenglytereby adversely influences NIs’

time to market. This in turn could favor NEs by qmarison.

Other scholars have also found that individual&lmsrganizations with creative
ideas for change, such as those involved in theemasenturing context, struggle when
confronted with organizational inertia (Hannan &&man, 1984; Romanelli &
Tushman, 1986). Organizational inertia exists wieehucratic controls (Zahra, 1996) and

the inability of the organization to respond tohtealogical change (Henderson, 1993).
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Since the nascent venturing task within an orgdiozanvariably provokes some
changes, it is likely that the NI needs to exphkaiad defend them. Since such activities
consume time that cannot be spent on the develdpohéme NI venture, it is

conceivable that Nls take longer than NEs to btiregr nascent ventures to market.

Hypothesis 2: NEs achieve the start-up stage fagter NIs.

Data and Measures

Given our goal to compare the start-up and abandannates of NIs and NEs,
we ideally would like to have longitudinal data m&scent venture start-up and
abandonment with the possibility to differentiateacly between NiIs and NEs.
Fortunately, such a dataset is publicly availalth the most recent wave from
December 2011. The Panel Study of Entrepreneugiabics (PSED) | and Il is the
best data available for our study because it fsiléill of the above criteria and provides
important control variables. Both longitudinal PSH&ta sets deal with business creation
on a large scale representing the entire nascetinez population of the United States.
The datasets began by screening a representathesaf the entire adult population of
the US in an effort to identify the individuals @ely involved in the business creation
process. In the first screener telephone intendgemducted between 1998 & 1999
PSED-I interviewed 31,264 Americans over 18 yeddsB®etween October 2005 and

January 2006 PSED-II interviewed 31,845 US adults.
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A more detailed data collection followed. Excepttiee first follow up interview
in PSED-I (which was by mail) later PSED-I wavesd al PSED-II waves, employed
trained telephone surveyors who followed up with tlascent venturers. In PSED-I the
first complete round is known as ‘Wave 1’ and igresentative of the entire American
adult founder population. There are three more wavéhe PSED-I. The PSED-II data
collection began with ‘Wave A’ and concluded wittetsixth and last ‘Wave F’ in

December of 2011.

We framed this large sample to include only indisit$ that were currently in the
process of starting up a new business at the serstage of PSED-I or Il. These
individuals are (1) actively involved in the nasteenturing process, (2) have engaged in
some start-up activity during the last 12 montB$ ekpect to own part or the entire new
firm, and (4) would not have seen their venturiffgrés result in a new fledgling
company just yet (Carter, Gartner, Shaver, & Gataly@003; Davidsson, 2006; Gartner,
Shaver, Carter, & Reynolds, 2004). All intervieweéso (5) needed to provide updates
on their start-up efforts at least once duringftllew up interviews, registering the
months of any change in their venturing statudl {sging, new firm, or quit). Every
nascent venturer in our study allowed insights th&r nascent venturing status at least
twice. Sixty percent provided data six times. Rolloy these criteria we included only
NIs and NEs who shared data that allowed us tonstnact the history of their nascent
start-up efforts until either start-up or abandonme/e did not restrict our sample
further. Such framing resulted in data for 1,5968ceat venturers based on the combined
PSED-I and PSED-II. A complete description of thevey design and methodologies

underlying the PSED datasets is available at wwedpsr.umich.edu.
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Dependent Variable: Start-up, Abandonment, or StillTrying

We used time stamped activity data from PSED-Ilatal compile a history of
nascent venturing activity for each individual MidaNE. In each follow up interview,
interviewers asked respondents if they completei@iceactivities in the time since the
last interview. If that was the case, the respotsdemre asked to reveal when certain
milestones were reached. Since we also have tegylar and month or at least season)
of the conception of the business, we can compilmaline of events for each nascent

venture in the PSED.

All active nascent venturers answered the sametiquas each follow up
interview (spaced approximately 12 months apar)yBu consider your venturing
efforts to have already led to start-up, are ydutsting to start your nascent venture, or
have you given up on it? They also reported ordtte of any change in status. The
status of ‘still trying’ and ‘quit’ are comparabdenongst the NI and NE ventures because
they should be theoretically unambiguous. Yetetmrd disengagement, respondents in
the PSED-I database claimed to have stopped woddrtheir nascent venture, whereas
in PSED-II they reported abandonment based oe liétent work on the start-up and no
expected or intended future efforts (Reynolds &t@y2011b). Since the PSED-I
measure of disengagement is included in the mdmastd®SED-11 measure, we can
safely assume that all NIs and NEs who reportedridbnment’ have stopped working

on their nascent venture.

To assure the same comparability for the outconaet-sip’, i.e. the creation of a
new enterprise, the phrase is associated withipesiash-flow in both datasets. Any

individual reporting positive cash-flow in the it screener interview was not part of the
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investigation. In the follow up interviews of PSEDrespondents had to report at least
three months of positive cash flow, i.e. revenuegeding all expenses, inclusive of
owner manager salaries. For PSED-II the outconaet‘sp’ was recorded when
respondents claimed positive cash flow valuesifoost of the last 12 months, likewise
including owner managers’ salaries. Because ottbasall differences we have reason to
assume that PSED-II new firms are better estaldiginel slightly more viable by the

time they claim to be new start-ups. However, seg&n the PSED-II measure is more
robust and includes the earlier PSED-I measurgreeonfident that any nascent
venturing efforts within PSED-I1 or Il has at leasported 3 months of positive cash flow.
These cash flow indicators have also long beerobtiee standards to measure outcome
of nascent venturing activity (Alsos & Ljunggrer®9B; Carter et al., 1996; Diochon et
al., 2005; Parker & Belghitar, 2006). Our trichotmms outcome variable builds on these
previous conceptualizations of the ‘start-up’ omeoand makes our research comparable
to the studies reviewed above on NE outcomes. Cuoiesgly, our trichotomous
dependent variable differentiates the outcome st@at venturing activities as 1=start-

up, 2=still trying, and 3=abandonment.

Since nascent venturers reported on the dates thibgrsuccessfully started or
alternatively abandoned their nascent venturingreffe were able to compile timelines
for each individual venture registering the succesatinuation, or abandonment of start-
up activities. This approach builds on Parker artyBitar (2006) who used a similar
measure. They computed their trichotomous variabteof PSED-I data alone. They use
only two data-points, one at the initial interviawd the other at the first follow up

survey approximately a year later. The measure @yeglin our article is more
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extensive. We computed the dependent variableniéstin order to cover a time-period
of up to 45 months in intervals of three monthsdiaarterly intervals) for each venture.
Although start-up efforts can take as long as &sry, “over 90% of start-ups report a
gestation window of 36 months or less” (ReynoldM8ler, 1992)(pg.405). For almost

all ventures, we considered constructing a weekbven daily outcome history, but we
found the additional value to be limited. Initialyl ventures began with a value of 2
(=still trying) at time zero, when they are conelyi.e. first thought about. At each
quarterly checkpoint thereafter the venture hasaamce to change into group 1
(=successful start-up) or group 3 (=abandonmeinto change is reported, the venture is

carried forward in group 2 (=still trying).

Independent Variables

To mitigate concerns about endogeneity betweerpigrtgent and dependent
variables, we restricted use of independent vargatd those we observed independently
of the trichotomous outcome variable. All indepemtdeariables stem from the first
screener and detailed interview. All independeniatdes are therefore temporally
separated from the outcome variable on start-ilptrging, and abandonment, which is
collected in the follow up interviews. This separatof independent and outcome
variables improved confidence in our empirical mottelso reflects a typical decision
making situation: when managers and stakeholdeses tsamake forward-looking

decisions based on currently available information.
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Our explanatory variable is nascent intraprenearBjtrapreneut Following
established PSED constructs, and in accordanceowitsample frame, a nascent
Intrapreneurmeets criteria (1)-(5) outlined above. Taking thesteria as our base, we
constructed the variablatrapreneuras a dichotomous variable with the value “1” if an
individual reports to be starting a new venturestbgr with his or her employer. We
assigned the value “0” to nascent entrepreneurs) Mo fulfilled criteria (1)-(5) as

well, but started their venture independently.

Control Variables

We considered other explanatory variables thatipusMiterature has shown to
affect the start-up process. Shane and Delmar {20t8lyzed the effect of business
planning. They found that business planning hasffurence on the continuation of
organizing efforts. Therefor@usiness plamecords in a dichotomous manner whether a
formal business plan was written for the nascentwe (yes=1, or no=0). Other scholars
have investigated the size of the organizatiorrieoto understand its influence on
generating entrepreneurs or intrapreneurs (Elfentbéamilton, & Zenger, 2010;
Kacperczyk, 2012). Consequen@yganizational sizés a measure of fulltime-equivalent
employees at the individual’s current or formeMNE) employer. Researchers also
analyzed individual expectations as indicativehait venturing efforts and outcomes
(Douglas & Shepherd, 2002; Gatewood et al., 20Di2¢. control variabl&xpectation
takes the expected income after the first full y&fasperation as a successful start-up into
account. We converted this variable into the natogarithm of the expected US Dollar

value.



147

Specific and general work experiences played ingmbroles in explaining
venture start-up success (Acquaah, 2012; KrabelugIMdr, 2009; Rotefoss & Kolvereid,
2005).Industry specific experiengeports the full years an individual has gathevedk
experience in the industry of the nascent ventMa&ifio & De Noble, 1997). Cassar
(2013) found that industry specific experiencersgiyg impacts whether or not
entrepreneurs meet their own expectati@eneral work experienaeaptures the full
years of work experience an individual reports. Bgerial experience has also been
linked to start-up performance (McGee, Dowling, &dginson, 1995). We accounted
for this possibility by capturingupervisory yearss the number of full years an
individual has supervised others as part of hisesrregular work. SimilarlyPeople
supervisedneasures the maximum number of individuals undestipervision of the

respondent.

Businesses helped stamticates the total number of businesses an iddali
helped to start. Literature shows how prior st@redperience positively and directly
impacts the start-up outcome (Zhao, Song, & St@@2). It also highlights the
mediation effect of prior start-up experience thgloits influence on the scalability and
protectability of the new business idea (Zhao et&l12). Whether or not the nascent
venturer’'s parents have owned and operated theirbmsiness has been argued to
transfer informal human capital and affect the uesrts through the learning they might
have experienced from family role models (Coopddudnkelberg, 1986; Parker & van
Praag, 2012). We therefore includearents Businessvhich reports if the parents of the

respondent owned or operated their own businesgegl©=no).
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We further controlled for sets of educational, agd socio-economic variables.
These variables are known to affect the venturixgsion (Kacperczyk, 2012; Parker,
2011). The majority of covariates are binary vdealiaking the value of “1” if the
respondent affirms its membership in a group arictBerwise. The set of education
control variables includes three binary variabkigth school, Some CollegandCollege
Degree We assigned the value “1” to the highest categbitgined. Not having
completed high school education serves as the artezpbase category. The set of age
controls includes four binary variables capturindividuals betwee8 and 24 years
old, betweer25 and 34 yeardetweerB5 and 44 yearsas well as betweetb and 54
yearsof age. Individuals below the age of 18 were gible to participate in the survey.

Individuals older than 55 years of age serve asitiieported base category.

The set of socio-economic controls includes sixac@ies associated with
business start-up-emalereports the gender of the respondent as “1” ifdienand “0” if
male.Married reports the marital status as married (=1) orrettse (=0). Ethnicity is
captured in the variableon-white taking the value of “1” if the respondent is dfiéan
(-American) or Asian descent, “0” if otherwiddousehold Incomeeports the natural log
of last year’s household income in US doll&svner-occupiercaptures whether a NI or

NE owns the dwelling he or she resides in (1=yes0).
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Methodology
To understand differences in the start-up and alraneént rates of the nascent
venturing process between NEs and NIs, we use ptauliecord data for 1,590 nascent
venturers (363 Nis and 1,227 NESs) to investigatevéinturing outcome every three
months after the respective venture started. Véedmalyze whether there is any
difference between Nlis and NEs in terms of outcattbe end of each of these 14 three-

months-time-intervals.

To learn in which outcome category NIs and NEsedjfive further estimate a
multinomial logit model with STATA 11. In comparisdo the traditional logit model,
the multinomial logit model allows for estimatiohraultiple categories of the dependent
variable with one serving as the base categorgfefence. In our case, the dependent
variablenascent venture start-up outconages one of three values: 1=start-up, 2=still
trying, 3=abandonment. 2=still trying is the refeze category. The underlying
maximum likelihood estimation analyzes the influeio€ our independent variables on
the three possible venture outcomes at the 14 piogts for each venture. This allows us
to estimate the relative effects of being a nasktgrdapreneurconcurrentlywith several
additional covariates on the probability of stagtor alternatively abandoning the new
venture (compared to still trying) by a certainginn other words, we compute the
relative risk rations for our covariates on thelyadoility of a nascent venture ending up in

either the starting, or quitting group, as compdeetthe still trying group.

Our analysis references relative risk ratios (RRRdead of coefficients for ease
of interpretation. Relative risk ratios are the @gptual equivalents of odds ratios for

dependent variables with more than two outcomegoaies. Finally, the use of weighted
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data assures the representability of our compafmotie entire American founder
population. This allows meaningful discussion dfedences between NI and NE start-up

and abandonment rates.

While other analytical methods are possible givendata, the multinomial logit
model is the most appropriate because it allowshfetracking of the venturing outcome
over time. Alternative survival techniques suclCax-Regression, for example, allow
estimation of independent variables on the likadthof reaching one of two outcomes.
Although Cox Regression allows estimation of theetiNIs and NEs typically need to
develop a new start-up or to decide on its aban@omnit does not allow the tracking of
the venturing efforts over time. With traditionalrgival techniques, we forfeit the chance
to learn about how being a NI versus a NE influsrtbe nascent venturing activity at

different times of the process.

Results
The following section presents descriptive statsstif the dependent,

trichotomousascent venture start-up outconweriable for NIs and NEs inable 7

below. Differences in NI and NEascent venture start-up outcogenerally appear after
nine months of working on the start-up. Overallaliggive statistics suggest that NIs are
more likely to reach the first outcome categoryeiv start-up at any point in time. They
appear also less likely than NEs to fall into thiect outcome category: abandonment.
Whether these are significant differences betwbernwo groups is the subject of the

next table.
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NI NE
Successful  still  quit Successful  still  quit
Startup trying Startup trying

0 month 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0%
3 month 1% 99% 0% 0% 99% 0%
6 months 4% 95% 1% 3% 95% 2%
9 month 7% 92% 2% 4% 91% 4%
12 month 9% 87% 4% 6% 87% 7%
15 month 10% 84% 6% 7% 84% 9%
18 month 14% 78% 8% 9% 79% 12%
21 month 15% 76% 9% 11% 73% 15%
24 month 19% 68% 13% 13% 69% 18%
27 month 20% 64% 16% 15% 65% 20%
30 month 22% 59% 19% 16% 60% 24%
33 month 23% 56% 21% 18% 56% 26%
36 month 24% 52% 24% 19% 53% 28%
39 month 25% 48% 27% 21% 49% 30%
42 month 26% 45% 29% 21% 47% 32%
45 month 27% 42% 32% 22% 44% 33%

Table 8 presents results of Chi-Square contingéatags in a three (outcomes) by

two (groups) format to test which of the observattome differences are statistically

significant. The data show first significant di&ices imascent venture start-up

outcomebetween NlIs and NEs starting nine months afteiriiation of the respective

venturing effort. This finding echoes the descvptstatistics above. Comparisons at the
zero and three month mark were not possible daddok of ventures for all categories.
After the Chi-Square tests, however, we only knbat the likelihood of falling into one
of the two outcome categories (1= new start=upal3andonment) is not the same as
falling into the reference category (2=still try)n@he differences continue until three
years after venture conception (months 36) and filxde Figure 3 depicts the

relationship of outcome differences over time. Tibezontal line at value 5.99
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represents the critical value of the Chi-squargibigion for a 95% probability with two

degrees of freedom.

Table 8 Results of Chi Square test of Outcome Diffence over time — Essay 3

Timeline Number of Pearson Chi Degrees of Significance
Valid Cases Squared Freedom (2 -tailed)

6 months 1588 1.244 2 537

9 months 1585 7.529* 2 .023
12 months 1586 8.208* 2 .017
15 months 1584 6.467* 2 .039
18 months 1578 9.368** 2 .009
21 months 1572 11.702** 2 .003
24 months 1563 11.421** 2 .003
27 months 1557 8.516* 2 .014
30 months 1543 7.199* 2 .027
33 months 1533 7.085* 2 .029
36 months 1522 6.108* 2 .047
39 months 1510 3.059 2 217
42 months 1499 3.424 2 181

45 months 1495 2.475 2 .290
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Figure 3 Results of Chi Square tests of Outcome Ddrences over time - Essay 3
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Next we analyze in which outcome category NlIs ab ldppear to be different.
The descriptive data in Table 7 suggests that tpathps have similarly high percentages
values of individuals in group 2 (= still trying) the early months after venture
conception. This is only logical since at the outsaery nascent venture is in the 2=still
trying group and only subsequently enters intodther two categories. This structure of
the data makes the algorithm of the multinomialtlogpdel likely to choose category

2=still trying as the reference category.

Table 9 shows our estimations using the mlogit rhoua#usive of all control

variables at time intervals from 6 until 45 monéfier conception of the nascent venture.
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This paper’s focus is the early venturing efforts gheir performance outcomes. The

comparison of the first 45 months therefore prosmgbstantial insights.

Table 9 Results of the Multinomial Logit Model - Esay 3

RRR at quarterly intervals 6 a9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33 36 39 42 45
Intrapreneur (HZ) 124 0 162 157 172 114 122 113 115 120 117 115 117 113
Business Plan 0.3s 0.3s 0.34 035 0.3z 0.34 0.3s nar 033 037 0.33 033 102 10z
Organizational Size 0.38° 04z 0.45 041" 055 0.63 0.68 063 060" 07z 067 0E7 063" 063"
Expectation 130 123 124 116" 117 15 116" 118 113 i 123 1. 1120 110
E:I|L Specific Industry Experience 1.06% 1.04° 103 103 103" 102 102 101 101 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 100
T | General Wark Experience 1.00 102 103 101 100 1m 10 101 101 101 100 1.00 1.00 100
T |Supervisor Experience 0.33 033 0.33 1.00 102 1m 102 103 103 102 102 1.01 1m 1m
~ | Mumber of People supervised 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Busiensses started 126 120 110 106 106 a7 a7 104 106 104 103 107 103 a7
Parents own Business 117 120 134 141 051 0.54 0.80 0.a7 105 110 116 123 134 148
education controls yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
age controls 1= 1= e yEE U= yes =23 1= 1= 1= ez yEE U= ues
sOCio-eConomic controls ez ez e yes yes ues Y2z ez ez ez e yes yes yes

2= still_tring [base category) |

Intrapreneur (H1) 0.27 018 029" 0457 nsz 033 o.so 0s7 062 0E7 067 0.7 0.84 0.5z
Busziness Plan 1.04 0.98 105 102 0.93 0.33 102 105 107 109" B R 113 11
Crganizational Size 0.62 0.6 0.53 0.61 0.65 0.53° 0.63 0.60° 048" 05% 056" 0567 0.55" 0.557
Expectation 116 122 1.03 1.068 107 10 105 105 1.04 105 1.07 102 1m 097

~ |Specific Industry Experience 10z 0.7 0.95 0.55 (.98 0.97 0.97 057 098" 085t 0957t 08e™t 087 08Tt

2 | General Work Experience 0.98 057 0.98 1.00 102 102 101 100 1ot tott 1orttt 102ttt 102 10z

o | Bupervisar Experience 0.93 102 103 1.00 0.93 0.93 0.9 0.93 0.93 098 0.83 0.98 0.93 0.93
Mumber of People supervized 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100
Busiensses stared 0.30 0.54 0.74 0.562 0.86 0.30 0.32 0.30 0.3z 033 0.33 0.36 1m 0.33
Parents own Busineszs 123 m 175 1.30 113 m 108 122 148 142 137 121 113 126
education controls yes yes yes yes yes yes yes ues yes yes yes yes yes yes
age controls ues ues ues ues = yes yes ues ues ues ues ues ves yes
socio-economic controls ves yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes ves ves yes yes
Mumber of obs 81 530 G830 5] G4 G4 filavd 873 871 865 G861 857 G52 43
Swfald chi2(S0) 17305 ETOE5E Td.T4 3568 3583 33.76 &6.12 .8 WEE4 10615 Mmis 10422 30.63 5d.87
Prob > chiz 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.0002 0.0o00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0002
Pzeudo R2 0175 04437 01278 0033 00828 00812 00725 00775 00304 00866 00386 00577 00714 0.0664
Log pzeudolikelihood -62.24  -257.61 -367.04 -ddd 23 -Gdd4.31 -B2395 -B95.13 -73296 -ToE.32 -78A.35 -T95.69  -5ME -G23.23 -836.53

pvalues: " =B B S

In this model all variables are expressed usirafire risk ratios (RRRs). A
RRR= 1 suggests that a one unit change in the @ralmt variable makes falling into
the 1=new startup category as likely as remainirinthe 2=still trying category. In
other words, a RRR = 1 suggests no effect of thigable on the outcome status.
Conversely, a RRR<1 indicates that the event fanmle a new start-up) is less likely
in comparison to remaining in the base categomalli, a RRR>1 makes the change into
the 1=new start-up category, or the 3=abandonnaagory more likely than remaining
in the 2=still trying category. An example from TaB clarifies this point: at the nine

months mark, Nis are 0.18 times as likely as NEguibtheir nascent venture compared
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to remaining in the still trying group. This medhat fewer NIs give up within the first

nine months of trying.

The following discussion provides a more detailedlgsis of the results
regarding our main variable of interesirtrapreneur In the lower half of Table 9, the
highly significant variabléntrapreneurbetween months 9 and 27 presents strong
evidence that Nls are less likely to abandon themturing efforts than NEs, relative to
still trying. This finding lends support to Hypo#ie 1, which suggested that NIs are less
likely than NEs to abandon their venturing effoBging a NI appears be a significant
predictor of persistence in start-up efforts. Mprecisely, the relative risk ratio at the
nine months mark suggest that Nis are only .18giatelikely as NEs to quit (rather than
to still be trying to start) their nascent ventufarthermore, the increasing RRRs over the
9-27 month timeframe after the conception of a easeenture suggests that the effect of
starting a business together with an employer enikielihood of persistence is
particularly strong in the very beginning of worggion the nascent venture. This focus on
the very first months of nascent venturing lenddittahal credibility to the arguments of
initial resource endowments and intrapreneurial esidiedness that motivated Hypothesis
1. There the argument was that specifically ingdady months of the nascent venturing
efforts, the very first endowment with resourcesywell as the original embeddedness of
the NI, would make Nis less likely to quit theimiaring efforts. The fact that the data

reports the strongest effects early on in our ota&m supports this timing emphasis.

Hypothesis 2 tested the effectlofrapreneuron starting an actual new company
(start-up=1). We hypothesized that NEs would beentiely to bring their nascent

venturing efforts to market early on because theselgreater incentive to overcome
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initial liability of newness and smallness. Equarly, we would expect Nlis to be less
likely than NEs to start-up their business (comgdeestill trying) early on. Our data
does not support Hypothesis 2. If anything, thelilood of changing into the 1= new

start-up category is influenced more strongly beotactors.

After 30 months of nascent venturing efforts, tremreffect of business planning
becomes more influential in increasing the liketidof quitting the nascent venturing
efforts (compared to still trying). Similarly, ongiaational size becomes a more
significant predictor of venture abandonment towdhe end of the investigation period
than thelntrapreneureffect. After 21 months of trying to start theastent venture, a
one percent change in the size of the (former) eyaplorganization reduces the odds of

quitting (relative to still trying) by more than 85

Together the effects @usiness PlamndOrganizational Sizare significant
influencers on the likelihood of nascent ventuadyandoning their venture after 30
months of trying. Overall, our data suggests thas ldnd Nlis differ during a certain
critical period after the initial conception of theascent venturing idea. We estimated
this period to be between 9 and 27 months aftectheeption of their nascent ventures.
It seems that in those first one -and-a-half ya#tey the conception of the nascent
venture, the influence of the intrapreneurial sad@cenvironment is particularly
pronounced. This might give rise to some speculatabout the intensity of
organizational and opportunity influence in nasc@rporate ventures at certain points in

time and also over time.
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The data presented above shows that NIs and Ntes ahiftheir outcome
performance between months 9 and 27 after venameeption. To illustrate the data we
depict the comparisons of NIs and NEs regarding #indonment rates between 9 and

27 months in Figure 4.

Figure 4 Comparison of NIs’ and NEs’ Start-Up Rate® - 27 months - Essay 3
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Given this constellation of findings, we thinkstpossible that other factors that
influence the NI venturing activity as per the I0@Mdel in essay one, contribute to the
markedly reduced likelihood of abandonment for N&th the variables included in our
estimations above, we feel reasonable secure ®ihaluded several organizational
characteristics. This is not necessarily the casegportunity characteristics. Although,
one might argue that NVs’ expectations regardimiy thpportunities might capture some
variance amongst venture opportunities alreadysti research on opportunity
identification and exploitation in the venturingigity has concentrated predominantly

on individual and organizational factors that heplain such decisions ( Gruber,
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MacMillan, & Thompson, 2013; Short, Ketchen, Sho&Hlreland, 2010). However,
despite growing interest in the nature of ventuopgortunities (Alvarez & Barney,
2013; McMullen, Plummer, & Acs, 2007) the literaguras barely discussed their
influence on nascent venturing. To use Dahlqvestid Wiklund’s analogy: “One part of
the nexus is missing” (2012, pg 186). Thereforeyroter to further investigate the
possibility that characteristics of the opportunitffuence our results, we conducted
additional analysis on parts of our sample. The[P8Iata provides some measures
about the opportunity the NVs pursue. We included hew variables into this part of
our analysis: (1JNew to all” Opportunity records in a dichotomous manner whether the
new product or service is new to all potential mtige(yes=1) or whether it is just new to
some, or even no one (no=0). In a similar manheryariable (2YFew offer same”
Opportunityrecords whether other businesses already offesahme or a highly similar
product or service. If it is no one or only a felwawdo, we coded the variable as 1, if
more than a few already were offering the samesamerded the variable as 0. The
variable (3) Bchnology max 1 year olécords in a dichotomous manner if the
technology became only recently available to theegal public (yes =1, no=0). (#igh-
techdiscerns if the NV understands this new opporjutaitbe in the high-tech sector
(yes=1) or not (no=0). Finally, (2B sales percentagecords the percentage value of

how many sales are expected to be purely amongsidases.

With the additional variables we conducted a compeaisk analysis. Competing
risk analysis is an extension of standard sunavallysis, which allows the inclusion of
competing events (new start-up in our case) thghtraccur and thus in turn make our

event of interest (abandonment in our case) imptestd occur. The two events
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(abandonment and start-up) compete, because oalgfdhem can occur first in the

venturing process.

When accounting for such competing events, we ctalt one as censored
observations to enable a standard survival analyiisthe other. In our paper, treating
the creation of a new fledgling firm as censored asing standard survival techniques
would be suitable to examine the cause specifiadtbznderlying abandonment
decisions. However, we are interested in the lhieegd of abandonment within the
nascent start-up phase, i.e. we look to estimateumulative incidence function of
abandonment. For our research question, the talmpility of abandonment is not
exclusively a function of the hazard of abandonmleut also a function of the hazard of
successfully creating a new fledgling firm. Thabecause the creation of a new
fledgling firm effectively makes abandonment asftist event impossible. Therefore, if
we were to treat cases of new firm creation asarexs we would not be able to estimate
the cumulative incidence function for abandonméhe nascent start-up efforts

directly.

Following Fine and Gray (1999) and using Stata J®el modeled the cumulative
incidence of abandonment (outcome variable =2=quit)e presence of the competing
event of a new start-up firm (outcome variable =wriledgling firm) with Intrapreneur
as the main covariate and the above mentionedalosariables. Table 10 displays the

results.
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Table 10 Results of Competing Risk Regression on Blegent Venture Abandonment -

Essay 3

Variable Subhazard Ratio  Robust S.E. z-value
Intrapreneur 627%* 111 -2.63
Business Plan 791 .138 -1.34
Organizational Size 1.048+ .027 1.80
Expectations .980 .051 -.38
Industry specific experience .975%* .009 -2.78
General work experience 1.024+ .015 1.68
Years as Supervisor .995 .014 -.32
People supervised .997 .002 -1.10
Businesses helped start 1.013 .051 .25
Parents Business 1.028 171 17
“New to all” Opportunity 1.152 .280 .58
“Few offer same” Opportunity .865 .140 -.90
Technology max 1 year old 1.358 451 .92
High-tech 1.288 .243 1.34
B2B sales percentage .999 .003 -.30
Age controls Yes

Education controls Yes
Socioeconomic controls Yes

Observations (NVs) 269

NVs how failed 172

NVs who started 97

Log Pseudolikelihood -874.062

Wald chi2 (28) 46.63**

Out of the 269 NIs and NEs that provided data floindividual and opportunity

control variables 172 quit (=failure event) theemturing efforts during our observation
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period. 97 individual started their new venturesofmpeting event). The overall quality
of the model is good. Wald’s Chi Square statistiz&degrees of freedom is a significant

46.63.

With respect to the previously supported Hypothésisis interesting to note that
again, the variablmtrapreneurpresents the strongest effect on the cumulativielémt
of abandonment. The parameter estimates undeHRec8lumn in Table 10 are
subhazard ratios and measure the effects of coeamam the cumulative incidence of
abandonment. A subhazard ration below 1 indicateet likelihood of occurrence of the
event of interest (abandonment). Consequently hem#rd ratio above one suggests
higher likelihood of quitting. Specifically, the Isliazard for Nis (Intrapreneur=1) is 63%
of the subhazard for NEs (Intrapreneur=0). In otherds, NIs have a reduced likelihood
of quitting their nascent venturing efforts wittifre first 45 months since conception of
the venture. Since this part of our analysis carntrobfor opportunity characteristics, we
find additional confirmation of Hypothesis 1, whibkld that NIs would be more likely

to persist in the venturing efforts.

Unlike the opportunity controls, the effect of irstity specific experience is also
highly significant, but only moderate in size. Addétion year of industry specific work
experience lowers the likelihood of abandonmentdughly 2.5%. Conversely, we
observe that an additional year of general worleerpce has the opposite effect. It
increases the chances of abandonment by 2.4%uglhee can only estimate this with

marginal significance at the 10% level.
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Figure 5 visualizes the difference between Nisld&d with respect to the
cumulative incidence functions of the competingds-risgression on the likelihood of
abandonment over the 27 month of observation, hgldil control variables stable at
their mean values. The smaller values for NIs shoeduced likelihood to quit their
nascent venturing efforts compared to NEs ovedifglayed analysis time of the first 45

months of nascent venturing activity.

Figure 5 Competing-risks regression on the likelihod of abandonment
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In summary, we found that venture mode most stsoimjluences the likelihood
of abandonment (3=quit) within the first 27 montidrying to bring a new venture to

market. The effect dhtrapreneuron the likelihood of abandonment (compared to stil
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trying) was stronger than any other tested effadngd that timeframe and was robust to

the inclusion of additional opportunity control iables.

Implications and Conclusions

This research investigated differences in the-sgarand abandonment rates
between Nascent Entrepreneurs (NEs) and Nasceapitaheurs (NIs). We found partial
evidence of differences in the persistence of M MEs. This finding sheds some new
empirical light on the question of venturing out@adifferences between intrapreneurs
and entrepreneurs. Presumably, initial resourcdevements, imprinting effects, NIs’
embeddedness or higher switching costs insidertdn@ation would support this
empirical finding. On the other hand, bureaucrany aerganizational resistance to change
might challenge NIs’ venturing activity. Previowesearch predominantly portrayed the
influence of large and established organizationaastent start-up activity as negative
(Serensen, 2007). Recently, Kacperczyk’'s (2012¢dinhtiation between entrepreneurs
and intrapreneurs highlighted that the opportusiitycture in established organizations
supports the creation of intrapreneurial ventuesending her differentiation, we offer
another important distinction: the time it takes ldhd NEs to lead their nascent
venturing effort to market, or to abandon it. Owrlwanswers Parker’s (2011) call for
such research. This distinction resulted in oueoksion that NIs are less likely than
NEs to abandon their ventures (ceteris paribuf)erfirst 45 months of trying to start it.
Alternatively one could say, NIs are more persisterheir start-up efforts. As our

results show, this difference grows between thst firand 21 months of trying to start a
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new venture. However, NIs were not more or lesdyikhan NEs to start their nascent

ventures during the investigation period.

The results of this research carry important ingtlans for scholarship and
practice. First, our findings clarify and extenddgarczyk’s (2012) contribution. Our
results do not support her finding “that larger amate mature organizations increase an
individual's propensity to start an internal veu¢Kacperczyk, 2012, pg 514). Instead,
our data suggests that venturing together withrgarozation decreases the likelihood
that an NI will abandon the nascent venturing ¢fforganizational involvement in the
nascent venturing phase positively influences preraeurial persistence. This is an
important distinction because it guides future aesie efforts into investigating the
underlying mechanism why NlIs are more likely togi#rin their venturing efforts. This
route promises more insights into nascent ventypagdicularly because we find that Nlis
and NEs share similar likelihoods to bring theiscent venturing efforts to market.
Although we suggest some mechanisms underlyingeitheced likelihood of
abandonment for Nlis in our theorizing efforts, liations of our data on the
organizational characteristics prohibited furtheedfic testing of the underlying
mechanism. We therefore await the arrival of madaraployee-employer longitudinal

datasets.

Second, the results of our study raise interegjuestions regarding the future of
theory development in the area of NIs’ and NEs'taip efforts. Our findings support
organizational behavior aimed at preventing naseenturing efforts from (premature)
failure. The underlying mechanisms of this propeftgrganizations appear useful to

investigate in light of findings by Brush, Manolgwand Edelman (2008). Brush and
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colleagues build on Aldrich (1999) and suggest thiihg more time in the start-up
process provides the opportunity to reflect and gaiditional knowledge. Yet, such logic
contradicts researchers whose empirical work stibatslonger gestation windows
hamper growths and that high growth organizatioogkwn many issues simultaneously
(Fischer, Reuber, & Dyke, 1993). Nevertheless ptiedonged gestation periods for Nis
combine well with arguments of time compressiordigomies, suggesting that the
development of important assets cannot be rushiedli¢kx & Cool, 1989). Further
investigation into the precise mechanisms undeglyoremature) failure prevention

might shed some light on the merits of differentspectives scholars have taken.

Third, because of higher persistence NIs might tivee come to play an
increasingly important part in the joint pool ofillstrying” nascent venturers. Here we
reference our point in the introduction about ptgsurvivor bias in existing studies
that investigate persistence at later stages. Givefindings we can shed some light on
the phenomenon. Most fundamentally, if no careiffiécentiation amongst NEs and NIs
precedes the analysis, the more persistent grobpsafight influence the results
towards reporting overly persistent venturers, winereality it is the Nlis that drive these
results. One contribution therefore is to preskatdmpirical evidence needed to argue
for separate analysis of NIs and NEs in studiepesgistency. Its implication is that
investigations that do not distinguish between &tld NEs allow for increasingly smaller
insights into the complicated dynamics of indepen@ad corporate venturing activity.
Yet, more focus on the persistent NiIs could prodigre interesting insights. Since at
the end of our observation period, i.e. after 4mths, 42% of NI ventures are still trying

to start their venture, the question arises akdajtiality of these efforts. One possibility
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is that a few of them are dabblers. Another inteargpossibility is that some Nls that are
still trying, are doing so because their ventureshaég efforts that require more time to
reach the market. Finally, organizations could gdhe option of having Nls start with
the development of an opportunity and then keewéméure at that stage for some time

while they decide on whether or not to put mor@uweses behind the idea.

For practitioners our research has four implicaidfirst, managers tasked with
deciding whether to pursue a venturing projectonge or not, might value our research
for the advice it provides about similar start-apes and different abandonment rates
between the two venturing modes. Our study doesuqmport the colloquial wisdom that
NE ventures can be set up faster than intrapreglergntures. Second, our findings about
similar speed to market between NIs and NEs miggn help individuals to focus on
different decision criteria when choosing theirfpreed venturing mode. Even if they are
pressed for time, since the organizational infleemakes little difference in time to
market compared to the independent start-up effadiyiduals should prioritize other
decision criteria, such as their start-up motivaiiothe venture mode choice. According
to our research, it would not be advisable to laagenture mode decision on hopes of
higher relative speed by NEs. Third, our researtpshset expectations within the
corporate venturing context. Managers trying topkee with increasingly faster product
development timelines would be wise to avoid expegdheir intrapreneurs to develop
their new ventures faster. This could help prevenire disagreements and
disappointments if the nascent venturing phasesta&me time. Lastly, if NIs are less

likely to abandon their ventures, corporate deaisiakers might want to consider the NI
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venturing mode especially for the development afjland arduous projects where

persistence is at a premium.

Our study is subject to important limitations. Socharacteristics of data and
design limit our study. First, although useful fmr purposes, the crude differentiation of
NIs and NEs limits our study to compare one gertgd of NE with one general type of
NI. Detailed information about ownership stakesn$y available in a few cases. Yet
details on percentage of ownership rights in N&taring contracts would allow for
further theoretical variation amongst NIis. It mighdke a difference whether the NI
holds only 10% of the nascent venture, or over SU#rtiarena (2013) has already
advanced the argument that the difference betwegard no financial participation is
notable in NIs’ decision-making. Ownership data daalso allow a clearer
differentiation from regular employees. We mightlfier expect that higher ownership
stakes lead to faster time to market because atgrencentives for the NI. Garrett
(2010) suggested stock ownership for employeessifted the linkages between
research intensity and innovation output. In lighthese findings, scholars might even
consider trying to find the optimum percentage gadtiownership for Nis that still
encourages timely development before diminishitgrns in terms of faster time to

market set in.

Second, we cannot rule out the possibility thatoaenselective intrapreneurial
venturing environment contributed to our obsenesiilts. We did not investigate such
organizational characteristics in detail, but theuld be one reason why significantly
less Nls quit their nascent venturing efforts. Ampéoyer organization, having selected a

NI, might support a nascent intrapreneurial ventwer a longer period and thus make
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early withdrawal from the venture less likely. Fat, the PSED data does not allow for
comparison of risk preferences between individaals the organization. If these
differed, organizations could provide a better orse fit with the individual NI venture,

which could also make a prolonged start-up periodenor less likely.

Third, Menzel and colleagues’ research suggestathatganizational culture that
curbs internal resistance to change and insteagsalreative contributions might
positively influence Nis (Menzel, Aaltio, & Ulijr2007). Because of limitations in the
data we used, we could not include organizatiooatrols for this aspect. Similarly,
other macro effects on the venturing outcome ddarot part of our analysis either. It is
possible that timing effects, or general economands impacted the venturing outcomes.
However, it might be more difficult to argue how enatlevel effects would differentially

affect NIs and NEs.

Finally, although we were able to test some opputyicharacteristics with our
data, we ideally would like to fully understand ettobjectively verifiable characteristics
of the NI and NE venturing opportunity as well. lesample, it certainly makes a
difference if the target market for a new opportyirs extremely broad and easily
accessible, or highly specialized and protectethcdigh our opportunity variables in the
additional analysis did not suggest significantuehce on start-up or persistence rates
between NIs and NEs, we would like to subject aalygsis to even more stringent tests

with additional data on the pursued opportunities.

To address such limitations, we hope to study neat¢hdividual and

organizational data in the future. Ideally, we wbolatch the PSED data on individuals
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with further insights about the companies they Wedl for and the opportunities they
pursue. Such a matched dataset would allow ruliigseveral of the above limitations
and concerns. It would also enable researchersttertunderstand the venturing
opportunities of employees stemming from organizeti characteristics, such as
generous participation clauses and honoring o¥iddal intellectual property. We
further lack information on non-compete clauses wWauld limit an individual’s option

to becoming a NI because becoming a NE is no loagerssibility. In addition to
addressing these limitations, in future researehhope to investigate the relative
performance differences between the start-up amduitting group. Insights into what
types of nascent venturing efforts are abandonedhah types succeed to become new
start-ups will provide further insights to entrepeership researchers. If NIs do not quit
ventures that should be abandoned, our findingsitheigst a very different light on
intrapreneurial venturing. Similarly, we would waatknow if profitable ventures reach
the market quicker or if unprofitable ones takegen Once we have answers to these
guestions, the time to start-up and abandonmerminbes an even more interesting
venturing indicator. As alluded above, anothero$dtiture research questions could
explore the organizational characteristics thduarice start-up and abandonment rates of
NlIs. We still lack estimates of how for examplepmmate control influences Nls. Which
forms and what amount of corporate control helfptms on the nascent ventures that

should be started and sort out the ventures tlatldhetter not be attempted?

In conclusion, this study builds on the existingatdission regarding outcome
differences between intrapreneurs and entrepre@aradds to the existing literature on

entrepreneurial persistence. Our principal contidouin this paper was to understand
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empirically how corporate involvement influencearstup and abandonment rates over
time. We offered richer insights into the outconiféedences between Nis and NEs. Our
findings suggest that neither Nls, nor NEs weréefas bringing their nascent ventures
to market. Rather, we find that NIs and NEs diffetheir persistence. We demonstrated
a slight superiority of NlIs in terms of higher gstsnce t rates of their venturing tasks.
These results suggest stronger corporate influgmoagh reduced intrapreneurial failure
rates than through higher start-up rates. Advanitiegliscussion towards multivariate
comparisons over time is a necessary step towadgter understanding of

organizational influences on new venture creation.
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Chapter 5 : General Conclusions

This dissertation proposed a differentiating analgé the new venture creation
mode, nascent intrapreneur or nascent entreprefieeiorizing and testing determinants
and consequences of the venturing mode choicethibsss explored the overarching
research question “how do nascent intrapreneursiascent entrepreneurs differ from
each other?” To address this question, this tipesented three complementary essays.
Each essay makes a unique contribution by answeriagesearch question. Together
the three essays contribute to the overall goalddéeper understanding of the new
venture creation mode. In this final chapter, llexpthe contributions of each essay and
how they inform the thesis as a whole. The thesiltides by outlining the broader
implications of its contributions, describing itgevall limitations, and discussing

possibilities for future research.

The first essay, chapter 2, focused on the thealadifferences between Nlis and
NEs. A review of the literature concluded that imrtpat contextual factors are under-
theorized regarding their influence on individugtapreneurs. The argument was
twofold. First, | argued that unique contextualtfas influence the individual venturing
decision. In particular, differences in the orgatianal context between NIs and NEs
influence how individuals try starting a new vemtugecond, | argued that the corporate
entrepreneurship literature predominantly applresr@anizational perspective. Thus, it
has not yet developed a sufficiently detailed aotof the individual level, particularly
the nascent intrapreneurs. To close this gap ititdrature | built a theoretical model
which explains how individual, opportunity, and anizational characteristics influence

the venture mode choice. | termed the model thevishaal-Opportunity-Organization-
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Nexus (IOON) because it extends the establishadithal-Opportunity Nexus (Shane,
2003) in two ways. First, the IOON includes contextinfluences from the
organizational level. Second, the IOON explainsitiygact of individual, opportunity,
and organizational influencers on the venture nabitgce as one particular aspect of
new venture creation. | concluded the developmeétiteopropositions underlying the
IOON by explaining the three-way interaction betwége effects of individual,
opportunity, and organizational influencers onvkature mode decision. In this way the
configurational and multi-level perspective of t(EON may serve future research

efforts.

The second essay, chapter 3, tested parts of &l I€@npirically. We asked how
NIs and NEs differ with respect to their motivati@nstart a new venture. Specifically,
we analyzed how intrinsic and extrinsic motivatiorfiorm of financial, recognition,
independence, and role model motivation influertbedgeneral start-up decision and the
venture mode choice. Essay two highlighted two sypfeselections on individual start-up
motivations to become Nlis or NEs. Our hypothesegldpment drew on theories of
occupational choice (Kolvereid, 19964, b; Laze80% Parker, 2004, 2008) and Human
Resource Management Selection (Davis, 1999; Ger&t&eisman, 1983; Hamel, 1999;
Hayton, 2005; Schmelter, Mauer, Bérsch, & Bre2@l10). We argued first that
individual start-up motivation affects self-selectiinto any type of nascent venturing
efforts. Then we followed the IOON by including argzational determinants. We
argued that organizational selection mechanisnis initividual selection mechanisms
co-determine whether a nascent venturer explonesvaidea in the NI or NE mode. The

essay demonstrated empirically that the organizatioough selection mechanisms for
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Nls, influences the venturing mode decision atsdw@e time that individual venturing
motivations play a role. We found that financialtmation and external recognition
mattered more for the selection into intraprenapritan for the selection into starting

any type of nascent venture.

The third essay, chapter 4, explored the consegserfantegrating contextual
influences on the venture mode choice. This essagstigated differences in the start-up
and abandonment rates of NIs and NEs. Severalashohd previously shown that the
new venture creation process appears random amdictosed (Davidsson & Gordon,
2010; Liao, Welsch, & Tan, 2005). In response tpsga the literature regarding our
understanding of the persistence of NI and NE-siafforts and the time required for
nascent ventures to reach the market, essay thwestigated differences in start-up and
abandonment rates between NlIs and NEs. Our enlpanedysis did not provide
“evidence that larger and more mature organizatiotrease an individual’s propensity
to start an internal venture” (Kacperczyk, 2012, 54). Instead, our data showed that
being a NI decreases the propensity to abandonaseent venturing effort. This
distinction is important because it can guide fettgsearch efforts into investigating the
underlying mechanism why NIs are less likely toradzan their venturing efforts. This
route promises more insights into nascent ventypagdicularly because we found that

NIs and NEs share similar likelihoods to bring threascent venturing efforts to market.
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Contributions
This dissertation contributed theoretical argumastsvell as empirical evidence
regarding the importance of venturing mode in usiderding antecedents and
consequences of new venture creation. My contobstinclude a differentiating analysis
of NIs and NEs. The next two sections outline tieotetical and practical contributions

of the three essays.

Theoretical Contributions

This thesis made five contributions to theory. fritflsroughout this thesis, we
argued that analysis of the venturing processeairttiividual level is timely and
important. Existing research emphasized the outaafitiee venturing process in form of
innovation or performance, particularly within coamges (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2004;
Baron & Tang, 2011). In order to understand the@ss of new venture creation
comprehensively it was necessary to examine itghems on the individual NI and NE
level. Individual NIs and NEs attempt to develogittventures from the nascent stage to
the startup stage. Their behaviors and idiosynesasithin the contextual framework of
organizations and opportunities inform and shapepfocess. The paper’'s comparison of
NIs and NEs contributes to research on the indalithtrapreneur at the beginning of the
new venture creation process. This contributioema$ research by Matthews and
colleagues (2009), Parker (2011), Martiarena (204:3) others, who already started to
fill the gap that previously neither research osaagat entrepreneurship, nor research on

corporate entrepreneurship addressed.
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Second, with the development and first empiricslitg of the IOON, this thesis
enabled both the individual and organizational pecsives on the study of new venture
creation to continue a convergent path. Studias ttee organizational perspective took
place mostly in the CE literature. This thesis ddteat some of the newest contributions
to that literature explicitly considered individdabel influences. While the CE literature
still does not have a full account of the indivitlNgs, it does acknowledge the
importance of individual actors (Burgelman, 1988r#tko, Ireland, Covin, & Hornsby,
2005). Likewise, individual level research on naaenturing continues the inclusion of
contextual factors and boundary conditions inheotizing. This thesis strengthened both
developments. The IOON argued for a joint persgedti individual, opportunity, and
organizational influences on the nascent ventypiogess. It showed how these three
perspectives exist as equally important next tt edlcer. The IOON also highlighted
their interactive nature. The interactive naturéhef IOON requires that individual,
opportunity, and organizational influences combmany future theorizing of new
venture creation and venturing mode. As mentioriesg\eral points throughout the
thesis, matched employee-employer data would adimpirical analysis to also consider

individual, opportunity, and organizational chaeaistics jointly.

Third, this thesis contributed to partial recdiation of two competing
arguments concerning the start-up and abandonrats of nascent ventures. One
established position suggests the importance télimesource endowments of the
incumbent in the context of timely business star{&hrader & Simon, 1997; Teng,
2007). Another perspective stresses organizatimmalles to the development of

corporate start-ups (Dobrev & Barnett, 2005; S@@rn2007). It was unclear which of
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the two perspectives better explained the stadngabandonment rates of nascent NI
ventures relative to NE ventures. The thesis’ ¢bation was to reconcile both
perspectives by emphasizing the specific timingaty advantages that NIs enjoy over
NEs during the nascent phase of venturing. Witsghane sensitive arguments, the
thesis contributes to the study of venture modetanitig as important boundary
conditions regarding outcome differences betwedependent and corporate ventures.
Such reconciliation via the clear differentiatidniNds and NEs over time can help
address other situations of competing explanafimnghenomena observed in the

process of new venture creation.

The fourth contribution is that the three essagetioer explain how combining
structure and process studies can advance theet&lire. The literature to date has
focused either on the structural dimensions of B&riisby, Naffziger, Kuratko, &
Montagno, 1993) or on process dimensions (Burgelh®83). The disconnect between
structural and process studies (Phan, Wright, Uslaas & Tan, 2009) comes at a cost. If
process studies fail to build on structural studilesy can do little more than detect
patterns. This thesis included both a structurdysin essay two and a process study in
essay three. The thesis then used the findindseddttucture study about the venturing
mode decision as input into the process study attiffetences in start-up and
abandonment rates. The three-essay format endiedannection. The thesis used the
findings of essay two regarding the venture modiectien as input for essay three
regarding start-up and abandonment rates over tmembination, my three essays
therefore addressed the call by Dess, Lumpkin Mec@ee (1999) to link CE strategy,

structure, and processes. These authors emphalsataeésearchers “need to consider the
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links between these concepts, corporate entreprampuand performance” (pg. 97). In
this light, this thesis exemplified how to make o$¢he complementary nature of

structure and process studies.

With respect to the fifth and last proposed thecaétontribution, my thesis
addressed the “heterogeneity problem” that David$2006) explained in his review of
the nascent entrepreneurship literature. His argticencerns the low reliability of
findings derived from the highly heterogeneous geoaf business starters. Entrepreneurs
and their activities are extremely diverse. Whatug in one context and for one sample
is not necessarily true in another context or agrosample. To address this challenge, the
thesis proposed three remedies. It suggesteddisjiaction that separates the group of
business starters into two sizeable subgroupsahdsSNESs, which each propose distinct
influences and consequences of the venturing Tdskthesis then argued for (2) the
focus on time as a differentiator to understanteghces in venturing output. Finally, |
made the argument for (3) the explicit inclusioroajanizational and opportunity
influences in theorizing efforts and empirical $edWith these clear and parsimonious
distinctions of mode and time and the inclusiolmfanizational and opportunity
influences, the thesis contributes a first stepatols addressing the heterogeneity

challenge.

Practical Contributions

The three essays collectively demonstrated throlgbretical arguments and empirical

evidence that it is important to consider the vangumode and the influence it has on
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new venture creation. My thesis explained thatviadial, opportunity, and
organizational characteristics influence the ventumode and that venturing mode itself
influences the start-up process and outcome. Miirfgs suggest that individual factors,
such as individual venturing motivations influertbe venture mode choice. These
insights could encourage managers tasked witheleetson of intrapreneurs to pay
specific attention to their venturing motivatiohnbt preventable, it might be detectable
if individuals have a tendency to leave the orgatidn with their venturing idea to
become independent NEs. This thesis showed someations, such as financial
motivation or external recognition to matter mave $election into intrapreneurship than
into entrepreneurship. This finding was not onfyngicant, but also supported by the
biggest size of coefficients amongst the testedvatidon. Including all other tested
determinants, individuals ranking financial motieatas important were still a full 10%
more likely to start an NI venture. Social recogmtimproved such likelihood by 8%.
This should give managers more knowledge and cendiel about how to design
attractive compensation packages. These shouldinemimonetary rewards for NIs with
the offer of external recognition. In addition, Bunsights might inspire smaller firms
with fewer resources to encourage NI ventures basqutoviding the involved NlIs with

extensive internal and external recognition.

This dissertation also emphasized the influencesafuring mode on the
abandonment rates of nascent ventures. The em@rickence of this thesis showed that
Nls are significantly less likely to abandon theaiscent venturing efforts in the first 45
months since conception. This knowledge is imparf@nentrepreneurial organizations

in general. They carefully evaluate the venturipgartunity and decide whether to
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support its exploitation inside the organizationewehchances are smaller that it becomes
abandoned early on. On the other hand, our findilegsot support that venturing
together with an established organization increttsespeed to market. For practitioners
the lower likelihood of NIs’ abandonment could seggtwo things: (1) NIs could be less
likely to give up, or (2) NiIs do not give up quiglkdnough. Studying the performance of
the started or abandoned ventures would make silpeso give further guidance. Still
these findings might encourage managers to exgheiepossibilities in making use of
the relatively longer survival period of NI ventaré&uch characteristics of the NI
venturing process might be particularly interesfmgthe exploration of currently
unattractive but potentially later very attractixenturing propositions. Managers might

want to keep the venture inside corporate bounsléoielater exploitation.

Limitations

The contributions of this thesis are subject to s@veraarching limitations
affecting all three essays. They arise predomigdrdim our use of secondary data. First,
data from the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dygarhardly includes any information
on the employers of NlIs or former employers of N&smentioned in the practical
contributions, this limits our ability to check forore organizational effects that might
affect start-up motivations or start-up and abamnaemt rates for nascent venturers. It
further restricts our ability to compare NIs who/éa very favorable organizational

environment for their venturing efforts, to thoskoado not. It is possible that, even
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within the group of Nlis, a particular category tbagly supported Nls drives our

findings regarding motivation and abandonment rates

Second, the fact that we could not investigatepiréormance of the eventually
started or abandoned ventures limits the applitgplaif results in essay three. Without
information about such indicators as profitabiatyd new jobs created by started
ventures, it is impossible to determine whetherehg any advantage to NIs being less
likely to withdraw from the venturing effort. If Nlcontinued to develop new ventures
that eventually result in significant improved corate performance for the parent
company, it might be helpful that they do not witha quickly. However, if NIs were
not to abandon ventures that they should abandsnpdentially waste additional time
and resources. Unfortunately, we lacked suffictath to compare NIs and NEs new
start-ups in that regard, so our contribution remeaoncentrated on the detection of

differences in the persistence of nascent ventures.

Third, the IOON does not include important macreelevariables, such as
economic climate and culture which would make irencomprehensive. For this study’s
focus on the US, this limitation might not be ofniconcern. To the extent that US states
share similar cultural values and experience sma@genous economic shocks, our
results should remain robust to the inclusion @hsvariables. However, for the
applicability of the IOON towards other countriesgeographical regions it would be

highly desirable to include potentially heterogamemacro-level effects in its theorizing.

Fourth and relatedly, because the PSED facilithtestudy of American NIs and

NEs, our results might not be generalizable coreptéb nascent venturers and
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companies in different regions and cultural corgeXtis is particularly true with respect
to the comparison of international studies on wizgdpens to nascent entrepreneurs in
chapter 3. These indicated the existence of difiegs across countries. Future research

could test whether our findings hold in differepntexts.

Fifths, this thesis used individual level dataitsranalysis. We can follow Baum
and colleagues in claiming that venturing is fundatally personal (Baum, Frese, Baron,
& Katz, 2007). Yet other scholars recognize thdiiiduals or teams initiate the
venturing process (Shane, Locke, & Collins, 200%. did not include research on
entrepreneurial teams in our theorizing and emgiaoalysis. Due to the unique
individual level data, it is possible that our fings are particularly relevant for single
person NI and NE start-up attempts. Single pertam-gps (NI or NE) comprise about
50% of our data. Our findings might not be as infative for ventures that since

conception comprise a team of NIs or NEs.

Future Research
This thesis suggested at several points intereatregues for future research. First, in
essay one, | build theory that combined individoglortunity, and organizational
influences on the venturing mode choice. Althougikplained and suggested the
interaction of these three levels in a dedicateg@sition, future research could
empirically test the mechanisms underlying the IO&M its proposed three-way

interactions. Configurational models are partidylaseful for that endeavor.

Second, determining regional differences betweerahENI rates could prove to

be an interesting avenue of future research. Shbkve already established the
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connection between the prevalence of regional ydiossies and entrepreneurship (Lee,
Florida, & Acs, 2004; Todtling & Wanzenbdck, 2008)ell-known US examples are
Silicon Valley and the Boston, Massachusetts Redsoholars have been less
forthcoming in determining the regional charactesssmost favorable to
intrapreneurship. For intrapreneurs, financingamimight be less important compared
to the business practices of large multinationath ¥he appetite for corporate venturing
initiatives. If entrepreneurship and intrapreneip$lourished in similar or identical
regions, maybe other unobserved characteristidsiy@yg influence both modes of new
venture creation. Future scholarship could takedifterentiation of NIs and NEs as a

useful one to extend to studies of regional engepurship.

Third, building on essay three, an interestingastref future research could
supplement our findings with additional analysisra&tched employer-employee data.
While we have theorized about the influence of piztional characteristics such as age
and size, other organizational characteristics migbwise influence the venture mode
choice and venturing in general. Such scholarshuiplevnot only buttress the
generalizability of our findings, but could alswv@stigate additional determinants from
individual, opportunity, and organizational perdpezs. For example, data on the
existence and content of intrapreneurial contragtdd inform questions about non-
compete agreements, shared revenue agreementfpatetl or demanded rates of return,
etc. These organizational characteristics couldanice the decision to start a new
venture together with an employer. Matched emplayeployee data would enable
scholars to explore the organizational selectionlrarisms posited in this thesis. Other

organizational characteristics, such as the momessied into the nascent venture, the
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proximity of the venture to the core business efphrent company, or the relative
growth rates of parent and industry might alsodffee start-up and abandonment rates
of nascent NI ventures. These questions will pioygortant to answer in order to

deepen our understanding of intrapreneurial vemgueiforts.

With the increasing popularity of research on ne@nture creation with scholars,
practitioners and policy makers, many expectatarise concerning amongst others
corporate renewal, job creation and performanceorgment. Such hopes intensify with
global unemployment rates increasing while worldnetonomic output slows. Given
such challenging trends in economies around theeglimdividuals, corporations, and
governments are interested in understanding theepsoof new venture creation in
further detail. The community of entrepreneursiupatars can contribute to these
challenging tasks by analyzing the mechanismsldiaal to the creation of new ventures.
This thesis contributes to these efforts with aicktdd analysis of the venturing mode,

and how one mode of new venture creation diffeomfthe other.
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