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This research adopts an identity perspective in examining the mobilizatiesoofrces for new
ventures. The proposed conceptual model integrates organizational identity ticeorgtiaidual
identity theory to outline how the identity of an individual resource provider insenath the
identity of a new venture in the process of mobilizing resources for the ventureofidept of
venture identification, which stems from the alignment of the entreprenelaaity of a new
venture and the individual identity of a resource providenffered as a key predictor of the
allocation of resources to a new venture. | outline the cognitive and affewisleanisms
underlying the process of venture identification, and describe how these mewhénster
perceptions of venture attractiveness. | develop an instrument to measejpecsairial
identity and apply it to examine whether identity alignment between a eeantdrresource
provider is related to resource mobilization. The findings suggest thatcegwowriders are
more inclined to support new ventures that reflect an entrepreneurial ickemilyr to their
individual identity. Under conditions of high uncertainty, the relationship betweeuargent
resource provider identity matching and resource provider support for a neweventeases.
This research contributes to the literature on organizational identity bigipigpa framework
for classifying and analyzing entrepreneurial identity. By modef#sgurce mobilization as a
two-sided matching process with identity as a connecting construct, it g@videre complete
and nuanced view of the mechanisms that facilitate resource acquisition inesrgtgphip.
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INTRODUCTION

New companies are guilty until proven innocent. Mafshem fail. Investors know this.
Entrepreneurs don't—or at least choose not to belikis. Their company will be different from
all others. Is this clash of views a problem? Bes@es need capital so that they can invest in
people, physical assets, inventory, and so onirBeistors are gripped by the fear of failure and
possible loss of precious capital. Of course threyimtrigued by (and greedy for) the prize if the
venture succeeds. Entrepreneurs are captivatduelgpportunity and are blind to the possibility
of failure. They have to be. Otherwise they wouldi&t out on the crazy journey of building a
new company. How can the two sides come togettBafkéry, 2007, p. 1)

The above quote captures a fundamental tension in the entrepreneurial procasg. Creat
a new organization is inherently risky; approximately 7 out of 10 new ventuirestifén 10
years of being launched (Shane, 2008). Because of the risk associated withatagting
venture, resource providers are reluctant to allocate resources to entregrengamizations for
fear of losing their investment. Therefore, it can be very challerigmentrepreneurs to garner
resources to bring a new venture into being (Katz & Gartner, 1988). How, then, can
entrepreneurs access resources from external resource provideatd@arew venture?

To address this question, some scholars have examined how venture capital investors
make investment decisions (e.g., Shepherd, Zacharakis, and Baron, 2003; Zaehdrakis
Shepherd, 2001). Others have examined how features of a venture such as erlarge lev
human and social capital and ex ante technological quality are predictive otesassembly in
a new venture (Hsu, 2008). Some scholars have demonstrated that the reputationland socia
networks of the people behind a venture are key to accessingifihasources (Shane & Cable,
2002). While other scholars have considered what entrepreneurs can do to dress up asrantur
“good risk”—in so doing, they have highlighted how issues such as identity construcivaa (N
& Glynn, 2011); symbolic management (Zott & Huy, 2007); preparedness (Chen, Yao, & Kotha,
2009); and storytelling (Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001; Martens, Jennings, & Jennings, 2007) on the

part of entrepreneurs have an impact on the decisions of potential resourcerprovide



While these research streams provide a useful base for understanding some ofdhe ma
and micro processes underlying the resource mobilization processes fomteres,ghere is a
significant gap in how new venture resource acquisition is conceptualized. Peemches the
area of new venture resource mobilization has generally only examinedierc ge
equation—either the investor perspective in looking at what investors do when maksignde
to provide resources to new ventures, or the venture perspective in examiningakgiam
venture attractive to resource providers. Almost no prior research examineaiayon on the
side of the venture and on the side of the resource provider facilitates a matobexs pr
between certain venture-resource provider pairs.

To advance research in this area | examine@lylaglicrelationship between a broad range
of potential resource providers and entrepreneurial ventures. More spsgificalhsider how
aspects of resources providers’ individual identity interacts with the igetdins of a new
venture in accounting for resource mobilization in new ventures. In so doing, | draw on the
concept of “identification” which is used to describe how individuals identify ntosagy with
an organization when their “self-concept contains the same attributes asttiesperceived
organizational identity” (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994, p. 239).

Applying this concept to an entrepreneurial context, | examine if and hovitydent
alignment between a potential resource provider and a new venture accounts for ehy som
resource providers choose to provide support to entrepreneurial organizations. To do this, |
develop a measure of a venture’s entrepreneurial identity (Fauchart & &0b#; Navis &
Glynn, 2011), and examine how aspects of a venture’s entrepreneurial identhywithtc
identity claims of resource providers in predicting which resource providdrsheiw support

for a new venture.



To study the two-sided identity matching process between resource pscandier
entrepreneurial ventures, this dissertation is organized into five chapters.

Chapter 1 provides a review the literature on organizational identity, entrepatne
identity, and resource mobilization in new ventures. Through such a review, the nibed for
research described in this document is established.

Chapter 2 outlines a conceptual model that describes how the individual identity of a
resource provider interacts with the entrepreneurial identity of a new vemixplaining how
and why investors choose to provide resources to a new venture. The convest e
identificationis defined and proposed as a key predictor of the allocation of resources to a new
venture. The antecedents and outcomes of venture identification are elaborastedsanies of
testable propositions.

Chapter 3 defines and describes the key dimensions of entrepreneurial efehtitye
development of an instrument to assess and measure the entrepreneurialofia migw
venture.

Chapter 4 examines if a match between venture identity and resource pidendity
predicts resource provider support for a new venture. A dataset of approyxih&&€0
resource provider decisions is analyzed to assess the extent to whicgrthreeatiof a venture’s
identity and a resource provider’s identity accounts for resource provider suppbe fenture.

Chapter 5 concludes with the outcome of this research.



1 LITERATURE REVIEW

The aim of this chapter is to review the literature on entrepreneurial ydanttnew
venture resource mobilization. Through such a review, | establish a need for #nelrese
described in this document. Prior to reviewing the scholarly work on entreprémdemigy, |
provide an overview of the literature organizational identityout of which the concept of
entrepreneurial identity emerged. Thereafter, | review the literatueatrepreneurial identity
and then reflect on the most significant theoretical and empirical conpristgkamining
resource acquisition in new ventures. Based on a review of the entrepreideutig} and new
venture resource mobilization literatures, | highlight the researchtigapemerge at the

intersection of these two research streams.

1.1 RESEARCH ON ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY

Identity, as a research construct, was first examined atdhadual levelof analysis in
scholarly work on developmental psychology, psychodynamics, and social psycletngy (
Baumeister, 1986; Money, 1955, Stoller, 1968). Identity is “the set of meanihgketime who
one is when one is an occupant of a particular role in society, a member a¢@gragtoup, or
claims particular characteristics that identify him or her as guernperson” (Burke & Stets,
2009, p. 3). At the individual level, the identities that people claim are related to thesaheige
make and the actions that they undertake (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995; Rosenburg, 1981).

Albert and Whetten (1985) are credited with transitioning identity relséiamn a focus
on individuals to a focus on organizations, and in so doing, they initiated a stream ohresearc
that examines identity dynamics at trganizational leve(Corley et al., 2006). Albert and
Whetten suggest that organizational identity is a set of self-referdatrasanade by an

organization with respect to its “central character, distinctiveness, apdransontinuity” (p.
7



265). Building on their conceptualization, organizational identity is defined aacmstructs
organizational members believe to be ¢katral enduring anddistinctive(CED) character of
their organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1996; Corely et al., 2006; Dutton & Dukerich, 1991;
Livengood & Reger, 2010; Reger, Gustafson, Demarie, & Mullane, 1994; Whetten, 2006).

Two key issues are central to understanding organizational identity. Fsselit-
referential claimanade by organization members about the organization—it represents how the
organization views itself (Navis & Glynn, 2011). Second, it is a set of colledawas—it
represents “the members’ consensual understanding of ‘who we are as aratiqggh{Nag,
Corley, & Gioia, 2007, p. 824).

Organizational identity is established and elaborated through narratives told by
organizational authors (Czarniawska-Joerges, 1994; Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001n$/etrtd. ,
2007) and through such discourse, the organizagidectsandconstitutests identity (McMillan,
1987). Leaders are considered to be important authors of an organization’s identit&(S
Lane, 2000) because they create meaning for organizations (Barnard, 1@38% [S¢hwenk,
1992; Pettigrew, 1979; Pfeffer, 1981; Selznick, 1957). Organizational leadersluangefthe
cognitive representations people have of an organization through their interpretation of
environmental events and organizational capabilities (Dutton & Jackson, 1987&Lyles
Schwenk, 1992) and through their translation of cues into meaning (Daft & Weick, 1984).

The role of leaders and leadership discourse in the construction and maintenance of
identity is considered critical in situations of high ambiguity and high unogri@sioia &
Chittipeddi, 1991; Schweiger & DeNisi, 1991). People who experience ambiguity and
uncertainty often look for clues in the environment that may help them interpreutiesi

(Weick, 1985). Pfeffer (1981) indicates that leaders can use times of ungeatainthange to



create a common understanding about the organization and the environment. “These
understandings, these shared meanings, provide organizational participamstsernse of
belonging and identity as well as demarcating the organization from itelemant and
assisting in the control and commitment of those within the organization” (RfE3&1, p. 13).
In summary, the research on organizational identity suggests that thefaedfitial
claims made by organizational members about what it central, enduringséinctigie in an
organization are important for sense-making and sense-giving in organizasipasially in
uncertain times and ambiguous situations. Leaders play an important rolkiigy @ad
reinforcing such claims, and through such claims they can provide meanimggtizational

stakeholders.

1.2 RESEARCH ON ENTREPRENEURIAL IDENTITY

Scholarly work on entrepreneurial identity builds off research on organizatitameity.
Entrepreneurial identity is defined as the “the constellation of claims @tberfounders,
organization, and market opportunity of an entrepreneurial entity that givesngéa questions
of ‘who we are’ and ‘what we do™ (Navis & Glynn, 2011, p. 479). Although this definition has
only recently been proposed in the literature, concepts related to an enugptétentity have
been discussed in the literature for a number of years.

Past research on entrepreneurial identity can be categorized into thiedsesrch
streams. The first stream examines the relationship between enénepakidentity and the
acquisition of resources in a new venture. The second considers the role of idertyisras
in the emergence of new markets. The third research stream examineslivaduals grapple
with identity issues in the entrepreneurial process. The literatuwenisarized in Table 1.1 to
1.3. Below I will elaborate on the important elements of each researamstrea

9



1.2.1 Entrepreneurial identity and resource acquisition

Four papers have addressed the link between identity claims of entreprenebesrand t
likelihood of accessing resources for a new venture. Two of these papess@ptaal in nature,
and the other two papers examine the relationship in an empirical setting. ihhespects of
each paper are summarized in Table 1.1, and the contribution of each paper isGdfierste

table.
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Table 1.1

Entrepreneurial identity and resource acquisition

Primaryf
Reference Type®dfd Context? Level(s)IfZl Explanatory@ariables Dep?ndent Majorontribution
Study . Variables
Analysis
Lounsbury®2 Conceptual@ N/A Organization. EntrepreneurialBtories® Entrepreneurial? Entrepreneurial®Btorytelling@stablishes@ndentityfor@Az
Glynn{2001)@ (timing, Mature@nd® identity@hatf new®entureBuch@hat@hefew’enture@anBccess@apital.Zl
content@fBtories). legitimates@mewl
venture.
Martens,2 Empirical?  169firmsinf Organization. Thearrative@n@nAPOZ Resourcel Narratives@n@nAPOBrospectus@reielated@o@he@mountl
Jennings@2  (largel threetigh@ech? prospectus@highlightingl acquisitionfin@he offtesources@ccessedbyAHirm.Effective@arratives
Jennings@ sample; industries affirms@dentity,® IPOprocess). within@nAPOProspectus@nable@firms&o:{1)Bonstruct®
(2007) deductive)@ (semiconductor,? providing@n@xplanationt an@inambiguousdentity; {2) Bighlightfow@iskRvillbel
biotech,@nternet)l forffirmBEctionsEnd@ attenuated @vithout@roviding@®verly@omplex
filing@or@An@POR embedding@ontextually® explanations;@And{3) EnvokeBamiliarity@o@ontextually®
betweenl familiar@nd@Binfamiliar,@ groundBvhatBs@infamiliar.?
1996-2000. elements).
ZottBMuy?® Empiricald  7@ew®entures? Individual & SymbolicBction Resourcel SymbolicBctionsthat@onveypersonal Bredibility,?
(2007)@ (multiple@ based@nA.ondonf organization.? (conveyingpersonal acquisition@in@ professional®rganizing, Brganizational@chievement,EAnd@
caseBtudy;@ founded® credibility,rofessional®@ young,Brivately®@ quality@takeholder®elationships@re@ssociated@vith
inductive)®@  between@999- organizing,@ heldffirms). resource@cquisition.?
2000.2 organizational®
achievement,@nd@ualityl
stakeholder@
relationships).
Navies®& Conceptual@ N/A Individual &2 Entrepreneurialfdentity? New&enturel Entrepreneurial @dentity@s@he@onstellation®f@laimsk
Glynn{2011)2 organization.? claims.@ plausibility. around@hefounder,@ew®enture, And@narket@pportunityl
Market@ontext.? asfo@wholve@re" AndAwhatBvedo." Entrepreneurial@

identities@Arefudged@avorably@vhenfhey@redegitimately
distinctive, And@hatBuchBudgmentsArelfnfluenced by
market@ontext,EndEnediatedByddentityfarratives@hat
providefnstitutionalrimes@nd@quivocal@uesfnf
investorBenselnaking.

11



Lounsbury and Glynn (2001) incorporated the concept of a “new venture identity” into
their theorizing about the role of stories and narratives in the entrepreneocigdrThey
argued that stories about the founders and their efforts to create a new vantite $dentify
and legitimate new ventures, thus mediating between extant stocks of emdue@aesources
and subsequent capital acquisition and wealth creation” (p. 546). They draw fromhresearc
organizational identity (e.g., Czarniawska-Joerges, 1994) and new venturedegi(ey.,

Aldrich and Fiol, 1994) to propose two basic means by which the content of entrepteneuria
stories “shape and legitimate the identity of the entrepreneurial as¢erd) by emphasizing
the distinctiveness of the new venture through a focus on identifying its uniquetehatias,
and (2) by stressing the normative appropriateness of the new venture byimprtsfgymbolic
congruence with similar organizational forms and ideologies” (p. 550). In so doing, theg out
the entrepreneurial tension between the value of firm distinctiveness, abetbstthe
organizational-identity literature (e.g., Albert and Whetten, 1985) and #dtefaeconformity,

as described in the entrepreneurial-legitimacy literature (eldyich and Fiol, 1994].

Lounsbury and Glynn (2001) create an opportunity for further theoretical develomnotarify
the construct of entrepreneurial identity and to describe its underlying donsrisee Navis and
Glynn, 2011, for theorizing in response to this gap).

Following Lounsbury and Glynn (2001), Martens et al. (2007) empirically exaimne t
link between organizational narratives and resource acquisition for firting ime of an Initial
Public Offering (IPO). They argue that the narrative within an IPO praspserves to convey

“a comprehensible identifgpr an entrepreneurial firm, elaborating the logic behind proposed

! Although Lounsbury and Glynn (2001) use entrepueiaéidentity as a mediating variable between
entrepreneurial stories and resource acquisitidheir conceptual model, they don't specificallfide the
construct or make any effort to distinguish it fronganizational legitimacy.

12



means of exploiting opportunities and embedding entrepreneurial endeavors witder broa
discourses” (p. 1107), which enables firms to access more resources in thed&€3.dro
analyzing IPO data for firms from three high tech industries (semicamgubiotechnology,
and Internet content providers), they find evidence that narratives in an IPOcpusdpsp
firms construct an unambiguous identity, which in turn allows a firm to acceastegresources
at the point of IPO. Their findings suggest that narratives influence respuraders in ways
that go above and beyond the effects of more purely factual information abantsarésource
endowments. They also found evidence that the authors of entrepreneurial rsatoativibe
liberty to “re-present” the facts as they saw fit, thereby manipgléhe messages portrayed
about the organization in order to make the organization appear more attractivewbnlthe
the study by Martens et al. (2007) provides evidence that narratives are used idgubhents
to construct an identity for an organization and the claims within such narrateseslated to
the acquisition of resources for the organization.

Zott and Huy (2007) linked th&ymbolic action®f entrepreneurs with resource
acquisition for ventures in the early stages of development. Through their inductiv@saagly
seven new ventures, they developed a conceptual model highlighting four catefsysimbolic
actions: (1) demonstrating personal credibility (e.g., displaying a bsssehsol degree from a
prestigious university); (2) professional organizing (e.g., emphasizingthgany’s website, its
offices, or its dress code); (3) emphasizing organizational achievementageg.prototypes,
product demonstrations, trial sites, and awards to represent partially worgemgzational
artifacts); and (4) highlighting stakeholder relationships (e.g., usinggnaglle names,
mentioning relationships with famous people or companies, or involving prestigiolteos s

company representatives in meetings). These symbolic actions veteel el the acquisition of

13



resources for the new ventures they examined (Zott & Huy, 2007). Zott and Huy ¢20G7)
make specific reference to the concept of an entrepreneurial identity ineeareh, yet their
core argument is that symbolic actions of an entrepreneurial team infloeogle evaluating
the venture. Other researchers have suggested that symbolic actionsngitg sttated to the
construction and maintenance of an organizational identity (Corely et al., 2006, p. 90).
Therefore, it is appropriate to highlight a study on symbolic management in newesgant
reviewing the literature on entrepreneurial identity.

Navis and Glynn (2011) incorporate much of the prior work on entrepreneurial identity to
conceptually clarify the construct, and to propose more nuanced relationships between
entrepreneurial identity and resource acquisition for new organizations. Fiysexfhieitly
define the construct of entrepreneurial identity and then theorize on howyidenties as a
touchstone for investor judgments of new venture plausibility. They define entrepaeneur
identity as “the constellation of claims around the founders, organization, and marke
opportunity of an entrepreneurial entity that gives meaning to questions of ‘evhceivand
‘what we do™ (p. 479). This definition embeds entrepreneurial identityraetlevels of
analysis: the individual level (founder), the organizational level (proposed mgur@g and the
market level (focal institutional sector).

Navis and Glynn (2011) also suggest that a desire for both legitimacy and istiess
creates a tension in the establishment of entrepreneurial identity. Lagtimmachieved when
entrepreneurs align an entrepreneurial endeavor with expectationg &os institutionalized
conventions, and distinctiveness comes from distancing the endeavor from suchonglizetil
conventions. They observed, “[a] legitimately distinctive entrepreneuriaitigenparadoxical

because it embeds both conformity and deviance, containing identity elements that a

14



contradictory or oppositional” (Navis & Glynn, 2011, p. 480). They propose that the optimal
way to manage this paradox is dependent on the market context. In a new markey,categ
entrepreneurs draw legitimacy from the team in the form of “taken-foregtamderstandings of
the entrepreneurial role and activities” (p. 484), and they draw distinctivenasthi “novelty
of the business concepts that make it distinctive from other market categpri484}. In
established markets, legitimacy comes from “alignment with the takegrdnted logics and
practices that define the market category” (p. 484) and distinctivenegs ¢&am variation in
the business concept that makes it unique from other players within markergdiéayis &
Glynn, 2011).

The literature on entrepreneurial identity and resource acquisition hesébprimarily
on how the construction of an identity for an entrepreneurial organization relates t
acquisition of resources for the organization. The research has described some of the
mechanisms that are used by entrepreneurs to construct an identity for preeratreal
organization, and how such mechanisms are related to investors’ perceptions of thendatity
different market contexts. Next, | will review the research that haniard the role of identity

in the emergence of new markets.

1.2.2 Entrepreneurial identity and the emergence of new markets

Three recent research studies have examined how identity mechanisinseaffecarket
emergence. Because entrepreneurial firms are often activelitatengy the emergence of a new-
market category (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Navis & Glynn, 2010), the relationsimpreay

entrepreneurial identity, market identity, and new-market emergenedsvant to this research.
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Table 1.2 Entrepreneurial identity and market emergence
Type®f Primary® Explanatory®@ Dependentf
Reference( Contextf Level(s) mfR . . Major@Contribution
Study X Variables Variables
Analysis
Kennedyl® Empirical? =~ Emergence®f Organization®? Reference@iol  Media@ttention.? Early@ntrants@o@mewiharketBenefitfrominviting@nedial
(2008) (industry@ the@narketfor@ market.2 rivals@nfirm®  Firm@urvival.® coveragel@hat@nakes@few—butBotEoomany—linksEo
study,@ desktop® press(teleases.B other@ntrants,felping@udienceserceive@n@merging®
deductive).  computer category.Media@overage@nakes@narket@ntrants@ountablek
workstations as@Amewpopulationby@mbedding@hemin@An@merging®
1980@0@990. category.Budiences@ee@narket@ntrants@As@A@istinctfew?
population.®
Santos@&M Empirical@  S5Hirms&hat Organization.? Identity[® Powerfn@Mmascentt Identityechanismsfadoptingemplates,Bignaling
Eisenhardt@ (multiple® emergedn@hel mechanisms®  market@through® leadership,And@isseminating@tories)@re@elated@ol
(2009)@ caseBtudy;@ newlnarket@ (adopting® becoming@R becomingfhe@ognitive®eferentin@mewmarketBvhichis?
inductive). space@tfthed templates,@ cognitived provides@n@ntrepreneurialfirmBvithfowerdnihat
confluence®flthet signaling® referent).@ market@pace.?
computing, leadership,And@
electronics,End@ disseminatingf
telecom@@ stories).m
industriesn@hef
mid@990s.
Navies@&[ Empiricald =~ Emergence®fl Organization®E Newlnarket Shift@nfdentity®@ Amewharket@ategory@oeshrough@process@ollectivel
Glynn{2010)@ (industry the@atellite market. category@ claims;finguistic® categorylegitimization®efore@hefirmsin@he@ategory
study,@ radiofindustry@ achievesf framing;@ begin@ofndividually@istinguish@hemselvesfirom@ther
deductive).  1990-2005{twol legitimacy.? affiliations;@nd@ firmsfAn@he@ategory.Thisfs@epresented@nhelidentity®
firmsEM & audiencel claims,@raming@nd@lliance@nnouncements@fhefirmsin?
Sirus).@ attention. the@ew@ategory@nds@einforcedby@he@ttention@f@hel

audience@o@hat@ategory.
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Kennedy (2008) studied the emergence of the desktop-computer market in the 1980s. In
his study, he examined the relationship between media coverage that makesedf@rivals
and the likelihood that a firm will get more media attention and ultimately suidigemain
argument is that making reference to rivals in media stories connectsta in emerging
market category. Consequently, this legitimatizes the firm, leadingte media coverage that
enhances firm survival. His analysis suggests that early entrants tonaamket benefit from
inviting media coverage that makes a few—but not too many—Iinks to other entrants, thus
helping audiences perceive and recognize the emerging category. ldstsufjgt media
coverage makes new entrants countable as a new population by embedding thenmengizig em
category. Audiences then see market entrants as a distinct new populatieforéhembedding
an organization’s identity within the context of the emerging market@atéglps a firm gain
legitimacy while at the same time helps legitimate the category

Santos and Eisenhardt (2009) examined five new firms that emerged at the cenffuenc
the computing, electronics, and telecom industries in the mid 1990s. They sought to explain how
entrepreneurs addressing nascent markets shape organizational boonvdatiese. Their
findings suggest that amongst other things, one significant way the entreprereate power
for a firm in a nascent market category is to become the cognitive refetbatcategory. A
cognitive referent is aarganization that becomes so synonymous with a new market space such
that relevant others (e.g., customers, partners, analysts, and employ@es}iaally recognize
it as epitomizing the nascent market. For example, Google is widely stencgnitive
referent for Internet search (Santos & Eisenhardt, 2009, p. 649).

Santos and Eisenhardt (2009) identified three identity mechanisms firms usentebe
cognitive referents in an emerging market categoryadbpting templatesvhich entails the use
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of cognitive models from other areas to allow for “sensegiving by analogyptanternal and
external actors understand venture and market” (p. 653igi2aling leadershipwhich

involves taking “concrete actions that convey superior expertise and/or power” (paieé33)
disseminating storiewhich is “spreading symbolic narratives about the company and/or market
(fictitious or real)” (p. 653). Their findings suggest that new firms in agrdgsnarket space use
identity mechanisms to become the cognitive referent in the market spagesarabing, they
become respected as powerful actors in an emerging market category.

Navis and Glynn (2010) studied how identity claims at both the market and firm level
facilitated the establishment of a new market category in sateite fehey demonstrated how
Sirus and XM (the two early entrants in the satellite radio market)lipsiaught to legitimate
the category of satellite radio though collective identity claims. Tlegapt audiences for this
emerging category appeared to pay attention to the actions of the categompale (rather than
the individual firms in the category). Only after the new category alasSkegitimacy
threshold,” did Sirus and XM shift their identity claims to emphasize distenfitm-level
identities; at this time the audience began paying attention to thectietis between the two
firms. Navis and Glynn’s (2010) study suggests that identity dynamics openatelavels in
new markets: first at the level of the market (collective identity), and thenaithe level of the
firms in the market (organizational identity). Their study also draws gttetat the idea that
identity claims serve an internal and external role in new organizationg thelggprovide
meaning to people within the organization, but are also interpreted by audieterealdr the
organization.

The studies reviewed here suggest that cognition and social construction play important
roles in the process of market emergence. New market categories neadetatiiable to a
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broader audience, and the actors within a new market category can playnacpastiucting an
identity for a new market category and identifying themselves as thedeadbat category.
Identity construction, therefore, appears to play an important role in the cmesafuction of

new markets and in enabling firms to become powerful actors within those egnaayikets.

1.2.3 Individual identity in entrepreneurship

Navis and Glynn (2011) incorporate three levels of analysis into their definition of
entrepreneurial identity: the individual, organization, and market. Therefgg@mportant to
review prior research on the topic of individual identity at the level of the eatreyrs. Five
studies on individual entrepreneurial identity were identified. One is an e#piogistudy from
the sociology literature; two are conceptual papers that draw on theonepdychology to
propose how identity dynamics affect entrepreneurs; and two papers repatiodegt theory
development studies in which the individual identity dynamics of the people transitiotang

entrepreneurial careers are examined.
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Table 1.3 Individual identity in entrepreneurship

Primar
Referenceld TypedIl Context Level(s) I;,ﬂp Expl:?natorylm Depe.ndent MajorContribution
Study ) Variables Variables
Analysis
Down[{2006) Ethnography@ Twol Individual@ N/A N/A Individual@ntrepreneurs@reate A@few@ntrepreneurial@dentityBor
entrepreneurst themselvesbybuildingBrariousfustificatory@ndEnotivatingBtoriesor?
who@o- themselves@AndforMeoplefnteracting@vith@hem.Entrepreneurs?
founded @R emphasize@ertainfifeBvents@nd @eflections@hat@llowBhemToBuild AR
smallBhip@ coherentBtory@AboutBvho&hey@re,Bvhat@hey@o,AndBvhy@hey@erformk
fenderffirm theirf@oles.?
Shepherd®@ Conceptual@d N/A Individual® Entrepreneurial? Entrepreneursf Entrepreneurs@xperiencefdentity ynamics@sihey®@stablish@Amew
Hayniel identity psychologicalBvell® venture.Entrepreneursfeed@io@nanage@EensionbetweenEnf
(2009)a (individualfevel);t beingfneed@obed individual'sfeed@or@istinctiveness@ndAmeed@orbelonging.Foundingl
non-work@ distinctive@nd®  teams@rovide@ntrepreneursBvithERBensedfelonging.Entrepreneurs
identities{of® need@oelong). canf@reate@nultiple@nicrofdentities@o@onferBelonging@vhiled
individual). maintaining@istinctiveness.Mhey@an@reateBynergiesbetweenl
multiplefdentities@ofncreaseheirfsychologicalBvellbeing.X
Cardon,? Conceptual®@ N/A Individual Entrepreneurial? Entrepreneurial@ Entrepreneurshavehe®ption@o@mbracehreeifferent@ole
Wincent,# passion. effectiveness@ identities:@nventor,@ounder,End@eveloper.@ThefolefdentityfAnz
Singh&[Q (related@o® entrepreneurfis@elated@o@he@reasnBvhich@hey@re@ffectiveln
Drnovsek® entrepreneurial@  exercising@heir@ntrepreneurialfassion.
(2009) identity).
Haynie®[ Empiricald  DisabledBvar@ Individual Traumaticllife@  Effectivel Managing@orced@areer@ransitionsfinto@ntrepreneurshipfinvolveshe
Shepherd@ (multiple® veteransf eventrompting®@ management®fEZ enactmentBfbehaviorsfocused®nebuilding@areer-identity®
(2011)@ case@tudy;@ transitioning® necessary@areer discontinuousf foundations.dndividualsBvho@re@blefofeestablishEssumptionsBfthe
inductive) into@ntrepren- transition; @ careerfransition  worldEndBelfErebetterositioned@ofursuedheirfassionhrough
eurship reestablishment@ their@areers@ndBtructurallyfink@heirfastfcareer@ompetences@nd
ofassumptions Bt coping@ompetences)vith@heirfuturefcompetencestequiredfor@mewl
theBvorld@End@ career).d@n@ontrast,AndividualsBvhothavelfet@o@stablish@hesel
self foundational@ssumptions@ontinueioBeelBulnerable@o@An@inknown
world.[
Fauchart®® Empirical?  Firm@ounderst Individual Identity®ffirm® Strategic@ecision@ Founderfdentities@anbe@ategorized@s{1)MarwinianBHocused@n
Gruberf (multiple® inhe@ports- founders@er{1)@ inEhe@reation®fl competitiveness;f2) LommunitarianBfocused@n@ommunity?
(2011)@ case@tudy;@ related® social@notivation;i newfirms engagement;And{3)MissionaryEfiocused®n@EBocial@ausel hesel
inductive) equipment (2)Belf-eval- individual@evel@dentitiesAre@elated oThefeterogeneousieanings
industry uation,[{3)Eramel that@ounders@ssociate@vith@iewfirm@reation@And@esultin@
ofteference fundamental@ifferencesfnfirm@reationfrocessesEndButcomes.k
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Down (2006)reports on ethnographic research of two entrepreneurs who co-founded a
small U.K.-based firm building fenders for ships. His work focuses on how the two ccefsund
made sense of their entrepreneurial endeavors and motivated themselves torengage i
entrepreneurial activity. According to Down, the two individuals createzivaand seemingly
functional entrepreneurial identity for themselves—an identity that isnoigrend transient—by
building various justificatory and motivating stories, or narratives, for theesand for people
interacting with them. Therefore, he suggests that entrepreneurs emgeasielife events
and reflections that allow them to build a coherent story about who they are, whao tlaeyl
why they perform their roles. This study provides insight into the identityndigseof individual
entrepreneurs—as people engage in entrepreneurial activity, they createasatwaexplain and
justify what they are doing, and these narratives, in turn, affect how otheesvpeand interact
with them.

Shepherd and Haynie (2009) also postulate that individuals experience identityatynam
as they establish a new venture. Drawing on the psychological literaieyejdscribe how
individuals have a paradoxical need for both distinctiveness and belonging (Brewer, 1991). The
suggest that while creating and growing a business, entrepreneurs estpbisbtnal identity
that satisfies their psychological need to be distinctive becauserentaps are somehow seen
to be distinct as individuals. But such an identity may come at the expensi né#teto
belong. A lack of belonging can result in feelings of isolation (Brewer, 1991), which ca
negatively impact their physical and psychological health. Thegsept this “unsatisfied need
for belonging—and its negative consequences—as a potential ‘dark-side’ of emitaghip”
(Shepherd & Haynie, 2009, p. 318). They describe three means to overcome the negative

consequences of an unsatisfied need for belonging. First, founding a venture as pantnof a t
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can provide entrepreneurs with a sense of belonging. Second, entrepreneurateanudtiple
role identities to confer belonging while maintaining distinctiveness. Thitce@eneurs can
strategically manage their multiple identities to increase theihpsygical well-being.

Cardon, Wincent, Singh, and Drnovsek (2009) also suggest that an entrepreneur can
adopt a number of different individual identities as they create a new venturesuldgsst that
the individual identity of an entrepreneur will interact with entrepreakpassion in the venture
creation process (i.e., entrepreneurs will live out their entreprehpasision in accordance with
their entrepreneurial-role identity). The three entrepreneurial raiitids that they propose are:
(1) inventor identity which is associated with opportunity recognition; this helps drive
innovation in a new enterprise; (@under identitywhich is associated with venture creation
and helps with accessing and establishing financial, human and social capitalieraerprise;
and (3)developer identitywhich is associated with venture growth through pushing sales and
establishing new markets (Cardon et al., 2009).

Haynie and Shepherd (2011) examine how an individual’s identity and the narratives that
they construct about their situation facilitate a career transition intepeetreurship in response
to a traumatic life event. They conduct an in-depth study of soldiers andedlaisabled by
wartime combat who attempt to transition into entrepreneurstapasans to create a livelihood.
They find that effective management of this type of career transitiomingntrepreneurship
stems from efforts by the individual to formulate a coherent narrative ofphei traumatic
experience. In so doing, the individual is able to reconstruct his or her foundasismalpdions
about the world, humanity, and self. The reconstructed assumptions form the bassstioge
future-orientated career strategies. Haynie and Shepherd find that ptograstsestablishing a

new, entrepreneurial career path “is greatest for those who can @rigeaselves away from
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the past (trauma), away from the present (obstacles to a new career), addtoemavisioned
future career positioned to confer meaning and purpose through work” (p. 501).

Fauchart and Gruber (2011) examine the identities, behaviors, and actions ofrferty-
firm founders in the sports-related equipment industry in the Alpine region of Eurage. Th
inductively develop a typology of three pure types of individual identities forfbunders
based on the social motivation, self-evaluation, and the frame of redeadaopted by different
firm founders. The founder identities that they describe include a Darwilgantty focused on
the competitiveness and profitability of the venture, a Communitarian létiised on
community engagement, and a Missionary identity focused on addressing @aasalTheir
analysis highlights how these identities systematically shape letggtr decisions of founders
in the creation of new firms, “thereby ‘imprinting’ the start-ups withfthenders’ distinct self-
concepts” (p. 935). The individual level identities of firm founders are related to the
heterogeneous meanings that entrepreneurs associate with neweétiarcand result in
fundamental differences in firm creation processes and outcomes.

Although research on the individual identity of entrepreneurs is relativelgmiasice
early work in this area offers some interesting insights, particulartyregpect to the link
between founder identities, entrepreneurial behaviors, and venture processes anelsoutcom
(Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Haynie & Shepherd, 2011). The typology developed by ffancha
Gruber (2011) appears to the first attempt at creating some sort ofrcztgo scheme of
entrepreneurial identities. Although their work focuses on classifying indiviowader
identities, it provides a potentially useful starting point for developing gaadteng scheme for
the organizational identities of different entrepreneurial ventures (Na@k/gn, 2011).

Next, | will briefly reflect on research examining resource mobilain new ventures.
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1.3 RESEARCH ON ENTREPRENEURIAL RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

Mobilizing resources for a new venture is commonly acknowledged to be a vital
entrepreneurial task (Shane, 2003; Starr & MacMillan, 1990)—obtaining outside support and
funding not only enables an entrepreneurial firm to pursue identified opportunitielsdut a
facilitates its ability to survive, grow, and generate profits (Brush, Gr&eHart, 2001; Shane,
2003). Resource mobilization is also widely recognized as a complex and challenging
undertaking (Brush et al., 2001). The challenge stems from information asynametfrom
uncertainty about the value of entrepreneurial opportunities and a firm'y &bdixploit them
(Amit, Brander, & Zott, 1998). Resource providers tend to possess less inforrhation t
entrepreneurs about certain opportunities and their proposed means of exploiting these
opportunities; moreover, the value of those opportunities is largely unknown prior to their
exploitation (Shane, 2003; Stuart, Hoang, & Hybels, 1999). Resource holders dmrdhere
reluctant to commit their precious resources (time, money, social ¢capitalto new ventures
(Bhide, 2000; Schoonhoven & Romanelli, 2001).

Because of the challenge entrepreneurs face in accessing resourcesvientuees,
some scholars have developed conceptual arguments highlighting factors that enable
entrepreneurs to mobilize resources. Others scholars have empiricallygateeisthe enabling
conditions and entrepreneurial actions that can help entrepreneurs overcomdehgeiodl
resource mobilization. Table 1.4 outlines the major conceptual contributions toehis sif
research, and Table 1.5 summarizes the significant empirical papenrsatimitie resource

acquisition in new ventures.
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Table 1.4

Conceptual papers on entrepreneurial resource acquisiti

Referencel TheoryBase Key®Propositions
Starr&@ Socio-economictheory@mphasizing@ Social@ontractingy®@ntrepreneurss@ritical@o@heprocessfesource@cquisitionfor@heir@entures.Bocial@ontractingehaviorst
MacMillian@  howfndividual@hoicefs® useful@n@wokey@Areas@ooptinglegitimacy@nd@oopting@inderutilized@esources.Margets®fBuchBocial@ontractingehavior@rel
(1990)@ characterizedy@ensionetween®  prepared@oolerateheir@esourcesbeing@ooptedBvhen@ntrepreneurs@mploy@ocial@ssetsBuch@sfriendship,fiking,&rust,2

rational@hoicefactors@nd@noral obligation,End@ratitude@oBecure@esources.®Entrepreneurs@et@esources@tbricesfar@ower@han@he@arketirice,BoEhe
commitments.? significantbenefit@ftheir&entures.

Aldrich®®FiolZ Institutionaltheory@mphasizingfowl Entrepreneurs@epend@®n@ognitive@nd®ocio-politicalflegitimacy@o@ttract@esources.Entrepreneursivholtilize@ncompassing

(1994) peoplen®rganizations@ctio® symbolicfanguage@ndbehaviors@ain@ognitivelegitimacyiore@uickly@han@thers.BFoundersBvho@ommunicatenternally®
produce@nd®eproduceheir consistentBtoriesfegarding@heirfewRctivityBvillgainBociopoliticalApproval@nore@uickly@han@thers
environments@

Lounsbury@® Combination®fBtrategic@nd@ Entrepreneurial Btorytellingfhas@RBignificant@mpactin@esource@cquisition@nEhe@mergentBtagesdffiewBrentureformation.

Glynn{f2001) institutional@erspectives® EntrepreneurialBtories@usthavemarrativefidelity@nd@esonateBvith@he@xpectations,dnterests,AndAgendasBffotential 2
incorporatingnsightsfromf stakeholders.®Entrepreneurial Btory@ontent@ust@onsistdf@laims@hat@Bmphasize@@ore, Mistinctive, And@nduringBet@fAttributes,z
contemporaryftheories@bout@ulturel capabilities,And@esources@hat@endBtrategic@istinctiveness@nd@ompetitive@dvantage.Entrepreneurial Btory@ontent@nustinake?
and@rganizational@dentity? claims@hat@mphasize@he@nterprise’sfelationship@odndustry@ategories@hat@re@lignedBvith@ultural@nderstandings,forms,AndE

beliefs@bout@vhatis@Eppropriate@Andformative.Mangible@ndintangible@esource@apitalrovidesey@ontentfor@ntrepreneurial @
stories@hatdentify,@egitimate,And@nable@esourceflowsEofew@ntrepreneurial &entures.

Zimmerman@ Institutional@heory@&vhichBiewsH Legitimacy@s@@esourcefimportantfor@cquiring®ther@esources,Buch@s@op@nanagers,@Guality@mployees,financial@esources,

&Meitzl legitimacy@s@Bocialfudgment®f@  technology,BndEovernmentBupport.Resources@re@rucialforfewenture@rowth.egitimacy@anbe@nhancedbyBtrategicl

(2002)@ acceptance,@ppropriateness,@nd/or actions@akenby@hefew&enture.BuchBtrategic@ctionGsParticularly@mportantBor@ew&entures,Bince@hisGspreciselyBvhatitheyf
desirability usuallyfack

Packalen Institutional @heoryfocused ®nk AsEheBtatus@End@elevant@emographicfeatures®ffieam@embersBffenturelincrease@ofhelfirm’sfnitial @ognitiveBegitimacyBvillz

(2007)& legitimacy@ndAmprintingheory increase@nd&husftsinitialfikelihoodBf®btaining@utside@esourcesivill@increase.@ndustryBtatus@villEnoderate@he®elationship@
through@vhich@he@onditions@tARA  between@emographicfeatures@ndthefirm’sinitial@ognitiveBegitimacy.BAsfhe@Mumber®frganizationsaffiliatedBvith@membersdfl
firmsBoundingBtayvith@tHor@Rongl the@ounding@eamncreases,@helfirm’snitial@ognitive@egitimacy@nd@hustsinitialfikelihoodBf®btaining@utside@esourcesvillZ
period BffEime increase.@ndustry@tatus@villinoderate@he®elationshipetweenBocial@apitalAnd@hefirm’sEnitial @ognitivedegitimacy

Navis@@lynnE Institutional@heory@End Entrepreneurial@dentity--the@onstellation®f@laims@round@hefounder,iewienture,EndMnarket@®pportunity AsBoBwholveAre"

(2011)@ organizational@dentity@heory andBwhatlve@do."--Arefudged@avorably@vhenfhey@re@egitimately@istinctive.Buchfudgments@rednfluenced by@narket@ontext,?

and@nediatedbydentity@arratives@hatprovidednstitutional Pprimes@And@quivocal@uesininvestor@ensednaking.
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Table 1.5 Empirical research on entrepreneurial resource acquisin

Referencel Unit@fAnalysis KeyFinding

Hall@Z:Mofer? VentureRapitalists'@ecisions:@  Venture@apitalistsBcreen@ndAssessbusinessiroposalsiery@apidly
(1993) verbal@rotocolsBinBvhichthe®  Key@riteria@n&he@ecisiondnclude1)&itBvith@he&enturefirmsinvestment®
participants@vere@equired@o@  guidelines;{2)@helong-term@rowthprospectsBfEhe@ndustrynBvhich@he
“think@loud”Ashey@eviewed® proposedBusiness@villdperate;And{3)Bource®fhebusinessiroposalBvith?
and@valuated®usinessroposals proposals@reviously@eviewedbypersonsEnown@ndErustedby@he’enturel
capitalist@eceiving@high@evel Bfinterest.

Steier@:Q Single@ase@nalysisBfEAnz Penetratingfhe®enture@apitalfetwork@sEBignificantfirstBtepAnBecuring
Greenwood entrepreneurial@firmB@eeking@ financial@esourcesB&elationshipsBupersedeusinessplansinBecuring
(1995) venture@apital funding@1982E@@ resources

1993)@
Deeds, 92Biotechnology@POs{1982@R TheMisclosedEcientific@apabilitiesBfEEirmAre@ABignificantPredictorBfhed
Decarolis®&B 1992) totalAmount®f@apital@aised By Afirm'sAPO
Coombs@
(1997)
Stuart,oang,t 301 ®rivatelyheld,&enturel PrivatelyfeldBiotechfirmsBvithfrominentBtrategic@llianceartners@End@
andMybels® capitalackedBiotechnology organizational@quity@nvestors@oloIPOHaster@nd@arn@reater&aluations@tE
(1999) firms@pecializingn@he [PO@hanfirms@hat@ackBuch@onnections

development@ffiuman@
diagnostics@nd&herapeutics

(1978BM@991)E
Steier@®2 Single@ase@nalysisBfEAnZ In@eveloping@metwork®fl@esourceroviders,@ntrepreneursieed@omalancel
Greenwoodl® entrepreneurialfirm@eveloping® the@dvantages®f@fficiency@vithEhe@isksBffependence.@MhereforeBomel
(2000)@ aletwork®f@Angel@nvestors redundancyn@etwork@elationshipsispreferable

from@987@M@ 997
Shane@Mablel AnfEnalysisBf202Beed-stage@  SocialffiesfnfluenceheBelectionBffenturesiioBundihrough@processdf@
(2002)@ investment@ecisions@hadey? information@ransfer.®

venturef@apitalistsEndEngeld
investorsin@0tigh-technologyl

ventures
Gulati® a2 PublicBndprivatebiotechnology? FirmsBvith@pper@chelons@vithAffiliationsEvith@rominent@ownstream
Higgins@ firms@hatBverefoundedBetweenk organizations(i.e., harmaceutical@nd/orhealthcare@ompanies) AndBvith 2
(2003) 1961EndA994EndEhatBvent  prominentthorizontal®rganizations(i.e,biotechnology@ompanies)Areorel

publichetween@ 979@nd@A996  likely@oBAttract@he@ndorsement@fABrestigiousdnvestmentbank.lhel
greater@hefange®ffipper@chelonfffiliations@cross@he@ategories®f
upstream,@orizontal, And@ownstream&ffiliations,Bhe@noreprestigiousihe
firm's@ead@nderwriter.

Shane®[ Lifefistories®f@IIA 34 Hirms2 Newentures@vithBounderstaving@irect@ndndirect@elationshipsBvith

Stuart2003) founded@o@xploitMIT-assigned? venturelnvestors@renostlikelyfofeceive@enturefunding@ndArelless?
inventions@uring@he@ 980-1996L likely@oHail. Receiving@enturefunding@s@heBingle@nostEmportant
period determinant®f@helikelihood BfAPO.

Delmar @[ Lifefistories®f223Bwedish@fewl Undertaking@ctivities@o@enerateflegitimacy—establishing@Regal @ntity,?
Shane2004) venturesBtarted®etweenl developing@businessplan,AskingBorBunding@nd®btaining@nputs—reduces
January@ndBeptember@ 998 thehazard®f@enture@isbanding@ndacilitates@he@ransition@o@ther
organizing@ctivities

Continued on next page...
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Referencel Unit@fAnalysis KeyFinding
Franke,? Conjoint@xperiment@vithB 12 Venture@apitalists@end@ofavor&enture@eamsihatBreBimilar@o@hemselves?
Gruber,? venture@apitalists@espondents  infype®ffraining@ndprofessional@xperience.l
Harhoff@&
Henkel
(2006)
Zott®Muyl InductivelfieldBtudy®df British? FourBymbolicBction@ategoriesfacilitate@esource@cquisition:{1)@onveyingf
(2007) venturesfoundedin@ 999 ®rl the@ntrepreneur’sersonal@redibility;{2)professionalBrganizing;{3)&

2000.Fieldwork@onducted@n@  organizational@Bchievement;{4)EAnd@he@uality®fBtakeholder®elationships
200232004.2

Martens,
Jennings@& a2

Therospectus@ocuments@fhel Identity@onstruction,Btory@laboration,And@ontextual@mbedding@rel
169ffirmsn@Ehreefigh@ech invoked@vithin@arratives@n@nAPOProspectus@nd@AspectsBfihese

Jennings@ industriesfilingforAnAPOE narratives@mpact@esource@cquisitionAtAPOmetBfPreviously@mphasized @
(2008)@ between@996-2000 factors

Matusik, 2l 46Fenture@apitalists@achf Decision@nakers’Brocessfraluesnfluence@heerceived Bvorth@ffounders’®
George®& evaluatinghreefossible humanRapital.

Heely{2008)@ investmentBcenarios

Kirsch,2 722@unding@equestsBubmitted? Thepresence®flanning@ocuments@ndBomelinformation@ontained@hereink
Goldfarb®&@  toAnAmerican@CHirm@ arelveakly@ssociatedBvith CHunding@ecisions.T his@nformations@earned @
Gera2009)@ independently®fAts@nclusionfn@he®usiness@lanning@ocuments

Chen,Xao& 2

126@xecutive™MBARndMBAR Preparedness,fot@assion,Bositively@mpacted®@enture@apitalist@ecisionsfo

Kotha[2009)@ studentsEnaking®enturel fund@entures

investment@ecisions.Anvestmentk
decisions@fB5AnvestorsEvhol
werelnvited@oBerveAsMusiness?

Petty &2
Gruberl
(2011)@

Qualitative@nalysis@ff 18ears@ Thelfindings@evealhow@ecision-making@riteria®ary@ver@ifferentBtagesmfE
of@rchival@atalfirom@RBingled the@valuation@rocess.TheyAlsoBhowtow® Chortfolio@ompositionEndF CH
European-based®enture@apital? management®imeBerve@siimportant,Btet@o-datefargelyeglected@ecision-
firm.@he®Cinanaged@wolfunds,? making@riteria.

reviewed@fotaldfB631@eals,?

and@nadeB5Anvestments

Murnieks,
Haynie,2
Wiltbank,?
Harting
(2011)@

Conjoint@xperimentBvithB0E Venture@apitalists@valuate@norefavorably®pportunities@epresentedby
venture@apitalists@espondents  entrepreneursBvho@ppearfofthink’ @nBvaysBimilar@ofheir@wn

The conceptual papers on resource acquisition (Table 1.4) address entrepreneurial

efforts to overcome the “liability of newness” (Stinchcombe, 1965). Thesespdizav

largely on

institutional theory to describe how entrepreneurs strive totabg ventures

with the institutional context in which they operate to be seen as legitimatder to

access resources (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001; Packalen, 2007,

Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002). Along with institutional perspectives, the coaad®ocial
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relationships and social contracting have been used to describe how entrepreneurs
mobilize others to support their efforts (Starr & MacMillan, 1990).

The empirical research examining resource acquisition in an entrepaéneur
context (Table 1.5) has uncovered a number of factors that predict and éacti#aitirce
acquisition in entrepreneurial ventures. These include engaging in iegigractivities
such as developing a business plan and registering a company (Delmar & Shane, 2003);
the social ties and reputation of the founders and management team (Higginsaind Gul
2003; Shane & Cable, 2002); the reputation of affiliated firms and institutionsigiligg
Gulati, 2003; Stuart et al., 1999); the scientific capabilities of within the \ee(Daeds,
Decarolis, & Coombs, 1997); the application of symbolic management practice& (Zott
Huy, 2007); narratives disclosed in company documents (Martens et al., 2007); the
educational background (Franke, Gruber, Harhoff, & Henkel, 2006); perceived thinking
style (Murnieks, Haynie, Wiltbank, & Harting, 2011); the life cycle stage\6€dund
and the portfolio of other investments in a VC fund (Petty & Gruber, 2011); and the

preparedness of an entrepreneur in presenting their business plan (Chen et al., 2009).

1.4 GAPS IN THE RESEARCH ON ENTREPRENEURIAL IDENTITY AND
RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

The review on the entrepreneurial identity literature provides insight into the
identity mechanisms that have been used to help explain resource acquisition, market
creation, and individual behavior in an entrepreneurial context. Although it has been
useful to incorporate the concept of identity into the study of entrepreneurship, this
stream of research is still emerging, leaving many unanswered questioetl as gaps
for further research. A gap in this stream of research pertains to how icébenignts of

an individual resource provider interact with the organizational identity of a new @entur
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in garnering support for a new entrepreneurial venture. Although identity has bee
useful lens for developing and testing theory focused on how entrepreneuts attrac
resources for a new venture, the research on the role of identity in the entragreneur
process has focused almost exclusively on the identity of the venture, whiclesthe
identity of the founders, the organization, and the market space in which the veriture wil
operate (Navis & Glynn, 2011). Little to no prior research examines how identity
elements of a resource provider may interact with the identity of the emerging
organization in a decision to provide resources to a new venture. Although resource
acquisition for new ventures is a dyadic process involving a resource provider and an
entrepreneurial venture (Franke et al., 2006; Matusik et al, 2008; Murnieks et al., 2011),
most prior research has only considered how the identity of the entrepreneuriad ventur
may impact this process. It is timely to consider how the identity of tenes provider

may factor into the process.

Research, in other domains, suggests that an individual's identity impact®many
their choices and decisions. People invoke their identities in making decision$oalout
consumption preferences (Wooten, 1995), media usage (Saegert, Hoover, & Hilger,
1985), brand preferences (Deshpandé, Hoyer, & Donthu, 1986), smoking (Waldron,
1991), and on-the-job effort (Akerlof & Kranton, 2010). Thus, there is reason to believe
that the identity elements of a resource provider may have a signifigaenttion
whether they chose to provide resources to a new venture or not. In this reseatch, | wil
examine how the individual identity elements of an individual resource providexanter
with the entrepreneurial identity of a new venture in the resource acquigitmeess for

new ventures.
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The review of the prior literature on resource acquisition in new ventures
highlights that the acquisition of resources in entrepreneurship is a complessproce
There are many factors that appear to contribute to a new venture’s takaldguire
resources. There is, however, limited research examining the dyadic intetativeen
resource providers and new ventures. While some researchers have examineddiow cer
VCs have preferences for specific entrepreneurs based on similarity atiedakt
background (Franke et al., 2006), values (Matusik et al., 2008), and thinking style
(Murnieks et al., 2011), there is no reported research examining how different resource
providers have preferences for ventures with different organizational identibies
research will examine whether such a matching process betweenrtiy ioleresources
providers and new ventures accounts for resource provider support for new ventures.

The review of the resource acquisition literature also highlights that alihokt a
the research on resource acquisition in new ventures is focused on the acquisition of
financial resources from VCs or from the public markets at the time of gaoinlec
(IPO). Yet, only a very small number of entrepreneurs ever seek VC finanethgyan
fewer take their ventures public. Most entrepreneurs, therefore, rely ondediciance
of supporters for various different kinds of resources as they build their ventures.
Resources may come in the form of advice, services, products, referralsnomafina
capital, and such resources come from a wide audience including lawyers)taots,
consultants, managers, angel investors, bankers, ventures capitalists, reford@ hhere
is a gap in the literature with respect to understanding how entrepreneurssgapuaat

from a wide range of potential resource providers in the process of building thigirege
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2 A MODEL OF VENTURE IDENTIFICATION
2.1 INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship researchers have descrbsulirce acquisition as one of “the
greatest challenges faced by entrepreneurs” (Brush et al., 2001, p. 71). dmgeha
stems from the uncertainty (Knight, 1921) and equivocal nature of entrepreneurial
opportunities (Katz, Gartner, Aronsson, & Low, 2010). Resource providers generally
possess less information than entrepreneurs about new opportunities and the proposed
means of exploitation (Amit et al., 1998). Moreover, the value of entrepreneurial
opportunities is largely unknown prior to exploitation (Shane, 280%rt et al.1999).
Therefore, resource providers are generally reluctant to commit resdaroew ventures
(Bhide, 2000; Schoonhoven & Romanelli, 2001).

Prior research has focused heavily on what entrepreneurs can do to portray a
venture as a “good risk” (Navis & Glynn, 2011, p. 479), in essence making the venture
seem plausible and attractive to potential resource provid&sause entrepreneurs
control the flow of information about a venture to potential resource providers,
researchers have argued that they need to carefully decide what thdigalalse about
the opportunity they are pursuing, the venture they are creating, and abouttassse
as to enhance the venture’s plausibility (Kirsch, Goldfarb, & Gera, 2009; Loun&bury
Glynn; 2001; Navis & Glynn; 2011).

Entrepreneurs utilize cultural tools (Swidler, 1986) such as identitpsl@lavis
& Glynn, 2011; Santos & Eisenhardt, 2009), stories (Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001), and
symbolic activities (Zott & Huy, 2007) to make a venture appear viable aadtat so
as to garner resources from external parties. Although prior reseansie$oan how such

cultural tools can be employed to enhance the attractiveness and power of atueg ve
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it says very little about how and why resource providers vary in their responséto suc
cultural tools. Why do some resource providers interpret identity claimgsstand
symbolic activities from a new venture in a positive light, while otherseeparthe same
venture as unviable and unattractive?

The variation in resource providers’ perception of a new venture is most likely
related to their individual identity. Individual identity is an interpretive stmacthat
mediates how people think, feel, and act (Gecas, 1982; Markus & Wurf, 1987; Schlenker,
1985). It refers to “the totality of self-descriptions and self-evaluasabgectively
available to an individual” (Hogg & Abrams, 1988, p. 24). A person’s identity may be
composed of a variety of elements, each of which evolves from membership iendiffer
social groups, such as a social group based on race, gender, or tenure (Stryker & Serpe
1982). Individual identity is also influenced through attachments to organizatiohs,
or institutions (e.g., a college, a church, a fraternity, or a firm) (Ashfotha&l, 1989).
As individuals come to identify with the social groups and organizations with whigh the
are affiliated, this identification creates a “psychological attacitintieat influences
choice and behavior (Dutton et al., 1994).

Research across a broad range of fields including social psychology (Stryker,
1980, 1989; Stryker & Burke, 2000; Stryker & Serpe, 1982), consumer behavior (Bolton
& Reed, 2004; Reed, 2004), and economics (Akerlof & Kranton, 2000, 2005, 2010)
suggests that an individual’s identity can significantly affect the chtiegsmake.
One’s identity invokes a set of rules for decision-making, and when thosemailes a
applied, decision-making becomes more predictable (March, 1994). Therefore. individua

identities are argued to translate into action through the decision rules d@tiacmne’s
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self-concept (Burke & Stets, 2009). Because individual identity is a powerful redict
choice, | argue that it will affect individual resource providers’ decisiopsdvide
resources to early-stage entrepreneurial ventures. A more completeaihodel
entrepreneurial resource mobilization, for early-stage ventures seekmgaees from
external parties, should account for the salient identity of the resource praovider i
addition to accounting for the cultural tools (indemnity claims, stories, anday)
employed within the venture.

In order to theorize as to how an individual resource provider’s identity wilerelat
to the cultural tools employed within a new venture, | will propose an interactimus|
(Chatman, 1989) predicting when resource providers are more likely to assess new
ventures as plausible and attractive, based on the alignment between the entrigpren
identity of a new venture and the individual identity of a resource provider.

In the next section, | briefly review the literature on entreprenedeatity and
resource acquisition as a foundation for developing a model of venture identification.
Thereafter, | draw on prior research pertaining to identity and decisatumng) and
integrate it with concepts of equivocality (from social psychology) and homojtaifg (
sociology) to unpack how the individual identity of a resource provider is likelyeotaf
their perceptions of new venture plausibility. Linking the literature on emtneprial
identity and identity-based decision-making, | propose a model outlining how the
entrepreneurial identity of a new venture interacts with the individual iglerhte
resource provider to predict if and when a resource provider is likely to perceawe a n

venture as plausible and attractive.
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2.2 BACKGROUND RESEARCH

2.2.1 The new venture creation context
The context for creating a new venture is inherently uncertain. This uncertainty

exists because entrepreneurial

“action takes place over time, and because thedusuunknowable, [therefore entrepreneurial]
action is inherently uncertain (Mises, 1949). Tumsertainty is further enhanced by the novelty
intrinsic to entrepreneurial actions (Amabile, 198ith & DiGregorio, 2002), such as the

creation of new products, new services, new vesfued so forth (Gartner, 1990; Schumpeter,

1934)” (McMullen & Shepherd, 200§p.132-133).

Entrepreneurs creating a new venture in a new market context are alsmtsahfr
with high levels of ambiguity: “Nascent markets are characterizeshbgfined or
fleeting industry structure (Eisenhardt, 1989; Rindova & Fombrun, 2001); unclear or
missing product definitions (Hargadon & Douglas, 2001); and lack of a dominant logic to
guide actions (Kaplan & Tripsas, 2008; Porac, Ventresca, & Mishina, 2002)” (Sadtos a
Eisenhardt, 2009, p. 644). The uncertainty and ambiguity associated with
entrepreneurship producegquivocal situations-situations with “numerous or disputed
interpretations” (Powell & Colyvas, 2008, p. 283), where “what is real and what & not i
yet to be determined” (Katz et al., 2010). Weick (1979) argues that equivocal
environments are not necessarily “disordered, indeterminant, and chaotid [tistea
environment is] rich with possible connections that could be imposed” and such
situations are subject to various degrees of interpretation (p. 174). All thethetoase
exposed to an entrepreneurial context are confronted with some level of equivocality
(Katz, et al., 2010) because of the uncertainty and ambiguity embedded in entrégreneur
activity. Entrepreneurs seek to reduce such equivocality as they establishrie®inda

seek resources, communicate goals, and enter into exchange relationshipelfoof be
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emerging organization (Katz & Gartner, 1988). The process of organizing (i.e.,
establishing an organization) serves as a means to reduce equivocality (Weick, 1979)

People who are exposed to highly equivocal situations make an effort “to
construct a plausible sense of what is happening, and this sense of plausibilityzesrmal
the breach, restores the expectation, and enables projects to continue” (Weidke,Sutcl
& Obstfeld, 2005, pp. 414-415). Therefore, as potential resource providers are exposed
to the equivocality that is characteristic of the new venture creation preocabgy will
seek to make sense of the situation. If their sensemaking efforts aressulceben
equivocality will be reduced, and this serves as a “springboard for actumicK et al.,

2005, p. 409). As resource providers and other stakeholders begin to reach agreement
with entrepreneurs about what is “real” and what is not (Weick, 1979, p. 3), so will they
be more likely to come to a common understanding of what is plausible and viable. In so
doing, it is more likely that the entrepreneurs will garner resourcesthese outside

parties.

Scholars have argued that in equivocal situations, organizational identitg claim
take on heightened importance (Glynn, 2000; Navis & Glynn, 2011) because they serve
as a device for sensemaking (Weber & Glynn, 2006; Weick, 1995). Claiming an identity
helps to reduce equivocality by communicating the essence of an organizatienrtal int
and external audiences (Navis & Glynn, 2011). A resource provider’s individual identity
is likely to play an important role in how they interpret the identity claimsnava
venture. Where the resource provider’s identity is made up of elements thasahg c

aligned with the identity of the venture, then their ability to interpret and staahek the
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identity claims of the venture will be increased, thereby reducing equiyoaadl

increasing venture plausibility.

2.2.2 Entrepreneurial identity

Navis and Glynn (2011) define entrepreneurial identity as “the constelatio
claims around théounders organizationandmarket opportunitfyor an entrepreneurial
entity that gives meaning to questions of ‘who we are’ and ‘what we do™ (p. 479). The
concept of an entrepreneurial identity emerges out of the research on atigaalz
identity. Organizational identity is a set of self-referential claimasle by an organization
with respect to its “central character, distinctiveness, and temporal coyitilbert &
Whetten, 1985, p. 265). It is the set of constructs organizational members believe to be
thecentral enduring anddistinctivecharacter of their organization (Ashforth & Mael,
1996; Corely et al., 2006; Dutton & Dukerich, 1991; Livengood & Reger, 2010; Reger et
al., 1994; Whetten, 2006).

Scholars suggest that under conditions of uncertainty or ambiguity, the identity of
an organization takes on heightened importance (Navis & Glynn, 2011), functioning as a
critical organizational resource (Glynn, 2000) and a device for sensenfséagr &
Glynn, 2006; Weick, 1995). Under conditions of uncertainty and ambiguity, where there
is a lack of clarity about the objective elements of an entity and a situatieodiaéy
constructed elements of the entity and/or situation become more salienty lidesnti
socially constructed concept and “under conditions of champgeceptions of identity
and image, especially desired future image, are key to the sensemaking’gi@tsa &

Thomas, 1996, p. 41).
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Because entrepreneurs operate in ambiguous and uncertain environments, identity
is argued to be of critical importance to entrepreneurs as they commuhéaatdeas to
potential resource providers (Lounsbury & Glynn; 2001; Navis & Glynn, 2011). Where
objective data about the performance of a new enterprise is not yet ayalabliy
claims from within the venture about “who we are” and “what we do” provide a basis on
which stakeholders can evaluate the enterprise.

Navis and Glynn (2011) conceptualize entrepreneurial identity as a multiple leve
construct incorporating identity claims about the founder (individual level), the proposed
new venture (organizational level), and the focal institutional sector (maviet).

Identity claims at all the three levels of analysis are argued tote@era mechanism for
resource provider sensemaking (Weick, 1995) thereby impacting on the perceived
plausibility and viability of the venture (Navis & Glynn, 2011).

The entrepreneurial identity of a venture is communicated to potential resourc
providers through multiple mechanisms. Lounsbury and Glynn (2001) argue that
entrepreneurial identity is embeddedstoriesabout the venturavith the “individual
entrepreneur or the new venture” as the narrative subject and “a sucnessful
enterprise, profitability, VC funding, or a positive reputation with potentiksialders”
as “the ultimate object or goal of the narrative” (p. 549). They suggestdhasserve
to “identifyand legitimate new ventures, thus mediating between extant stocks of
entrepreneurial resources and subsequent capital acquisition and wealtim't(pab46).

Martens, Jennings, and Jennings (2007) suggest that entrepreneurial identity is
communicated through the written text within prospectus documents for firmsigé@ng

and provide evidence that the claims within an IPO prospectus help firms coastruct
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unambiguous identity and elaborate how the proposed means of exploitation will
attenuate risk. This, in turn, allows a firm to access greater resoutbespaint of IPO.

Zott and Huy (2007) suggested that entrepreneurs use symbolic actioretdo cre
an identity for a new venture, which enables them to access resources farttine.ve
They outline a conceptual model highlighting how four categories of symbabo ace
related to the acquisition of resources in a new venture: (1) demonstratioggbers
credibility (i.e., displaying a business school degree from a prestigiousrsityy; (2)
portraying professional organizing (i.e., emphasizing the company’'steglsioffices,
or its dress code); (3) emphasizing organizational achievement (i.e. pusiatypes,
product demonstrations, trial sites, and awards to represent partially working
organizational artifacts); and (4) highlighting stakeholder relationghgsdropping
high-profile names, mentioning relationships with famous people or companies, or
involving prestigious outsiders as company representatives in meetings).

Santos and Eisenhardt (2009) describe how entrepreneurs in a nascent market
space use identity mechanisms to claim a market. They suggest that eetrepvého
use the identity mechanisms of adopting familiar templates, signalichey&ap, and
disseminating stories about their venture, are more likely to become a coggfeenent
in a new space, thereby increasing their power to shape organizational bauaddrie
construct markets.

On the whole, this research suggests that entrepreneurs are engaged in an ongoing
effort to construct and enhance the identity of a new venture. The identityvobiostr
efforts of entrepreneurs have an impact on how the venture is perceived by potential

resource providers, thereby affecting the likelihood that the new venture willdb®a
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garner resources. However, research that examines how identity impasitsndec
suggests that it is not only the identity of the entity about which a decision isrbatey
that affects the outcome of the decision. The identity of the decision-maker akso has
significant impact on the decision outcome. A decision maker’s identity invokesf set
rules for making a decision in a certain situation; therefore, one needsds trEsself-
concept of the decision maker and the rules associated with their salierty itelné

able to predict the outcome of their decisions (March, 1994). In an entrepreneurial
context, this means not only will the identity of a new venture predict thehldazlithat

it will garner resources, but the identity of the resource provider walledse a
significant impact on the outcome of the resource acquisition process. Therefollg, to
understand the effect of employing cultural tools (e.g., identity) in comntingdhae
essence of a venture to attract resources for that venture, we also needderdbe

identity of the resource provider.

2.2.3 Individual identity and choice

Identity theory (Mead, 1934; Stryker, 1980, 1989) posits a concept of “self”
composed of multiple identities, each achieving primacy, or saliency, aediffemes
and decision points in one’s life. From this perspective, individuals make choices and
behave in ways that conform to internalized and valued sets of meanings that comprise
their definition of “who | am” (Cast, 2004; Stryker, 1989). Individuals are motivated to
act in concert with the precepts of their highly valued and salient identities be¢hesus
verifies their sense of self and leads to positive affect and serves as aevatuabé of

self-esteem (Burke, 2004; Seo, Barrett, & Bartunek, 2004; Stets, 2004).
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There is strong evidence in support of the notion that social factors define self,
giving rise to a social psychological model of self called “identity’délet al., 1995).
Identity serves as an anchor point for individual decision-making (Akerlofaatén,
2010; March, 1994; Reed, 2004). People make decisions to align with their self-
conceptions so as to avoid dissonance between their self-concept and their behavior
(Burke, 1980, 1991). Therefore, identities serve as critical predictors ofoteas]
behavioral outcomes (Hogg et al., 1995), especially in ambiguous or uncertaintgsontex
where the appropriate choice is not obvious. This is the foundational premise for the

conceptual model that is proposed in this chapter.

2.2.4 |dentification

The link between the identity of an individual and the identity of an organization
is termed “identification.’|dentification is “the perception of oneness or belongingness to
some human aggregate” (Ashforth & Mael, 19821), which happens “when a
person’s self-concept contains the same attributes as those in the pevogaveriational
identity” (Dutton et al., 1994p. 239). Therefore, organizational identification is the
degree to which a member defines him or herself by the same attributies traghe
believes define the organization.

Almost all the research on individuals’ identification with an orgaropatias
focused on hovemployeesdentify with the organization for which they work. Elsbach
(1998) observed there is a paucity of study on “individuals’ identification with
organizations of which they are not members” (p. 232). Only Scott and Lane (2000)
partially address this in articulating how managers engage in an eftmmstruct an

organizational identity for a broader group of stakeholders (e.g., invesistamers,
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suppliers, etc.), yet they don't address how people who are not yet part of a stakeholde
group may identify with an organization, thereby causing them to take actioocaimde
an important stakeholder.

| use the concept of identification to describe how those external to a venture
(e.g., potential resource providers) can identify with the venture in makingeshoic

support a new venture. | term this connectienture identification

2.3 A MODEL VENTURE IDENTIFICATION

In this section, | bring together research on entrepreneurial idengjty Newis
and Glynn, 2011), individual identity (e.g., Akerlof and Kranton, 2010; Reed, 2004;
Stryker, 1980), and identification (Ashforth et al., 2008; Dutton et al., 1994) in an
interactional matching model linking a venture’s identity with the individual itjeotia
potential resource provider. The model provides a micro-view of how individual level
variables interact with organizational level variables in resource proviaEsessments

of venture plausibility and attractiveness.

2.3.1 Venture idenitifcation

Building on prior research in the area of identification (e.g., Ashforth et al., 2008;
Dutton et al., 1994), | defineenture identificatioras the “sense of oneness” that a
resource provider feels in relation to a new venture. That sense of onenessivegdoc
come from an alignment between the entrepreneurial identity eleofentseew venture
and the individual identity of a potential resource provider. Where thereghréehiels of
alignment between the entrepreneurial identity elements of a new vantlutee

individual identity elements of a resource provider, then there is strong venture
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identification, and strong venture identification will be related to resoumeder

support for a new venture.

2.3.2 Venture identification and resource provider support

As a baseline proposition, | propose that the greater the overlap between the
prominent identity elements of a new venture and the prominent identity elememts of a
individual resource provider, the stronger the level investor-venture idembificand
the more likely the resource provider will perceive the venture to be plaasithle
attractive so as to support it. There are three related reasons why ovenriepndtbie
identity elements of a new venture and the identity elements of an individoataes
provider will be related to a perceptions of venture plausibility and attracts/efnes
first relates to understandability, the second emphasizes self-egpressl the third
incorporates research findings pertaining to similarity biases.

First, people find a venture more attractive when it matches their owse sé
who they are (i.e., their identity) simply because this type of informatieasy to
process and understand (Dutton et al., 1994). Identity alignment between a sadtare
individual resource provider serves as a mechanism for reducing the equwvocalit
characteristic of an entrepreneurial situation. As described earlievpeglsituations
are those that are open to multiple interpretations, and under such conditions, individuals
strive to reduce the level of equivocality so as to be able to make decisionkeand ta
action (Weick, 1979). Social psychologists argue that people attend to and prodess “sel
relevant” information differently than “self-irrelevant” informai (Markus & Wurf,
1987). The general finding is that people more easily focus on, process, recagdize

retrieve self-relevant than self-irrelevant information. The easecofynizing, processing,

42



and retrieving self-relevant information makes it more likely thaiwee providers will
understand ventures with which they share identity elements, and, thereforegthey ar
more likely to find such ventures appealing. The more similar the identityesbarce
provider and the identity of a new venture, the lower the level of equivocalityyas the
interact, the easier it will be for the resource provider to make sense of wimdiiige ve
doing (Weick et al., 2005), and the higher the likelihood that the resource provider will
take action in supporting the venture through the provision of resources (Weick et al.,
2005).

Second, when a resource provider’s self-concept and the entrepreneuriat identit
of a new venture are similar, a resource provider is drawn to it because dgsrovi
opportunities for self-expression (Shamir, 1991). People are drawn to organizations tha
allow them to exhibit more of themselves and to enact a fuller range of tehestass
and values in their own identity (Dutton et al., 1994).

Third, people are attracted to those things that they perceive to be similar t
themselves; this similarity effect is termed “homophily” in the sogypliterature, which
means “a love of the same” (Lazarsfeld & Merton, 1954). People tend to favor and bond
with those that are similar to them. This principle has been reported in a agsfarr
network studies (see McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook, 2001, for an extensive review
of over one hundred studies that have observed homophily in some form or another). In
social psychology, scholars have found significant evidence in supporsohigaf-to-
me” hypothesis in which individuals rate other people more positively the more similar
they are to themselves. Using learning theory lognailarity is perceived as being

rewarding, and dissimilarity works as negative reinforcement (Byrne, 1RP&deived
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similarity causes a positive affective reaction which, in turn, imghetgsvaluative
response (see Lefkowitz, 2000, for an overview of empirical research suppoging thi
notion). In addition to the learning theory perspective, the self-catagorzand social
identity theory perspectives suggest that because people strive to haveva peHiti
identity (Jackson et al., 1991), they have a preference for those people or thiags tha
associated with a similar social category. Social categorizatmmsalor in-group/out-
group comparisons (Tajfel, 1982), and when people make such comparisons, they tend to
be biased towards their own group (Bass & Duntemann, 1963; Brewer, 1979; Dustin &
Davis, 1970). Therefore, relatively superficial levels of similagtg( same occupation)
influence attraction and subsequent judgmental evaluations, particularljysdtages in
the acquaintance process (Duck, 1977; Franke et al., 2006).

Therefore, for reasons of understandability, self-expression, and diyri@ses,
one can expect that as a resource provider recognizes identity elememésviventure’s
entrepreneurial identity that align with his or her individual identity, so thegang to
feel a greater sense of oneness with the venture which, in turn, prompts theneiteeperc
the venture as plausible and attractive. A practical example of how identitgverl
between an investor and a venture can influence perceptions of venturesattesst
comes from the boo&-Boyswhere the author describes the process through which the
venture capitalist, Bob Kagel, at Benchmark Capital, became interested in pasuing

investment in eBay after being disinterested in the company for a numbeelaf: we

It was the fishing lure that hooked Kagle. He (Kgglas a collector of hand-carved fish decoys,
and when he went to eBay’s site, he was surpriselistover many for sale, including one rare
item that had been made by a famed carver from, Kegle's hometown. Kagle bid—and lost—
but the experience pulled him into eBay’s world eDihe next two weeks, he met with Omidyar
(eBay'’s founder) outside of Benchmark’s offices aigtovered he was an anomalous kind of
engineer, one who was consumed by the idemwimunity—every other sentence he spoke about
the eBaycommunity building thecommunity learning from theommunity protecting the
community It was a passion similar to what, in Bob-spea&glé had for deals that brought out
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the humanity that's what Kagle liked most of all, tteimanity The more Omidyar talked about

his community vision, the more Kagle as he puvas “lovin’ him—this guy is good people.”

And Omidyar felt the same way about Kagle. (Str@86Q pp.27-28).

Kagle was the first investor in eBay via an investment from the Benchmark
Venture Capital Fund. The identity connection between Kagle and eBay (at enultipl
levels) is illustrative of the idea that a venture will be more likelyttacttresources
from an investor with an identity that is aligned to the entrepreneurial idehtihg
venture. He connected with the value proposition of the venture, and he discovered that
he and Omidyar cared about the same things, so they connected on an individual level.

Therefore, the baseline proposition is as follows:

Proposition 1 (P1): As the entrepreneurial identity of a venture aligns with
identity of a resource provider, so venture identification becomes stronger.

2.3.3 Venture identification at different levels of analysis

Entrepreneurial identity can be assessed at various levels of analgsigi(ial,
organizational, and market) (Navis & Glynn, 2011), and the alignment of identity
elements from each of those levels will influence whether a resource prisviitely to
engage with a venture. In further developing proposition 1, | describe how different
levels of analysis within entrepreneurial identity contribute to strongeungent
identification.

Founder-level identity alignment. The founders of a venture make identity claims
about “who they are” in portraying their venture to a broader audience—such identity
claims focus on the individual level identities of the people founding the venture (Navis
& Glynn, 2011). Resource providers will prefer to provide resources to a venture where
the people developing the venture are similar to themselves (Franke et al., 2006k M

et al., 2008; Murnieks et al., 2011). The concept of being attracted to and showing
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preference for those who are similar to one-self is well established (B§ng). For
example, people tend to marry those who are similar to themselves (sem\aime

Kalmijn, 1998), managers tend to support those who are similar to themselves (Ibar
1992, 1995), and entrepreneurs tend to partner with other entrepreneurs who are similar
to themselves (Ruef, Aldrich, & Carter, 2003; Vissa, 2011). There is strong reason t
propose that resource providers will choose to provide support to ventures that are
founded by people who are similar to themselves. This sentiment was echoed in an

interview the author conducted with a venture capitalist in which he said:

| don't think that | could have ever backed Lardisten (the founder of Oracle) or Rob Glazer
(the founder of Real Networks). From a financialgpective it would have been a mistake [not to
back them], but as entrepreneurs they are judiferent to me, | could not see us working
together. It does not mean they are bad peopleyawtd just not have been a good fit in terms of
building a company (Author interview, January 2Q12).

Following this logic, | propose that the alignment between the identity of the
founders of a venture and the identity of a resource provider will help explain which
ventures an investor perceives to be attractive.

Proposition 1a (P1a): As the individual-level identity elements of the founders of

a venture (the “who we are” claims) align with the identity of the resource

provider, so the venture identification increases.

Organization-level identification. The organizational identity of an
entrepreneurial venture captures elements of strategy, technotggyizational symbols,
firm practices, and the focal market segments of a venture. The orgamataientity
claims of a venture provide an answer to the question of “what we do” (Navis & Glynn,
2011). Findings in upper echelon research (Carpenter, Geletkanycz, & Sanders, 2004,
Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick & Mason, 1984), provide evidence that individuals (e.g., top
managers) have preferences for certain kinds of organizational satgegnbols,
technologies, practices, and market domains (Hambrick, 2007). We can expect individual
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resource providers will be drawn toward ventures that make organization@lyident
claims about strategy, organizational symbols, technology, firm praaticesrket
domains that align with their self-concept. For example, if a venture descript
highlights technical innovation as being central to what they do, and a resawickepr

is an individual with an identity as an engineer interested in solving technicadmsbl
then it is probable that the identity alignment between the investor and the vetiture wi
increase the likelihood that the investor will provide resources to the ventures Alex
Maybank, co-founder of Gilt Groupe, Inc., a fashion retailing website for mgh-e
clothing brands, describes how the disconnect in the identity of potential resource
providers and the organizational-level identity of the venture she founded, created
challenges in the resource acquisition process. Because the identity ohtkbdi

created focused on high-end fashion, and the VCs to whom she pitched the idea did not
identify with high-end fashion and with the brands and items that she wiliagethe
initially struggled to convey the venture concept to her VC audience. Shegelteher

experience as follows:

At investor meetings where we pitched the ideaangingle firm had a female partner. So when
explaining fashion to a bunch of men in khaki patd blue button-down shirts, their response
was always ‘Oh, let me see if my wife thinks ifglé a good idea.’ (Debaise, 2010)

The organization-level identity claims of a venture serve as a touchstone fo
resource provider understanding, and help spark interest in a venture. If resource
providers are unable to identify with the activities of a venture, then they probably don’
fully understand its value proposition and strategy, and will be less motivated to provide
support. If they do readily identify with the activities, symbols, and marketseof
venture, then they will be more likely to perceive the venture as plausible audiztr

This leads to the following proposition:
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Proposition 1b (P1b): As the organization-level identity claims (the “what we do”

claims) about the venture align with the identity of a resource provider, so the

venture identification increases.

For the purpose of distinguishing between identification at different levels of
analysis, | label identification between resource providers and foundesnaer-level
identification and identification between resource providers and the organizational

aspects of a venture agganization-level identificatianTable 2.1 provides examples of

the identity elements that could be matched across different levels afianaly
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Table 2.1

Identity matching across different levels of analysis

Entrepreneurial Identity Elements*

Investor Identity Elements*

Level of Analysis’

Founders
(Individual level)

“Who we are”

| dentity Elements”

Ethnicity of the founders
Gender of the founders
Education of the founders
Profession of the founders
(e.g., teacher, lawyer, doctor)
University that the founders
attended

Work experience of the
founders

Hometown of the founders

Ethnicity of the investor
Gender of the investor
Education of the investor
Profession of the investor
(e.g., teacher, lawyer, doctor)
University that the investor
attended

Work experience of the
investor

Hometown of the investor

Organization
(Organizational level)

“What we do”

Nature of the product or
service offering (e.g., online
retailer, SaaS provider)

Mission of the venture (e.g.,
social, technological
advancement, creativity)

Processes employed in the
venture (e.g., JIT, TQM, Lear

Entering a particular market
sector (e.g., education, sport
equipment, fashion)

Interest or expertise in
product or service offering
(e.g., online retailer, SaaS
provider)

Personal mission or purpose
(e.g., social, technological
advancement, creativity)
Expertise or interest in a
particular process (e.g., JIT,
TQM, Lean)

Personal interest or
experience in a market sector
(e.g., education, sport
equipment, fashion)

* Examples are illustrative and not exhaustive
# Adapted from Navis & Glynn (2011)
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2.3.4 Variation in the strength of venture identification
| dentity salience. Within the individual-identity literature, identity salience—the
concept that some identity elements have more self-relevance than othelseeinas
useful for understanding and predicating how people deal with multiple elements of
identity (Hogg et al., 1995). More salient identity elements are moreedghirdy and,
therefore, more likely to invoke action (McCall & Simmons, 1978; Stryker, 1968yWile
1991). For example, Mael (1988) found that individuals who identified their alma mater
as an important (i.e., salient) element of their individual identity were nketg to
donate to the institution, recruit their offspring, and recruit otherseadathe institution.
If a person’s alma mater was less important (i.e., less salient) indieiity, then they
were more likely to prioritize other things over university activities and opptdsnin
the new venture context, if the elements of a new venture’s entrepreneuriidy ialeg
with the more salient identity elements of a resource provider’s individuaitigehée
likelihood that the resource provider will identify with the venture increases.
Proposition 2a (P2a): As the entrepreneurial identity of the venture aligns with

more_salientlements of the resource provider’s individual identity, so the
venture identification increases.

| dentity centrality. In the organizational identity literature, the concept of identity
centrality captures the extent to which an element of an organization’gyident
fundamental to the organization, and is shared across the organization as well as
embedded in the structure of the organization (Corley et al., 2006). Whetten and Mackey
(2002) describe “central” attributes as those that “organizational memipenaiye
consider essential to the organization (‘without these we would be a different kind of

organization’) (p. 16). ” For example, Webvan and Peapod, two emergent online
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grocery-retailing organizations, entered the market in the late 1990sngjaim
entrepreneurial identities in “technology driven e-commerce” and “groet@y.t Yet,
for Webvan, e-commerce and technology were more central than grocédrgseta
reflected in the description of their business as “setting the standards foeinter
retailing’ and “an innovative business system with proprietary businegmti@diebvan
S1 Document). Peapod was more focused on grocery retail as the centmitedf the
organization’s identity, as reflected in the description of the business asd “sm
shopping for busy people” and an “interactive grocery shopping experience” (Pdapod S
Document). Although both ventures appeared to claim similar identitieshimolegy
and grocery retail, a deeper of analysis of the entrepreneurial identaglofeveals that
the central aspects of their organizational identities differed gN&isher, Raffaelli, &
Glynn, 2011), and this difference appeared to influence the types of investors they
attracted. Peapod attracted investors from the retail sector, while Wetraatedt
Silicon Valley venture capital investors.

As the centrality of an element of an organizations identity increases, illdg w
closely tied to sense-making activities in and around that organization (Weick, 1995;
Navis & Glynn, 2011). The more central elements of an organization’s ideniity wi
feature more prominently in the claims the organization makes about who it is, what it
does, and where it operates. Therefore, more central elements of a venturdyswdent
feature more prominently in a resource provider’s decision to support a venture. This
results in the following proposition:

Proposition 2b (P2b): As more centralements of the entrepreneurial identity of

a venture align with elements of the resource provider’s identity, so venture
identification increases.
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2.3.5 Cognitive and affective basis for identification

In their review of the identification literature, Ashforth, Harrison, and Corley
(2008) highlight two key components of individual identification: a cognitive component
and an affective component. In this section, | will describe how cognitive aeudivadf
processes contribute to resource providers’ interpenetration of entrepaértzuniity
claims. In so doing, | will build on prior research that has suggested that cogniion a
affect will jointly play a role in investor perceptions of new venture attrawcéss (e.g.,
Chen et al., 2009).

Cognitive basis for identification. As has been pointed out, the context for new
venture creation is uncertain and ambiguous. The equivocal nature of such a context
means that there are multiple ways to interpret what is going on (Weick, 197&). i
investor shares identity attributes with a new venture, then the investor isketyréd
understand and appreciate the identity claims pertaining to the entre@leventure.

They can more easiialidate assumptiorsndmake sense of the conteithin which

the venture is being established. The increased level of understanding abobewieat t
venture is trying to do will cause the equivocality to be reduced, and provide a means for
the resource provider to cognitively connect with the venture, thereby increasing the
likelihood that the resource provider will find the venture attractive. As Dutton et al

(1994) point out:

People find a perceived organizational identity enaitractive when it matches their own sense of
who they are (i.e., their self-concept) simply hesmathis type of information is easy to process
and understand. Social psychologists argue thatlpextend to and process “self-relevant”
information differently than “self-irrelevant” infmation (Markus and Wurf, 1987). The general
finding is that people more easily focus on, precescognize, and retrieve self-relevant than self-
irrelevant information. The ease of recognizingagassing, and retrieving self-relevant
information makes organizational identities thatehahe self more attractive than organizational
identities that do not match the self (p. 244).
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Affective basisfor attraction. A number of scholars in the identity literature have
suggested that there is an emotional basis for identification. Tajfel (19T8@¢out that
identity has “emaotional significance” (p. 63). Ashforth et al. (2008) suggesteld tha
identity is to maintain its “visceral connection to form, the individual must vakie t
identity in question, which suggests that the identity arouses affect agpveP9).
Harquail (1998) argued identification “engages more than our cognitive self-
categorization and our brains, it engages our hearts” (p. P2&)dentity overlap
between a potential resource provider and a venture may prompt an investor to invest in a
venture because people feel mensotionallyconnected with those things that they
perceive as an extension of their identity. When a person’s self-concept qeddbieed
organizational identity are similar, a member is drawn to the organization betaus
provides easy opportunities for self-expression (Shamir, 1991). “People are drawn t
organizations that allow them to exhibit more of themselves and to enact adunterof
characteristics and values in their self-concept” (Dutton, et al. 1994, pP&bple are
predisposed to like and be attracted to things, or people, that are perceived téabecsimi
themselves (e.g., Bryne, 1971; McPherson et al., 2001; Vissa, 2011). Perceilaat\simi
causes an affective reaction which, in turn, impacts evaluative resporesésfisavitz,
2000, for an overview of empirical research supporting this notion). Therefore, when
potential resource providers evaluate a venture and recognize common glentgnts
in the entrepreneurial identity of the venture, then they are likely to beiagfg@roused,

which will contribute to the perceived attractiveness of the venture.
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Based on the prior conceptualizations of identification, it is likely that tmere
distinctive dimensions of venture identification, one driven by cognition and the other
driven by positive affect.

Proposition 3 (P3): Venture identification is characterized by two dimensions:
cognition-based identification and affect-based identification.

2.3.6 Cognition and affect-based identification and perceptions of vente

plausibility

Cognition and affect as reciprocal mechanisms of identification. Based on their
extensive review of the literature, Ashforth et al. (2008) conclude: “one can thie&lor f
one’s way into identification (Ashforth, 2001), cognition and affect reciprocalhoieie
identification (e.g., Kessler and Hollbach, 2005)” (p. 329). Chen et al. (2009) draw on the
persuasion literature to argue that both cognitive and affective processdieuhder
evaluation of new ventures. Their theorization suggests that the perceivedgmepsare
of an entrepreneur (which provides a cognitive basis for evaluation of a new venture),
and the perceived passion of the entrepreneur (which provides an affectivebasis f
evaluation), work in concert with one another as part of a unimodel that explains the VC
decision-making process. Drawing on the identification literature @stprth et al.,
2008) and the VC decision-making literature (e.g., Chen et al., 2009), one can conclude
that the cognitive and affective bases of investor identification with a newregere
likely to interact with one another to increase the perceived plausibilitytaadtizeness
of the venture in the mind of the investor, thereby increasing the likelihood that the
investor will provide resources to the venture.

Proposition 4a (P4a): When a resource provider has a high-cognitive basis and a

high-affective basis for identification with a new venture, then they are magt like
to provide resources to the venture.
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A person with a high-cognitive and high-affective basis for identificatiah avi
new venture may be called aactive resource provider{see block 1 in Figure 2.1). An
active resource provider has a relatively high level of understanding abdutheha
venture is striving to do, and they have positive feelings toward the team, the
organization, and the market in which the venture hopes to operate. The high-cognitive
and high-affective basis for identification should cause the resource providevébyact
support the venture, and will prompt them to continue to perceive that venture in a
positive light over the long-term.

High affective, low cognitive basis for identification. There could also be
instances where identity alignment between a venture and a resource pranggispr
positive affective reactions on the part of the resource provider, but the iddigtityent
does not provide a basis for cognitive assessment of the venture. For example, if an
investor shares some identity attributes with the founder of a venture, but that feunder i
creating a venture to enter a market space about which an investor know#ledytli
about which there has been a great deal of media hype, then the investocadiemtifi
with the individual entrepreneur and media hype around the market domain may prompt
the investor to perceive the venture as attractive and plausible because of the positi
feelings he has toward the founder and the market space. Yet, the resource piidvide
have a low cognitive basis to connect with the venture. In such an instance, the isvestor
likely to perceive the venture as plausible and attractive in the shorbemanse of the
power of emotions in short term decisions (Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001)
but as time passes, and if the venture confronts barriers and challenges, thentibre inves

perception of attractiveness and plausibility will decline. An extremeipahexample of
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this was the investment frenzy around new dot.com firms in the mid to late 1990s where
many investors provided resources to firms because of the positive emotion surrounding
such firms, yet those investors stopped supporting such ventures when the sentiment
around dot.com firms declined.
Proposition 4b (4b): When an resource provider has a low-cognitive basis and a
high-affective basis for identification with a new venture, then they are likely to
perceive the venture as attractive in the short term but less attractive and
plausible as time passes.
Where a resource provider has a high positive affective basis for iderdificati
with a venture but they have limited cognitive basis for identification, thgymnade
quick, rash decisions driven by positive emotion, therefore such an individual may be
called a tash resource provider’(see block 2 in figure 2.1) because of the quick, rash
decision they are at risk of making. Given time to think more carefully abouettiere,
they may become less likely to support a venture.
High cognitive, low affective basis for identification. There could be instances
where resource providers have a strong cognitive basis for identificatichelgutave
little positive emotion toward the venture. For example, if an resource provitlbeba
involved in a failed venture in the recent past, they may have all the identibyiat$rio
cognitively identify with a new venture trying to do something similar in theesaarket
space, but, because of their prior negative experiences, they are likely teegatige
feelings toward the concept, meaning that they may be able to provide usdifaidlee
and insight to an entrepreneur seeking funding, but they are unlikely to perceive the
venture as plausible and attractive for ongoing support.
Proposition 4c (P4c): When a resource provider has a high-cognitive basis and a

low-affective basis for identification with a new venture, then they are likely to
provide critical feedback, but are unlikely to provide resources to the venture.
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A person with a high cognitive basis but low affective basis for identification with
a new venture may be calleddevil’'s advocate” (see block 3 in Figure 2.1). Such a
resource provider will be in a position to, and inclined to, provide useful, critical
feedback to the founders of the venture, but they are unlikely to perceive the venture a
attractive and plausible as a prospect for ongoing support, yet, if they contiengeige
with the venture, they may perceive it as more plausible and attractiveroeef the
founders are receptive to their feedback.

Low affective, low cognitive basis for identification. Where a resource provider
has no cognitive or affective basis for connecting with a venture, then théketyed
ignore the venture. Such a venture will fail to make an impression on a potential@esourc
provider and, hence, be overlooked as the resource provider pays attention to ventures
with which he or she has higher levels of cognitive and affective identificats tylpe
of potential resource provider can be classified asa providet (see block 4 in Figure
2.1).

Proposition 4d (P4d): When a resource provider has a low-cognitive basis and

low-affective basis for identification with a new venture, then they are likely to
ignore (overlook) the venture.
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Figure 2.1 Interaction of cognitive and affective processes in venturesessment

3. The Devil's Advocate 1. The Active Resource
. P (A party that provides useful, Provider
High levels of Contlon.gaS?g v?nture critical feedback, but holds bagk (Resource provider most likely
i:aentmcation on providing any substantial to perceive the venture as
resources) plausible and attractive)

2. The Rash Resource Provide
4. The Non Provider (Resource provider at risk of
Low level of cognition-based venture] (A potential resource provider]  quickly deciding to provide
identification that shows little to no interest ig resources, although if given tim
engaging with the venture) [to reflect, they will likely becomd
less interested)

14

Low positive affective basis High positive affective basis
for venture identification for venture identification

2.3.7 Moderators affecting venture identification

While venture identification with a new venture is an important factor in
accounting for resource acquisition for new ventures, it is likely to vary in iayprat
depending on the characteristics of the venture. Because identificationmpatant
driver of decision-making under conditions of uncertainty, and because the level of
uncertainty associated with a new venture can vary, | propose that resourcerproiide
vary in their inclination to depend on identification with a venture depending on the level
of uncertainty associated with the venture.

Uncertainty of a venture. Although the entrepreneurial process is inherently
uncertain, the level of uncertainty associated with a new venture will veendiig on
the maturity of the industry that the venture is entering and on the technologiatesso
with the venture being created (McGrath & McMillan, 2000; McKelvie, Hay&ie

Gustavsson, 2011). New, emerging industries are associated with much higheflevels
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uncertainty compared to more mature industries where norms and standards are
established (Navis & Glynn, 2011). If the business seeks to develop and exploit a new
technology, then the entrepreneur probably faces higher levels of uncertéimtggards
to timing, cost, and technological standards compared to an entrepreneur utilizing a
established technology (McGrath & McMillan, 2000). Therefore, the level of tanagr
associated with a venture increases in new markets and where new technodoggsca
developed and exploited.
As the level of uncertainty associated with a venture increases, it becmrees
difficult to assess the objective elements of a venture because informatiottasabée
and signals become less reliable and more ambiguous. When the core technology
associated with a venture is underdeveloped, it is difficult to assess how lalhggaikev
and what it will cost to develop the technology. When the target market for a neweventur
is not yet established, then it is difficult to assess whether the markevernlemerge
and who will constitute that market. Therefore, as the uncertainty associtted w
venture increases, it is likely that investors will depend less on objectivendiatacae
on their level of identification with a venture in making investment decisions. | propose
that under high levels of uncertainty, venture identification will be more syroelgited
to resource provider support of a new venture.
Proposition 5 (P5): Under high levels of uncertainty, the relationship between
venture identification and resource provider support for a new venture becomes
stronger.
Figure 2.2 summarizes the model of how the identity of a new venture interacts
with a resource provider’s identity to prompt venture identification, which cceded

with the provision of resources to a new venture.
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Figure 2.2 Model of venture identification

Entrepreneurial
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Note: Constructs and relationships representedhy knes are examined in the research reportezhapter 4.
The other constructs and relationships representdéte model are not directly examined in this ezsh.

60



2.4 DISCUSSION

| began this chapter by reflecting on the literature that highlights howtigdenti
related to resource acquisition in the context of entrepreneurship (Lounsbury & Glynn,
2001; Martens et al., 2007; Navis & Glynn, 2011; Zott & Huy, 2007;). Although this
literature offers valuable insights into some of the mechanisms that ematdpreneurs
to access resources from new ventures, it does not discuss how differencésvat tife
venture-resource provider dyads may account for why and how some ventures attract
resources while others don’t. To begin to fill this gap in the literature, | cortsglethe
individual identity of a resource provider will interact with the entrepreakigientity of
a venture in accounting for resource provider willingness to invest in a new venture.

Prior literature in organizational research (e.g., Dutton et al., 1994hME884)
suggests that the identity of a person is an important factor in accounting fooitbesc
they make, and that people are drawn toward organizations that have an iden#ty simi
to themselves. To account for the interaction of the entrepreneurial identienfuae
and the individual identity of the resource provider, | incorporate the concept of
identification from the organizational identity literature (Dutton et al., 1984 propose
that the alignment between the entrepreneurial identity of a venture andithéual
identity attributes of the resource provider will result in venture ideniicahat will, in
turn, be related to perceptions of venture plausibility and the provision of resources to a
new venture. Venture identification is defined as a sense of oneness that anr imlest
feel with a new venture as a result of alignment between the identity elemantswf

venture and the individual identity attributes of a resource provider.

61



Alignment between the individual identity of an investor and the entrepreneurial
identity of a venture provide both a cognitive and affective basis for a regmanader
to connect with a new venture. The cognitive basis for connection arises because identi
alignment provides a basis for a potential resource provider to interpret iddautitg so
that the venture becomes more understandable, reducing the equivocalitytedsata
the entrepreneurial context and increasing the plausibility of the venture iyetheféhe
resource provider. The affective basis for connection arises because a witure
familiar identity elements provides a potential resource provider with an oppypiftumi
self-expression, and the perceived similarity causes an affectisgorewhich, in turn,
impacts evaluative responses (Lefkowitz, 2000). Therefore, when resouratepsovi
evaluate a venture and recognize common identity elements in the entrepteneuria
identity of the venture, then they are likely to be affectively aroused, whiich w
contribute to the perceived attractiveness of the venture. The more the entregireneur
identity of the venture is similar to the individual identity of the resource pno\ite
stronger the venture identification and the more likely that a resource prawilder
perceive the venture as plausible and attractive.

The goal of this chapter was to examine how the identity of an individual resource
provider will interact with the entrepreneurial identity of a new venture in tp@saton
of resources for a new venture. Using identity as a mechanism that links eesourc
providers to entrepreneurial ventures, this chapter provides propositions about how and
why some ventures will attract resources from some early-stageaegwaviders and
not from others. The chapters that follow will consider how to measure the conatrdcts

test the relationships proposed here.

62



3 MEASURING ENTREPRENEURIAL IDENTITY

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Prior researcher suggests thatrepreneurial identity-defined as the
“constellation of claims about a founder, a venture, and a market opportunity around
guestions of ‘who we are’ and ‘what we do’”—serves as a touchstone for resource
provider judgments about new venture plausibility (Navis & Glynn, 2011, p. 479).
Potential resource providers use entrepreneurial identity claimsasensaking device
in the process of evaluating a new venture (Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001), and, in so doing,
evaluate the legitimacy and distinctiveness of a new venture so as totlassess
plausibility of an entrepreneurial endeavor (Navis & Glynn, 2011). In this cksdar
argue that the interpretation of the identity claims around a founder, a venture, and a
market opportunity will vary depending on the individual identity attributes of a jatent
resource provider (Chapter 2). As a resource provider’s individual identibugds align
with the entrepreneurial identity of a new venture, so the resource providbewiribre
likely to perceive the venture as plausible and attractive. The idelgiyreent between
a resource provider and a venture serves as a basentoire identificatior-the sense
of oneness that a resource provider feels in relation to a new venture ()apter

To advance research with respect to the role of entrepreneurial identity and
venture identification in the entrepreneurial resource acquisition procesgeaeto be
able to measure entrepreneurial identity. The purpose of this chapter isltpdbaé

measure.
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To develop a measure of entrepreneurial identity, | build on recent research
examining individual founder identities (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011) as a basis for
establishing and refining a typology of different entrepreneurial itenthat may be
used to categorize new ventures. | then outline the steps taken to develop an instrument
that can be used effectively to capture the entrepreneurial identities gEnawes

based on the information disclosed in a business plan.

3.2 BACKGROUND

Recently scholars have begun to explore how the social identities of individual
entrepreneurs relate to the choices they make, behaviors they exhibit, and letions t
take in launching a new venture (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Based on analgstg-of f
nine firm founders in the sports-related equipment industry, Fauchart and @obgy
highlight and describe three pure types of founder identities that are disimabne
another with respect to the social motivation, self-evaluation, and fraretecénce used
by a founder in establishing a venture. The three founder identities that theghigy
are: a Darwinian identity focused on competitiveness, a Communitarianydentit
orientated around community contribution and involvement, and a Missionary identity
focused on furthering a social cause. The identity dimensions that they daseribe

reflected in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Individual founder identity dimensions

Identity Dimension ~ Darwinian Identity Communitarian Identity ~ Missionar y Identity

Social motivation Self interest Support and be supportedAdvancing a cause
by the community

Self evaluation Professionalism Authenticity Responsible behavior
(business competence)

Frame of reference Competitors Community benefiting Society as the beneficiary
from the product of the venture

Source: Fauchart & Gruber (2011)

Fauchart and Gruber (2011) describe how these different individual founder
identity types translate into core strategic decisions with respéatget markets, needs
addressed, resources deployed, and core capabilities. Specificallyggegtsinat
Darwinian founderdocus on producing for a broad base of consumers, and seek to add
additional market segments over time. They analyze markets to assesscnestla@gto
known dimension (e.g., ease-of-use), and develop the business around cost-effective
(often mass production) methods so as to achieve high levels of profitambdityrawth.
Communitarian founderf®cus on customers that are similar to themselves and lock into
a single segment. The needs that they address arise from their own needs, &mdl they t
to use individualized artisanal production methods that depend on their personal
capabilities Missionary founder$ocus on markets with the greatest social impact,
orientated toward society as their audience. They address social needs wtiactees
that depict the preferences of the founder, and focus primarily on socially rég@onsi
production methods so as to be a role model to other businesses (Fauchart & Gruber,
2011).
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Although Fauchart and Gruber (2011) do a commendable job of identifying and
defining the individual identities of firm founders and relating those to sicatbgices
and actions in the venture creation process, they make no attempt to link their identity
types with the concept @ntrepreneurial identity-"the constellation of claims about a
founder, a venture, and a market opportunity around questions of ‘who we are’ and ‘what
we do’”—as described by Navis and Glynn (2011, p. 479). The work of Navis and Glynn
builds primarily off the literature oarganizational identitye.g., Albert and Whetten,
1985; Corley et al., 2006), while the work of Fauchart and Gruber builds off the work on
social identityat the individual level (e.g., Mead, 1934; Tajfel, 1972). There is, therefore,
an opportunity to link these two different research streams to construct a typwlog
evaluate and categorize the entrepreneurial identity of an entrepaéventure.

In the next section, | describe the process that was employed to condfruct an

refine a typology to capture the entrepreneurial identity of a venture.

3.3 TYPOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

3.3.1 Development of an entrepreneurial identity typology

The starting point for developing an entrepreneurial identity typologylveas t
categories of individual founder identities described by Fauchart andrGRaaid).
Using their framework as a base, | constructed an expanded descriptich afexdity
type as it applies to theenture leveli.e., the identity of a new venture). In so doing, |
focused on the issues of “who we are” and “what we do” as reflected on Navis and

Glynn’s (2011) definition of entrepreneurial identity. | also devised a detsgtigéon of
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each identity. The entrepreneurial identities developed from the Fauchart and Gruber
typology are reflected in the first three columns in Table 3.2.

Using these three identity descriptions as a categorization schemesearch
assistants and | each worked though thirty-one business-plan summariétesifonthe
University of Washington Business Plan Competition in 2007. These business plans
covered a broad range of industries, and were developed by entrepreneurs witbea diver
set of experiences and educational backgrounds. We attempted to categbrizentare
into one of the three identities: Darwinian, Communitarian, or MissionargdBas this,
we independently discovered that some of the ventures did not fit easily into dee of t
pre-assigned categories—some ventures were only a weak fit at leestt tese aside
and reviewed them for commonalities. Most of the ventures we struggled tfyclsse
focused on technology. After carefully reviewing these business plan sumrharies
created another entrepreneurial identity category orientated around tepghoalled the
Edisonian identity. Column four of Table 3.2 reflects the core elements oflitbenian

identity.

2 The detailed description of each identity is pded in Appendix A.
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Table 3.2

Entrepreneurial identity descriptions

1 2 3 4
Darwinian Identity* Communitarian ldentity* Mission ary ldentity* Edisonian Identity *
“Who we are” Business professionals Community members Sociedmmreneurs; activists Technologists; inventors
“What we do” Compete to be the bestin a Solve a personal problem that Advance a cause; solve a social Create technological
given market space; expand to others in the community also  problem breakthroughs
dominate a market space; confront; deliver something
distinguish the offering from valuable to the community
others in the market space
Social Self interest Support and be supported by th&dvancing a cause Advancing technology
motivation community
Self evaluation Professionalism Authenticity Responsible behavimaking a  Innovation; technological
difference advancement
Frame of Competitors Community benefiting from the Society; the well being of The technological frontier
reference product members of society
Key words Compete; professional; Community; authentic; local; Social good; society; making a Invention; innovation;
aggressive; dominate; win; growpersonal; user orientated difference; cause; environment, technology: break through
humane

* Theses three identities are taken from Faucha@r&ber (2011)
* This identity has been added after evaluationafrpus of new venture business plans.
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3.4 INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT

Having developed an initial entrepreneurial identity typology with four caiteg)
reflecting the different entrepreneurial identity types, nextuged on developing
measures to assess the extent to which each of the four identitiesateceih business
plan documents (or other mediums communicating the essence of a new venture, e.g., a
venture pitch). To do this, | developed an instrument that utilizes computer-aidect conte
analysis (CATA) to analyze business plan document. | created dictiooapiesing
words reflecting each of the four identities of interest (e.g., Short, BroBegjiser, and
Brigham, 2010), and utilized them in DICTION, a recognized software paciage f
conducting computer-aided content analysis (Short & Palmer, 2008) to assess the

prevalence of identity-laden words in business plan documents.

3.4.1 Computer-aided content analysis instrument

Short et al. (2010) describe and illustrate how documents can be analyzed through
CATA to provide a measure of the strength of the dimensions of a predefined construct.
This is valuable from a measurement perspective because CATA has blgtielity
than human coding with lower cost and greater speed (Neuendorf, 2002; Short et al.,
2010).

At the core of CATA approaches to measurement are word lists that teélec
construct(s) of interest. These word lists are utilized within a softwalée.g., Diction,
LIWC, NVivo) to analyze the extent to which a construct is reflected nitie narrative
in a document. There are two approaches to developing such word lists: a deductive
approach and an inductive approach (Short et al., 2010). To increase the content validity

of a word list, it is possible to use both the deductive and inductive approaches (Short et
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al., 2010). Below | describe how | adopted both approaches to develop word lists

reflecting the different entrepreneurial identities.

3.4.1.1 Deductive word list development

To assemble wordlists, | created a working definition of the construct oéshte
(Short et al., 2010). | used the working definition of entrepreneurial identityS$extion
3.1, and the respective identity categories in the typology developed in Sectionx3,2. Ne
| developed an initial list of key words to capture the construct dimensionte#st
(Short et al., 2010) using the identity descriptions reflected in Table 3.2. | geehkests
of key words associated with each of the four identities: Darwinian, Commanjtar
Missionary, and Edisonian. | then expanded these lists of words by drawing from
previously developed word lists for constructs that are closely related to the
entrepreneurial dimensions of interest. For example, | reviewed the wodéveloped
by Short et al. (2010) faCompetitive aggressivene@dimension of the Entrepreneurial
Orientation construct), and incorporated appropriate words from that list intmtde w
list for the Darwinian identity. Similarly, | included words from theovativenessvord
list developed by Short et al. in the word list for an Edisonian identity. | included
appropriate words from theormative identityvord list constructed by Moss, Short,
Payne, and Lumpkin (2011) into the missionary word list. To further enhance the
completeness of the word lists, | used Rodale’s (19%8)Synonym Findeas
recommended by Short et al., to search for synonyms and variants of the writial w
identified that had not yet been recorded.

Next, | validated the word lists using content experts (Short et al., 2010). | asked

six scholars (two assistant professors and four doctoral students in managednent
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entrepreneurship) to review the proposed entrepreneurial identity typologgess dise

initial word lists for each category of entrepreneurial identity, astiggest words that

should be added, dropped, or changed. | compared their responses, and included only
words that all six respondents thought should be retained. Based on the recommendations
of the six scholars, a total of 24 words were added to the original lists (Damwii

Missionary: 5; Communitarian: 4; Edisonian: 8), and 38 words were en@arwinian:

11; Missionary: 10; Communitarian: 6; Edisonian: 11). This deductive approach to word
list development resulted in word lists for each category of entreprengevelbpment

as follows: Darwinian: 78 words; Missionary: 39 words; Communitarian: 75 words;

Edisonian: 85 words.

3.4.1.2 Inductive word list development

To increase the content validity of the final word lists for the four dimensions of
entrepreneurial identity, | used an inductive approach to complement the deductive
approach described above (Short et al., 2010). | extracted the 1,000 most frequdntly use
words from the text in the 171 business plan summaries submitted to the University of
Washington business plan competition over the years 2007 to 2011. All words in the list
were mentioned ten or more times across the 171 business plans in the data set.

| asked four professional writers (sourced from elance.com) to independently
work though the list of the 1,000 most frequently used words, and to allocate words to
one of the four identity categories. | retained words where three of theegpandents
were in agreement. This resulted in 58 words being added to the Darwinian wdrdl list
words added to the Missionary word list, 14 words added to the communitarian word list,

and 34 words added to the Edisonian word list.
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3.4.1.3 Consolidation of deductively-developed and inductively-devel oped word lists
| consolidated the dictionaries developed inductively (from the business plans)
and deductively (from the theory and from prior research) to create a finahdigtiof

words reflective of each identity type. The final word lists are in Table 3.3
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Table 3.3

Word lists for entrepreneurial identity categories

Identity
Category

Words

Communitarian

Darwinian

Edisonian

Missionary

area, authentic, authenticated, atithy, belief, believable, bona fide, care, child
children, clique, club, co-op, coalition, colle@ivcommunal, commune, community,
comradeship, confined, connecting, conviction, @afive, credible, dependable, district,
domestic, earnest, empathy, familiar, familiesifafellowship, fraternity, genuine,
genuineness, group, harmony, heartfelt, home, hadenhomespun, honest, honest-to-
goodness, in-group, indigenous, intimate, kinslike-minded, likeness, limited, link, local,
membership, mutual, native, near, near by, neididmt, neighboring, next door, personal,
proximate, public, real, realistic, realness, ragi@gional, relationship, reliable, reliance,
restrained, sincere, students, students, town,gbipntribe, trust, trustworthy, truthful,
union, united, vicinity, wome(B2 words)

accelerate, accomplishments, achiew@egement, acquisition, advancement, advantage,
aggression, aggressive, aggressor, ambitious, ygtitagonistic, assault, assertive, attack,
battle, beat, belligerent, capable, capitalizefu&p cash, challenge, challenger, clients,
combat, combative, command, commercial, companypete, competing, competition,
competitive, competitively, competitor, competitozenquer, contend, contender, contest,
contestant, contracts, control, corporate, costsli crush, cutthroat, defend, delivery,
demand, distinguish, dollars, dominant, dominatenitiation, earnings, effectively,
efficient, efficiently, encroach, enemy, entreprementrepreneurship, exclusive, expand,
expansion, experienced, exploit, fight, fightenaficial, financing, forceful, intimidate,
investments, investors, leader, leadership, leadévgrage, loans, mba, offers, office,
opponent, opportunity, oppose, opposing, oppositgtimizing, outshine, over power, over
shadow, override, overrule, overrun, overwhelm,ipgyprevail, private, professional,
profit, proprietary, pushing, quickly, reign, resulrevenue, rise above, rival, rivalry, rule
over, sales, selling, startup, strive, striving;aaed, successful, superior, supreme,
tournament, transgress, triumph, tussle, wield powimn, wrestle(136 words)

advance, algorithms, analytics, braieakthrough, bright-idea, build, clever, complex,
conceive, concept, concoct, concoction, concoctiajure-up, construct, create, creation,
creative, creativity, creator, data, device, deuisegnostic, discover, discoverer, discovery,
dream-up, engineering, envisage, envision, exaetnplary, expert, expertise, fabricate,
findings, formulation, genesis, genius, giftedidth, high-tech, hit-upon, imagination,
imaginative, imaging, ingenious, ingenuity, iniia, initiator, innovate, innovation,
innovative, innovativeness, interface, internefjéate, invent, invented, invention,
inventive, inventiveness, inventor, knowing, knosigeable, laboratories, labs, leap
forwards, machine, mastermind, mastery, mechamuoafamorphose, method, modernize,
mutation, new technology, novel, novelty, origir@iginality, originate, origination,
originative, originator, patent, phd, precise, pmehcy, prototype, radical, research,
revolutionary, revolutionize, robotic, science gstific, skilled, skillfulness, software,
sophisticated, specialized, tech, technique, teahniechnological, technology, think-up,
trials, virtual, visionary, visualize, web, websitareless(119 words)

agencies, big-hearted, cause, charitahkzity, commitment, committed, compassionate,
conservation, dependent, donations, eco, eco-fsieaducational, environment,
environmental, foundation, green, guiding lightiphé&elpful, human race, humane,
humanity, humankind, mankind, merciful, nature,igdition, obliging, pledge,
praiseworthy, principle, programs, promise, pulpigrpose, respect, responsibility, social,
socially-responsible, society, standing, suppastanable, sympathetic, trust wort{#y
words)
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3.4.1.4 Measuring entrepreneurial identity

The word lists in Table 3.3 were developed to be used in computer aided text
analysis (CATA) to measure the entrepreneurial identity of a new vehtused
business plan summary documents to assess the entrepreneurial idertywehtures,
because business plan summary documents are designed to reflect thecdssapoe
venture for an external audience (Navis & Glynn, 2011). Through observation of venture
teams engaged in the business plan document development process, | confirmed that
founding teams invest a significant amount of time and attention to writingreebsis
plan executive summary. Interviews with angel investors and VCs confirmetielgat
often ask to review a one-page business plan summary prior to meeting with an
entrepreneur seeking resources. Hence, a business plan summary is an important
reflection of a venture’s identity.

A number of software programs are available for computer aided textianalys
e.g., VBPro, CATPAC, Concordance, DICTION, General Inquirer, LIWC, NVivo, and
MECA (Krippendorff, 2004; Short & Palmer, 2008; Short et al., 2010; Skalski, 2002). |
used DICTON (Hart, 2000) because it has been used in previous research examining
management constructs (Bligh, Kohles, & Meindi, 2004a, 2004b; Short et al., 2010), it
provides the functionality necessary for this research, and researcheedacated
DICTION as content analysis software with the potential to measure laenwafin
theoretically based constructs of interest to strategic management saptesreurship
research (Short & Palmer, 2008).

DICTION allows for the creation of custom dictionaries, which can then be

applied to assess the narrative in a large corpus of text spanning multiple disccume
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(Short & Palmer, 2008; Short et al., 2010). To utilize DICTION to assess the
entrepreneurial identity reflected in business plan summary documented ltee word

lists pertaining to the four entrepreneurial indemnity categories (fiatlte 13.3) into

DICTION as custom dictionaries. | then loaded 31 business plan summariateslibon

the University of Washington Business Plan Competition in 2007 to be analyzed with the
software. These were the same business plan summaries that were ptadéfterent
entrepreneurial identity categories in the development of the initialodgpdgas reported

in Section 3.3.1). By analyzing the text in the business plan summary documents using
the custom dictionaries containing words reflecting the relevant entrepedneéemtities,

| was able generate a score reflecting the frequency of wordsnpsgtto each
entrepreneurial identity in each document. To control for variance in texhlaogss

the sample of business plan summary documents, | standardized the detected number of
words falling into each entrepreneurial identity category by dividiegitby the total

number of words found in the business plan text. This control method is similar to others
used in content analytic studies, and is appropriate when texts vary in length (i.et, Douce
and Jehn, 1997; Emrich, Brower, Feldman, and Garland, 2001; Short et al., 2010). By
comparing the scores generated by the CATA exercise with the humgarzateon of

the same business plans, | tested the validity the measurement approach. Of the 31
business plans analyzed, 29 (94%) were categorized in the same way using both
approaches: the CATA approach and the human categorization approach. The two
business plans that were not placed in the same category using both approaches had
hybrid identities using the CATA approach (i.e., high scores in two casyon both

cases, the categorization by the human evaluators mapped onto the second highest
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scoring category. The high level of convergence between the categoriabbiusiness
plans under the two different approaches provided evidence of the criteriony\alidhie
new measure. Criterion validity refers to the extent to which the operatitiat is
related to another measure or procedure that is purported to measure a sisitaict;
or the extent to which the outcomes of a measure are consistent with thegré¢icaéd
a priori expectations (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).

The identity typology and related CATA instrument developed in this chapter
provide a basis for assessing and measuring the entrepreneurial ideatitgmbire
based on a narrative description of the venture. This typology and instrument will be

utilized in the empirical tests reported in Chapter 4.
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4 VENTURE IDENTIFICATION AND RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In building new ventures, entrepreneurs depend on the support of a broad
population of resource providers. Some resource providers may provide financial
resources in the form of an equity investment in the venture; other resource grovider
may provide insight and advice to the team building a venture; others may provide links
to valuable contacts, and in so doing, support the venture with social capital. Prior
research on resource mobilization in new ventures has focused largely on théi@aequisi
of financial resources from a very narrow group of resource providers such ag ventur
capitalists (e.g., Chen et al., 2009; Franke et al., 2006; Shane and Cable, 200%] Zott a
Huy, 2007). Prior research has also focused either on general criteriguwkeve
attractiveness as perceived by financial resource providers or on the bdhnagss of
resource providers, thereby focusing on one side of a two-sided process. On thee ventur
side, Hsu (2008) points out that the ex ante levels of human and social capital ared ex ant
technological quality are the criteria most predictive of resouredsyg in a new
venture. Shane and Cable (2002) demonstrate how the reputation of the people behind a
venture impact the acquisition of financial resources. Zott and Huy (2007) ateitww
the symbolic management practices of entrepreneurs influence finasoatce
providers’ perceptions of a venture. Chen et al. (2009) find that the perceived
preparedness of a venture had an impact on venture capitalists’ evaluations ofessent
attractiveness. Navis and Glynn (2011) suggest that a venture with a legyginaiat
distinct entrepreneurial identity will be most likely to be perceived assitike for

venture investment.
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On the resource provider side of the equation, Zacharakis and Shepherd (2001)
examine how overconfidence of venture capitalists influences the choiceadakeyand
Shepherd et al. (2003) consider how experience influences a venture capualists
of decision-making.

While this body of research helps build a baseline understanding of financial
resource acquisition in new ventures, it does not take into the interactive etfeet of
two-sided process of resource mobilization in new ventures. Every time a resource
provider makes a decision about whether or not to provide support to a new venture,
features of the venture and features of the resource provider likely factor into that
decision. A more complete model of new venture resource acquisition will take into
consideration the matching process between features of the venture and featuze
resource provider in the resource mobilization process. Some researchersgoavie be
consider how similarity between a venture capitalist and an individual emeepnaay
account for variation in the VC’s perception of an investment opportunity (e.g., Ftanke e
al., 2006; Matusik et al., 2008; Murnieks, 2011). To date, there appears to be no research
that examines the matching process between ventures and resource prowvidershise
research fills that gap. To examine the link between individual resource poaitkthe
new ventures, | exploit an insight from the organizational identity literature tha
individuals identify more strongly with an organization when their “self-concepaicent
the same attributes as those in the perceived organizational identitydr{[@titl., 1994,

p. 239).
As a new venture emerges, so it is assumed to adopt and portray an identity

(Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001). The entrepreneurial identity of a new venture is defined a

78



“the constellation of claims around tf@inders organizationandmarket opportunityor
an entrepreneurial entity that gives meaning to questions of ‘who we areilaatdve
do” (Navis & Glynn, 2011, p. 479). Although scholars have argued that the
entrepreneurial identity of a venture plays a role in the resource acquisitioagproce
(Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001; Navis & Glynn, 2011), none of this research considers how
different entrepreneurial identities appeal to different resource providers

In bringing research on entrepreneurial identity and on new venture resource
mobilization together, | empirically examine how different entrepraakidentities
appeal to different resource providers. In so doing, | test relationships outlithe i
venture identification model outlined in Chapter 2.

This chapter proceeds as follows: first, | outline a series of hypottreses
consider how identity connections between resource providers and entrepreneurial
ventures may account for resource provider support of a new venture; then | déscribe t
data used and methods employed to test these hypothesis; thereafter,dnréipert

results of the analysis followed by a discussion of the results.

4.2 HYPOTHESES

Resource provider identification with a venture

Building off the arguments outlined in Chapter 2, | propose that the greater the
overlap between the identity elements of a new venture and the identity elerhant
individual resource provider, the stronger the level venture identification andbtiee m
likely the resource provider will support the new venture. In this section, | set up a
empirical study by describing specific hypotheses that relate back ¢ortbeptual

model described in Chapter 2. These hypotheses are articulated in such a vieythat t
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can be tested using data from the University of Washington’s business planitompet

The hypotheses are depicted in Figure 4.1, and then further elaborated on below.

Figure 4.1  Proposed hypotheses within the model of venture identifi¢an

Venture-Resource Provider Identity Match Venture uncertainty
e Communitarian identity (H1a) e State uncertainty (H3a, H4a)
e Darwinian identity (H1b) e Effect uncertainty (H3b, H4b)
e Edisonian identity (H1c) * Response uncertainty (H3c, H4c)
e Missionary identity (H1d)
lHB H4 Resource
provider
support
H1
Founder-Resource Provider Identity Match Y >
¢ Education level (H2a) H2

¢ Education background (H2b)
¢« Gender (H2c)

In building a new venture, entrepreneurs seek the support and input of external
resource providers. Support for a new venture from external resource providers may
come in the form of advice, financial resources, referrals, or othecsgifivom the
resource provider. Resource providers cannot support all ventures seekimgessist
therefore, they need to make careful choices about where they will devotentleeir ti
attention, and money. The underlying premise of this research is that resawidergr
will choose to support the ventures where they perceive a similarity betwerasdives
and various aspects of the venture. Prior research has highlighted that perceive
similarity between an entrepreneur’s and a ventures capitalistegitaphic profile,
values, and cognitive style, may account for investor preference for a vemamkg(let

al., 2006; Matusik et al., 2008; Murnieks et al., 2011). In this research, | argue that
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resource providers will not only connect with the individual entrepreneurs behind a
venture, but they will also connect with the claimed identity of the venture in making
critical resource allocation decisions. |, therefore, suggest the¢iilure-resource
provider identity matchingnd (2)founder-resource provider attribute matchiwgl
independently account for the provision of support to new ventesgure-resource
provider identity matchings the similarity between the entrepreneurial identity of a
venture and the individual identity of a resource provideunder-resource provider
attribute matchings the similarity between individual attributes of the members of a
founding team of a venture and the individual attributes of a resource provider.

Venture-resource provider identity matching. The entrepreneurial identity of a
venture is defined as “the constellation of claims about a founder, a venture, an@t mark
opportunity around questions of ‘who we are’ and ‘what we do™ (Navis & Glynn, 2011,
p. 479). In Chapter 3, building on the research of Fauchart and Gruber (2011), |
developed a typology for assessing the entrepreneurial identity of aezémitinin this
typology, a venture can be assessed as having a Communitarian, Darwinian, Edisonia
or Missionary identity. A venture with a Communitarian identity claims tarbe
authentic member of a specific community, and is orientated toward serving that
community in a productive and meaningful way. A venture with a Darwinian identity is
oriented toward competitiveness, growth, and economic returns. A venture with an
Edisonian identity focuses primarily on advancing technology. A venture with a
Missionary identity is orientated toward advancing a social cause.

The different entrepreneurial identities are likely to appeal to diffeesaturce

providers. Past research suggests that personal choice is often driven byiteahdi
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identity of a decision maker. Research in social psychology (Stryker, 1980, 18&@r S

& Serpe, 1982; Stryker & Burke, 2000), consumer behavior (Bolton & Reed, 2004; Reed,
2004), and economics (Akerlof & Kranton, 2000, 2005, 2010) suggests that an
individual’s identity can significantly affect the choices they make oftiag to March

(1994), one’s identity invokes a set of rules for decision-making, and when those rules
are applied, decision-making becomes more predictable. Therefore, the@esourc
allocation choices of individual resource providers are likely to be influencediby the
individual identities.

In the same way that a venture can have an identity that falls into the
Communitarian, Darwinian, Edisonian, or Missionary category, so an individual can have
an identity that aligns with one or more of those categories. For example, aduadivi
who values their involvement in a specific community, and seeks to be an active and
central member of that community, will have a Communitarian identity (Fau&hart
Gruber, 2011). An ambitious individual who seeks opportunities for personal success and
recognition, and who values competitiveness, will be associated with ararwi
identity (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). An individual with a strong intellectual isténe
technology, and a drive to make a technological contribution, will fall into the Edisonia
identity category. And an individual with a desire to change the world for the bgtter
advancing a social cause will be associated with a Missionary iddfditigifart &

Gruber, 2011). The identity of an individual is likely to be reflected in the narrative
descriptions that people provide about themselves (e.g., within a biography, or in an

online profile on a social networking site).
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In Chapter 2, | argued that because resource providers have to make resource
allocation decision under high levels of uncertainty, ambiguity, and equivocality,
individual resource providers will show a preference for ventures with an emesgpial
identity that aligns with their individual identity. Where a venture has an iglénat
aligns with the individual identity of a resource provider, then the venture will seem
familiar, more understandable, and invoke more positive emotions in a resource provider,
prompting him or her to be more positively disposed to the venture. If resource movide
are unable to identify with a venture because their personal identity is distarthe
entrepreneurial identity claimed by the venture, then they arakelstb be positively
disposed to the venture, and they won’t understand the value proposition of the venture,
prompting them to overlook it when allocating resources. This leads to the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): As the venture-level identity claims of a venture aligrihei

individual identity claims of a resource provider, so a venture will be more likely

to attract the support of the resource provider.

Hypothesis 1la (H1la): As a Communitarian identity of a venture aligns with a

Communitarian identity of a resource provider, so a venture will be more likely to

attract the support of the resource provider.

Hypothesis 1b (H1b): As a Darwinian identity of a venture aligns with a

Darwinian identity of a resource provider, so a venture will be more likely to

attract the support of the resource provider.

Hypothesis 1c (H1c): As an Edisonian identity of a venture aligns with an

Edisonian identity of a resource provider, so a venture will be more likely to

attract the support of the resource provider.

Hypothesis 1d (H1d): As a Missionary identity of a venture aligns with a

Missionary identity of a resource provider, so a venture will be more likely to
attract the support of the resource provider.
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Founder-resource provider attribute matching. Prior research suggests that
resource providers prefer to invest in a venture where the people developing the ventur
are similar to themselves (Franke et al., 2006; Matusik €0f18; Murnieks et al., 2011).
The concept of being attracted to and showing preference for those who aetsimil
one-self is well established (Bryne, 1971). People get married to others whoikxe si
to themselves (Kalmijn, 1998); managers positively evaluate and support sulesrdinat
that are similar to themselves (Ibarra, 1992, 1995); entrepreneurs establisbntgres
with other entrepreneurs that are similar to themselves (Ruef et al., 2008%t@tdish
exchange relationships with people with similar characteristics to thesag®lissa,

2011). Prior research has found that VCs tend to show a preference for ventures with
founding teams with similar training and professional experience to thesag€lranke

et al., 2006) and for entrepreneurs who demonstrate decision processes similar to thei
decision processes (Murnieks et al., 2011). Therefore, there is strong reasipose pr

that resource providers will choose to support ventures that are founded by people who
are similar themselves.

Following this logic, | propose that alignment between the individual attrilofites
the founding team members of a venture and the individual attributes of a resource
provider will help explain which ventures a resource provider chooses to support.
Focusing on the individual attributes of education and gender, | propose that where a
resource provider is of the same gender, has a similar level of educatias, an
educational background in a similar field to the founding team members of a yenture
then they will be prone to similarity biases (i.e., homophily) and be more lidkely t

provide the venture with support.
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Hypothesis 2 (H2): The greater the alignment between the individual attributes of
the founders of a venture and the individual attributes of a resource provider
evaluating a venture, the higher the likelihood that the resource provider will
support the venture.
Hypothesis 2a (H2a): The greater the alignment between the education level of
the founders of a venture and the education level of a resource provider
evaluating a venture, the higher the likelihood that the resource provider will
support the venture.
Hypothesis 2b (H2b): The greater the alignment between the education
background of the founders of a venture and the education background of a
resource provider evaluating a venture, the higher the likelihood that the resource
provider will support the venture.
Hypothesis 2c (H2c): The greater the alignment between the gender of the
founders of a venture and the gender a resource provider evaluating a venture,
the higher the likelihood that the resource provider will support the venture
Venture uncertainty
The notion that entrepreneurs operate in the face of inherently uncertain, even
unknowable, futures is one of the most closely held assumptions in enéestap (e.g.,
Knight, 1921; Sarasvathy, Dew, Velamuri, & Venkataraman, 2003; Shane anddckha
2003). Although the entrepreneurial process is inherently uncertain, the level of
uncertainty associated with a new venture can vary (McKelvie et al., 2010). The
predictability of the industry that the venture is entering, and the develogtagetof
the technology associated with the venture being created, have a sigmfisact on the
perceived uncertainty associated with a new venture (McGrath & MeVIRIROO;
McKelvie et al., 2011). New, emerging industries and rapidly changing irekiate
associated with much higher levels of uncertainty compared to more mature, stable

industries where norms, standards, and market categories are estgblsshs@& Glynn,

2011). A venture seeking to develop and exploit a new technology faces higher levels of
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uncertainty with regards to timing, cost, and technological standards compamned to a
entrepreneur utilizing an established technology where many costs rdtraihal
technology trajectories can be predicted with greater certainty i&tlc@& McMillan,
2000).

Milliken’s (1987) seminal article described a three-dimensional concegztiah
of uncertainty. She differentiates between state, effect, and respondainhceState
uncertainty refers to uncertainty about the external environment caused by hty itwabi
predict how environmental components are changing (i.e., demographic shifts, socio-
cultural trends, technological changes, etc). Effect uncertaintysétata inability to
predict how changes in the environment will impact a venture (i.e., knowing that a
hurricane is headed in the direction of one’s neighborhood does not mean that you know
how the hurricane will impact the neighborhood). Finally, response uncertaiety tef
uncertainty caused by a lack of insight into response options given a changing
environment and/or an inability to predict the likely consequences of a responge choic
(i.e., if a ventures enters a new market, one cannot necessarily predict ivew a g
competitor will respond) (Milliken, 1987). Milliken suggests that each of these
uncertainty types considered together define the nature and character cintycirat
surrounds a given entrepreneurial decision. Although Milliken’s conceptualization of
uncertainty has been used when examining the decisions of individual entrepregeurs (e.
McKelvie et al., 2011; McMullen and Shepherd, 2006), the concepts of state, eftect, a
response uncertainty have not previously been applied in the examination of new venture
resource provider decisions. The sections that follow describe how state,aftec

response uncertainty are likely to impact resource provider decisions.
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4.2.1.1 Stateuncertainty

State uncertainty refers to the perception “that a particular componeet of th
environment is unpredictable; more specifically, that one does not understand how the
components of the environment are changiiMylliken, 1987, p. 137). As state
uncertainty increases, it becomes increasingly difficult to understand atick pine
future state of the external environment. Milliken (1987) cites several fahtdrdrive
state uncertainty, including demographic shifts, socio-cultural trends, andeshiang
suppliers, customers, and competitors. The dynamism inherent in entrepresenigats
suggests that state uncertainty is enduring and occurs at high levelsthiieahigh-
level range state, uncertainty can fluctuate depending on the technologisahistif
customer demand uncertainties associated with a ventures offering (NMc#&iehl.,
2011).

As the technological and customer demand uncertainty associated with the
environment surrounding a venture increases, so the accessibility, reliabdityaladity
of objective data about the opportunity the venture is pursing is reduced (Milliken,
1987)—nhigh levels of state uncertainty are associate with low levels of valielaide
information. Hence, as the state uncertainty associated with a ventureséscisait
becomes more difficult (even impossible) for a resource provider to make kationa
calculated decisions. Under such conditions, resource providers will depend more on
identity attributes and homophily in making decisions, and less on objective and rational
probability and risk calculations. As one Angel investor pointed out, “when doing early
stage investing, you can’t always get all the information you need, yow jugst your

gut and go with what you feel...if you wait to get all the information you egsiu
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won’t get in on the deal” (Author interview, February 11, 2011). Therefore, | propaise t
under higher levels of state uncertainty, the relationship between vergatgee
provider identity matching and resource provider support for a venture will iecreas

Hypothesis 3a (H3a): When state uncertainty is high, the relationship between

venture-level identity alignment and resource provider support for a venture will

strengthen.

Similarly, under high levels of state uncertainty, the relationship leetfeeinder-
resource provider attribute matching and resource provider support for a veiture wi
increase.

Hypothesis 4a (H4a): When state uncertainty is high, the relationship between

founder-level attribute alignment and resource provider support for a venture will
strengthen.

4.2.1.2 Effect uncertainty

Effect uncertainty relates to an ability to predict how environmentaite e
changes will impact a firm (Milliken, 1987). While it may be possible in some
circumstances to predict customer demand shifts or technological clveitigeeme
level of accuracy (e.g., Abernathy and Clark, 1985), it may be challengingdiotgrew
such changes will impact a venture (Tushman & Nelson, 1990). For example, one can
reasonably predict the technological trajectory for electric motor vehiClira & Saint-
Jean, 2009), and based on historical purchasing patterns, it is possible to map out what
demand for such vehicles may look like (Becker, Sidhu, & Tenderich, 2009). Yet, it is
very challenging to assess how these forces will come together to impatdtuse
producing electric cars such as Tesla Motors. When a resource provider etonabl
reliably assess how customer demand and/or technological changespait ia venture,

then they are unable to use objective and rational data in making investmesiangdeci
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Under such circumstances, resource providers will depend more on how they feel about
the venture and the extent to which they identify with the venture, and with the people
managing the venture, in making resource allocation decisions. Hence, venture-leve
identity alignment and founder level attribute alignment are stronger pmesdadt
resource allocation when a venture is confronted with high levels of effeatainty.
Hypothesis 3b (H3b): When effect uncertainty is high, the relationship between
venture-level identity alignment and resource provider support for a venture will
strengthen.
Hypothesis 4b (H4b): When effect uncertainty is high, the relationship between

founder-level attribute alignment and resource provider support for a venture will
strengthen.

4.2.1.3 Response uncertainty

Response uncertainty is defined as a lack of knowledge of response options and/or
an inability to predict the likely consequences of a response choice (Milliken, 1987).
Where there is a need to act, response uncertainty is of utmost importancan(Dunc
1972). In the context of new ventures, response uncertainty largely orientated ar
venture’s ability to establish an advantage over other firms with whom they are
competing, and respond to competitive threats when they arise. “Successfulratiie
case of dynamic markets, while bearing in mind demand and technological umygertai
furthers competitive advantage...earning repeated advantage represéatsgtor
successful competition. For this to occur, understanding the breadth of response options
and the consequences of a response choice are paramount” (McKelvie et al., p. 278).
Hence response uncertainty is conceptualized as an assessment of liuotkélat a
firm can competitively respond to threats and changes. Resource proaidengatuate a

venture’s lead-time over competitors and competitive positioning in the mateteado
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assess response uncertainty associated with the venture. While the naspertdae
uncertainty is different to the other kinds of uncertainty, the effect of responséainty
on the relationship between venture identification and resource provider supporyis likel
to be the same as the other kinds of uncertainty. Where response uncertainty tisshigh, i
difficult for resource providers to evaluate how competitive a venture will tree future;
hence it is almost impossible to make resource allocation decision for ecorasuns.
Under such circumstances, resource provider must depend more on venture-level
identification and founder-level homophily in making resource allocation choices.
Hypothesis 3c (H3c): When response uncertainty is high, the relationship betwee
venture-level identity alignment and resource provider support for a venture will
strengthen.
Hypothesis 4c (H4c): When response uncertainty is high, the relationship betwee

founder-level attribute alignment and resource provider support for a venture will
strengthen.

4.3 DATA AND METHODS

| used data from the annual business plan competition hosted at the University of
Washington in the years 2007 to 2011. The investment round of the UW Business Plan
Competition provides a unigue and relevant setting to examine the choices of a broad
base to resource providers in deciding whether or not to support a new venture because it
captures a large number of resources provider decisions in a controlled, bettiegl, s
Each year 30 to 35 ventures are selected from approximately 100 enpésdipate in
the investment round of the competition. Each venture submits a one-page summary of
their business plan. The summary is distributed to approximately 200 people who are
invited to be judges in the investment round. The judges are diverse in terms of

profession, gender, and age. While some of the judges are professional infeegtors
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VCs), many of the judges operate in other roles that are supportive of emeprée.g.,
lawyers, consultants, accountants, etc.), while others are local entreprenmearsagers.
The profile of the judges across the five years of the competition (2007-201X)aselis
in Table 4.1

Table 4.1 Distribution of judges in the business plan competition (20011)

Professional Category # %
Accountant 7 1%
Advisor 13 2%
Consultant 90 12%
Engineer 69 9%
Entrepreneur 152 20%
Investor 37 5%
Lawyer 61 8%
Manager 284 38%
Realtor 13 2%
Professor 9 1%
Other 20 3%
Total 755 100%

After having the opportunity to carefully read the business plan summary for eac
venture, the judges also have the opportunity to interact with the team behind each
venture in a trade show format. Each judge is provided with $1,000 in fictitious capital
that they can allocate to as many or as few ventures as they wish, mantsef their
choosing. Each year the 16 ventures that attract the most resources froweithisase
of judges, advance to the next round of the competition in which they present their
business plan to a small panel of judges. Therefore, the resources that theljodages a
have a direct impact on the recognition and opportunity afforded to a venture. Such

resources are a strong signal of the judges’ preference for supporting a venture.

91



Copies of the business plan summaries for each venture that participated in the
investment round of the competition in each year between 2007 and 2011 were obtained
from the Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship (CIE) at the University of
Washington. They also provided details of the dollar amount of resources allacated t
each venture by each judge who participated in the investment round of the competition
each year during that period. Between 2007 and 2011, 171 ventures were selected to
participate in the investment round of the business plan competition. A total of 755
judges were enlisted to evaluate the ventures participating in the invesbonethower
those years. Across the five years, the range of resources allocatedetoanigre was
$580 to $15,100, with a mean of $4,746 and a standard deviation of $3,032. Using the
data provided by the Business Plan Competition organizing office, | was able timcbns
a matrix of 25,821 decision points for all the judge-venture pairs across the five years of

the competition.

4.3.1 Resource provider support of a new venture

The dependent variable in this research is resource provider support for a new
venture as measured by the dollar amount a resource provider allocates to a nev vent
during the investment round of the UW business plan competition. The unit of analysis is
resource provider-venture pair. On average, each judge provided resources to 4.6
ventures (average of $217 per venture), meaning that many of the resource provider-

venture pairs have a zero as an outcome variable.

4.3.2 Venture-resource provider identity match
Venture-resource provider identity match is conceptualized as an overlaprbetwee

a venture’s entrepreneurial identity and the individual identity of a resourcel@rovo
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assess a venture’s entrepreneurial identity, | utilized the entrepreneennigiy

categories of Communitarian, Darwinian, Edisonian, and Missionary identiaes/ére
developed in Chapter 3. These were overlaid with the identity profiles of thetrespec
resource providers (as described below) to assess the extent to which a venture and a

resource provider made similar claims about “who we are” and “what we do.”

4.3.2.1 Entrepreneurial identity.

To assess the entrepreneurial identity reflected in each business plan gummar
measured the strength of each dimension of entrepreneurial identity (Cdammauani
Darwinian, Edisonian, Missionary) using the CATA instrument developed in Chapter 3.
All 171 business plan summaries were analyzed utilizing the four custom digona
from Table 3.3. The text in each business plan was assessed to analyze theyfi@quenc
words from each word list representing an entrepreneurial identity. Tectaortr
variations in the length of business plan documents, the frequency of words from each
word list was divided-by the total number of words in each business plan document. This
provided a percentage score for each of the entrepreneurial identity dimessions a
reflected in each business plan summary. The percentages were then adjulséed for t
difference in the number of words in the dictionary for each identity type x&anme,
when the business plan summary for the venture Alterneg (from 2007) was dntigze
CATA software (DICTION) reported that the document had a total of 803 words: 11
words from the Communitarian identity dictionary; 39 words from the Darwinian igentit
dictionary; 9 words from the Edisonian identity dictionary; and 2 words from the
Missionary identity dictionary. The identity scores for this venture wenelledéd as

outlined below.
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Communitarian Darwinian Edisonian Missionary

Words from each identity dictionary in businesspla 11 39 9 2
Total words in the business plan 803 803 803 803
Percentage of words pertaining to each identity %.37 4.86% 1.12% 0.25%
Adjustment for the difference in the nurber of
words in each dictionary* x 100/ 92 x 100 / 136 x 1009 x 100 / 47
Final entrepreneurial identity score 1.49% 3.57% 0.94% 0.53%

* See Table 3.3 for he list of words + total nurber of words in each dictionery

4.3.2.2 Resource provider identity.

| used the Linkedin profiles of the people who participated as judges in the
business plan competition as a data source for assessing their individual.identit
Linkedin is described as world’s largest professional network, with more than 150
million members worldwide. Working professionals create and maintain a pooftlee
Linkedin platform, and use that profile as a basis to connect with others with whom they
share professional interests. A typical Linkedin profile contains detailednation
about a person’s work experience and education, including a detailed narrative
description of the person’s career history and objectives. Because the irdararaa
person’s Linkedin profile is largely created and controlled by them, keky/la powerful
reflector of the person’s individual professional identity.

| downloaded the Linkedin profile for each judge who participated in the
investment round of the competition between 2007 and 2011. Where | was uncertain as to
whether | was downloading the correct profile, | conferred with the Businass Pl
Competition organizing office to ensure that | had the right person by crokischac
reference to an employer, venture, email address, or some other piece ofirgdentif
information. | was able to find Linkedin profiles for 684 of the 755 people who
participated as judges in the business plan competition between 2007 and 2011 (91%). Of
these, 145 of the Linkedin profiles were incomplete (missing important information or

containing less than 150 words). The incomplete profiles were droppedHeodatabase,
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therefore the final database contained 539 judges (71% of all the judges wtipadadi
in the competition). These were spread across the five years of the compstition a
follows: 77 in 2007; 99 in 2008; 121 in 2009; 124 in 2010; and 118 in 2011.

To measure the identity reflected in each Linkedin Profile, | downloaded the
contents of each profile into Diction, and using the CATA instrument developed in
Chapter 3, | analyze the frequency of words associated with each of the four
entrepreneurial identities (Communitarian, Darwinian, Edisonian, and Misgjoma
control for variations in the length of the Linkedin profiles, the frequency of words
associated with each identity was divided by the total number of words in edkeulin
profile. This calculation provided a percentage score for each profile flooéé#we

entrepreneurial identity dimensions.

4.3.2.3 Venture-resource provider identity match

To measure the identity overlap between a venture and a resource provider, |
calculated an interaction term between the identity score for eaditydsategory. To
calculate the interaction term at an identity category level, liplietf the score for each
identity category for each venture (expressed as a percent) by théosaaeh identity
category for each resource provider (also expressed as a percent). Hotiamer
represents an identity overlap score for each identity category for eaahevesgource
provider pair. For example, if Venture-A had a Darwinian identity score of(Q2F3),
and Resource Provider-Z had a Darwinian identity score of 0.08 (8%), then thetyidenti
overlap score in the Darwinian identity category would be 0.12 x 0.08 = 0.0096. Each of
these interaction terms serve as an independent variable in analyzirgbHThAus,

identity alignment is calculated as the joint probability of the resoutsedar and the
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venture using language reflecting the same identity in self-descripiibissmethod of
assessing the similarity between a dyad is the same as the method agoptesa (2011)
in his assessment of the social similarity between entrepreneurs andgbotetmiork
connections.

To arrive at an overall identity match score for each venture-resounaer
dyad, | added the identity overlap interaction score scores for eachyidaitigory
together to arrive at an aggregate identity overlap score. The additive@ppfoa
arriving at an overall matching between two parties assumes thargyrin each
dimension contributes to a match, thus if a resource provider has high scores in two
identity categories and a venture has high scores in the same two catdgemidse t
matching score is higherThe calculation of the category identity match score and the

total identity match score for each venture-resource provider dyad is shown below.

Venture A Acomm_ID Abarwin_ID Actdison_ID Awiss_ID
X X X X
Resource prowder z szm_ID ZDarwin_ID ZEdison_ID ZMiss_ID
Dyad AZ AZcomm oM + Apawiniom + Aledisonbm + Aviss_iom = Ao D M

4.3.3 Founder-resource provider attribute match
Founder-resource provider attribute match is an assessment of syrhiédwieen
the individual attributes of the founders of a venture and the individual attributes of the

resource providers. Three individual attributes are evaluated to assessltbé leve

% | also measured venture-resource provider identityg the just interaction term for the identiategory
with thelargest interaction ternfor each venture-resource provider dyad. Thisiwarsf identity match
focused only on the identity category with the ngighificant overlap. | ran all the models withghi
alternate conceptualization of identity match agaependent variable, and the results were esdigritie
same as for the additive measure of identity matalhthe same relationships remained significant.
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alignment between the attributes of the individuals in a venture team and theesttobut

resource providers: education level, educational background, and gender.

4.3.3.1 Education of venture team members

The education level and education background of each founding team member
listed on the business plan was captured from the information disclosed in the business
plan. The education level of each member of the founding team was categorized as
bachelor’s, master’s, or doctorate. The percentage of team membeshk of dze
categories was then captured and recorded in a database. Each individual’'s education
background was broadly classified as science, business, or other, based on the focus of
his or her highest degree. A classification of “science” as an eduddiamkground
included degrees in physics, chemistry, engineering, medicine, cenggignce, biology,
etc. The business category included degrees from a business school, law school, or
communications school. Any degree not falling into one of these two categories was
classified as “other.” The percentage of team members in each atdgetes—
science, business, or other—was then captured and recorded in a database @® ameas

educational background.

4.3.3.2 Education of resource providers

The education level and education background of the resource providers was
captured from their Linkedin profile using the same classification seh@swas used to
record the education level and education background of the individual members of the
venture team. Each judge was assigned to one education level category—Imchelor’

master’s, or doctorate—based on their highest level of education. Educatiorobackgr
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was also classified science, business, or other, based on the focus area obtise pers

highest degree.

4.3.3.3 Gender of venture team members

The gender of each team member listed on the business plan was captured based
on the name of the person listed. Where is was unclear as to whether a member of the
management team was male or female, then the venture team membentaeed
directly via email to confirm their gender. The percentage male and percestzgje f
scores for each venture were recorded, with the two scores adding up to 100% for each

venture.

4.3.3.4 Gender of resource providers
The gender of the resource providers was captured using their name and Linkedin
profile as a basis for classification. Each resource provider waffieldss either male

or female using a dummy variable to reflect his or her respective gender.

4.3.3.5 Founder-resource provider attribute match

Founder-resource provider attribute match was then calculated foattdohte
of interest. For education level, the percentage of the team in each education level
category (bachelor’s, master’s, or doctorate) was multiplied bgdteation level score
for each judge, and then totaled to arrive at an educational level matching~seore
education background, the percentage of the team in each education background category
(science, business, or other) was multiplied by the education background seaehfor
judge, and then totaled to arrive at an education background matching score. Fqr gender
the percentage of the team in each gender category (male or feragleyutiplied by

the gender category score for each judge, and then totaled to arrive at anggtictierg
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score. To arrive at an overall founder-resource provider attribute masdurgy the
educational level matching score, education background matching score, and the gender

matching score were aggregated.

4.3.4 Venture Uncertainty

Uncertainty is conceptualized to moderate the relationship between venture-
resource provider attribute match and resource provider support for a new venture, and
between founder-resource provider attribute match and resource provider support. When
the uncertainty associated with a venture is high, so a resource providéifiitbsn a
rational mode of decision-making based on data and analysis, to a more emotive mode of
decision-making based on identification and emotion. Under such conditions, identity
alignment between a venture and a resource provider, and homophily between the
founding team and a resource provider, are likely to be more powerful influencers on a
resource provider’s decision to support a venture.

Uncertainty is, therefore, assessed from an “outside-in” perspeati\external
evaluation of the uncertainty associated with a venture as would be assessed by a
resource provider. To measure the perceived uncertainty associated with a,Juentur
adapted a measure developed by McKelvie et al. (2011). McKelvie and colleagues
utilized Miliken’s (1987) conceptualization of uncertainty to develop a medsatre t
would capture aentrepreneur’sassessment of the uncertainty associated with a venture
based on (1) the rate of change in the environment in which the venture is operdgng (sta
uncertainty), (2) the ability to predict that change in the environment {efieertainty),
and (3) the response options for a venture (response uncertainty) (Miliken, 1987). |

adapted the wording of their instrument to allamvexternal partyo assess the
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dimensions of uncertainty confronting a venture. A copy of the adapted instruandrg c

found in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2 Assessing new venture uncertainty
Low* High
State The demand for the venture[sl The rate of demand change for the

uncertainty
(rate of demand

product or service is likely to
fluctuate, but the rate of change

S

venture’s product or service cannot
be determined.

change) moderate and steady.

State Future technological innovationsl Future technological innovations

uncertainty affecting the viability of the affecting the viability of the product

(rate of product or service are likely tb or service are likely to be frequent

technological occur, but they are likely to be and major, including changes to the

change) incremental (not discontinuous). underlying technologies related to
product usage.

Effect The venture team appears to havk It is not possible to predict in advan

uncertainty
(predictability

a strong idea of their customers
preferences and demands wjth

demand changes affecting the
viability of the product or service.

of demand regard to their product or service,
change) and these are predictable over
time.
Effect The venture team is in a strond. It is not possible to predict with any

uncertainty
(predictability
of technological

position to predict the nature and
source of innovations that affegt
the viability of their product o

certainty the kinds or timing of futur
technological innovations that will
affect the viability of the product or

change) service. service.

Response The venture team has tangihld It is not possible to foresee the abil
uncertainty reasons to believe that they have of the venture team to sustain
(ability to the ability to sustain viability in viability in this product market
sustain this product market through through further radical and/ or
innovative further radical and/or incremental incremental innovations.
leadership) innovations.

Response While the venture team are npfl The venture team have no way to

uncertainty
(potential lead-
time over
competitors)

able to fully predict the speed or
nature of action of theif
competitors, they have reason|to
believe that will enjoy advantages
long enough to realiz
entrepreneurial returns.

U

know how their competitors will
react in response to their
product/service introduction, and,
therefore, they cannot predict how
long their product will enjoy
advantages before a competitive

response erodes profits.

Adapted from McKelvie, Haynie, & Gustavsson, 2@l 281

*Acknowledging that—in an entrepreneurial context4isiunlikely that uncertainty is ever objectively
“low,” the operationalizations are relative; thatliow levels reflect the “norm” with regard to entainty,
while high levels reflect extreme conditions.
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Two research assistants each completed the uncertainty assessmakafbr
business plans in the sample—they achieved 81% inter rater reliabiliginin th
assessments (831 of a total of 1,026 responses were the same for both raterg). The tw
raters and | discussed all differences to arrive at an agreed upon refsp@asdh item
for each venture in the sample.

To examine the dimensions of the uncertainty measure, | factor-analyzed the
original responses for each item. Table 4.3 reports on the factor loadings from this
analysis.

Table 4.3 Factor loadings of the uncertainty scale

Items Factor 1: Factor 2:
State-Effect Uncertainty Response Uncertainty

Predictability of technological change 0.85 -0.23
Rate of technological change 0.83 -0.22
Predictability of demand change 0.76 0.24
Rate of demand change 0.74 0.30
Ability to sustain innovative leadership 0.15 0.83
Potential lead-time over competitors -0.13 0.77
Eigenvalue 2.60 1.53
Variance explained 43% 26%

From this analysis, one can identify two distinct factorsjthatly account for 69%
of the variance in the responses. The first factor reflects the market and egatalol
unpredictability of the environment (state and effect uncertainty), anddbedseeflects
a venture’s likely ability to compete in the environment in which they opé&egponse
uncertainty). Because the uncertainty scale reflected two factteadnsf three factors, |
refined the moderation hypotheses to account for the combined effect edfttate
uncertainty instead of splitting them out as separate dimensions. Conceptusally, thi
reasonable because both state and effect uncertainty reflect the impaarahmental
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uncertainty on a new venture. Empirically it is justified because the itertesrpng to
state and effect uncertainty all loaded in a single factor. The rewpethieses are as
follows:
Hypothesis 3a (H3a) [revised]: When state-effect uncertainty is high, the
relationship between venture-level identity alignment and resource provider
support for a venture will strengthen.
Hypothesis 4a (H4a) [revised]: When state-effect uncertainty is high, the
relationship between founder-level attribute alignment and resource provider
support for a venture will strengthen.
Hypothesis 3b (H3b) [revised]: When response uncertainty is high, the
relationship between venture-level identity alignment and resource provider
support for a venture will strengthen.
Hypothesis 4b (H4b) [revised]: When response uncertainty is high, the

relationship between founder-level attribute alignment and resource provider
support for a venture will strengthen.

4.3.5 Controls

Because technology and team characteristics have in the past been shoeat to aff
resource providers’ perceptions of a venture (Hsu, 2008), human capital quality and
technology quality measures were included as controls. The quality of humiah wagi
measured using three things: (a) reported education of founding team; (b) thedrepor
start-up experience in founding team; and (c) the reported industry experience
founding team. The (agported education of the founding tearas assessed by
assigning scores to each of the founding team members based on their repelrted le
education as follows: Doctorate = 3 points; Master’s = 2 points; Bachelor's = 1 point
The (b)reported start-up experienad the founding team was assessed by assigning a
dummy variable to each venture where a member of the founding team was described i

the business plan as having prior start-up experience. Thep@@}ed industry
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experienceof the founding team was assessed by assigning a dummy variable to each
venture where a member of the founding team was described as having prioyindustr
experience in the industry in which the business was being launched.

To assess technological quality, | assigned a score based on the quadty of th
intellectual quality disclosed in the business plan for each venture. | assigoe@ af 3
for a patent, 2 for license, 1 for a copyright, and zero if there was no IP disclosed in the
business plan.

The advisory board of a venture is argued to have an impact on the perceived
legitimacy of a new venture (Bygrave & Zacharakis, 2009; Deeds, Mangpr&sen,
2004), thereby impacting the perceived attractiveness of a new venture. | cdritolle
the size of the advisory board by including a count of the number of advisory board
members mentioned in the business plan for each venture. Not all the ventures in the
business plan competition had advisory boards, thus the advisory board control variable
was zero for 52 ventures of the 171 ventures in the dataset (30.4%).

Because the visual appeal of a business plan may also influence a resource
providers perception of a business, | created a composite score for visua| eyakealip
of a dummy for inclusion of (a) a logo, (b) a picture of the product, (Qzhar, (d)
color in the business plan document, and (e) a website advertised on the business plan
document. | also included a dummy variable to control for the year in which the venture

participated in the business plan competition.

4.3.6 Analysis
Two characteristics of the data had a significant influence on my choice of

approach for analyzing the data. First, the dependent variable of resourceprovi

103



support was highly left-censored because of the significant number of zeroscliror ea
venture-resource provider dyad where a resource provider decided not to provide any
resources to the venture, the dependent variable is captured as a zero.dtach res

provider had to make a decision about whether to provide resources to approximately 30
ventures, and each resource provider only provided resources to approximately 5.ventures
Therefore, approximately 25 ventures received zero resources fromeajsaug.

Second, a single resource provider makes approximately 30 investment decisions,
so | need to account for multiple decisions by the same person.

To account for the left-censored model, | decided to use a Tobit model. Tobit
models are designed to estimate linear relationships between variableshete is left-
or right-censoring in the dependent variable. In the management litefladbremodels
have been adopted to predicting rare events such as stock repurchase annoufegments
Benner & Ranganathan, 2012; Sanders & Carpenter, 2003).

To account for the same person making multiple decisions, | looked to adopt a
fixed effects model. A fixed effects model allows one to control for unobserved
heterogeneity among decision makers (e.g., Vissa, 2011).

One challenge that | faced was to combine Tobit and Fixed Effects: “Theoe is
command for a parametric conditional fixed-effects model, as there doesgtat ex
sufficient statistic allowing the fixed effects to be conditioned out of theHded”

(Stata Corporation, 2001 p. 474). Therefore, | chose to run two models with related but
different dependent variables: (1) a Tobit model with the dollar amount of investynent b
each resource provider as the dependent variable; and (2) a Fixed Effectadads]

with a binary dependent variable accounting for whether the investatéaver not (1,0).
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For each of the proposed moderating variables, | created an interactioryterm b
multiplying the moderating variable (e.g., state-effect uncertai@spanse uncertainty)
with venture-resource provider identity match score and with the founder-resource
provider attribute matching score. | then assessed the significancemgtiaetion terms

to draw conclusions about the moderation effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986).

4.4 RESULTS

The descriptive statistics of the all the items included in the analysiedannd
in Table 4.4. There were 18,576 venture-resource provider pairs after dropping data
because of incomplete information about a resource provider—either the Linkedk prof
could not be found, did not exist, or contained so little data that it was not worth

including in the analysis (all profiles with less than 150 words were dropped).
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Table 4.4 Descriptive statistics for the variables included in the atysis

Variable Observations Mean Standard  Minimum Maximum
Deviation
Technology Quality IP Control 18576 1.05 1.27 0.00 3.00
Team Education Control 18576 3.37 3.89 0.00 15.00
Team Entrepreneurial Experience Control 18576 0.21 41 0. 0.00 1.00
Team Industry Experience Control 18576 0.45 0.50 0.00 .001
Advisory Board Size Control 18576 1.81 241 0.00 14.00
Business Plan Visual Score Control 18576 2.52 1.35 0.00 5.00
Communitarian Identity Match v 18576 0.06 0.07 0.00 0.8
Darwinian Identity Match \Y, 18576 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.63
Edisonian Identity Match \Y 18576 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.72
Missionary Identity Match \Y 18576 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.59
Venture Identity Match \Y, 18576 0.24 0.11 0.00 1.19
Venture Identity Match (Centered) \% 18576 0.00 0.11 .240 0.95
Education Level Match \Y 18576 0.15 0.19 0.00 111
Education Background Match I\ 18576 0.30 0.37 0.00 1.00
Gender Match \Y, 18576 0.64 0.40 0.00 1.00
Founder Identity Match \Y 18576 0.36 0.22 0.00 1.00
Founder Identity Match (Centered) \Y 18576 0.00 0.22 .360 0.64
Venture State-Effect Uncertainty Moderator 18576 8.51 .352 4.00 12.00
Venture State-Effect Uncertainty (Centered) Modarat 18576 0.00 2.35 -4.51 3.49
Venture Response Uncertainty Moderator 18576 4.76 0.94 .00 2 6.00
Venture Response Uncertainty (Centered) Moderator 5788 0.00 0.94 -2.76 1.24
Resources Allocated DV 18576 29.05 70.04 0.00 750.00
Support Dummy DV 18576 0.21 0.41 0.00 1.00

The independent variables in the interaction model (venture identity match,
founder attribute match, state-effect uncertainty, and response uncégrargymean
centered to allow for easier interpretation of the interaction effbetcorrelations for
the all the variables included in this analysis can be found in Table 4.5.

The results of the Tobit regression and Fixed Effects Logit analysis danri
in Table 4.6 and Table 4.7 respectively. Model 1 in both tables captures only the control
variables. Models 2 to 7, examining the hypotheses of this study, are disafiss¢he

presentation of the tables.
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Table 4.5

Correlations for the variables included in the analysis

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1 Resources Allocated 1.00
2 Support Dummy 0.80 1.00
3 Technology Quality IP 0.13 0.12 1.00
4 Team Education 0.12 0.09 0.15 1.00
5 Team Entrepreneurial Experience  0.05 0.05 -0.07 0.220 1
6 Team Industry Experience 0.05 0.04 -0.04 0.17 048 1.00
7 Advisory Board Size 0.05 005 0.11 010 -0.11 -0.14 1.00
8 Business Plan Visual Score 0.02 0.03 0.12 0.08 0.032-0.0.11 1.00
9 Communitarian Identity Match 0.04 0.04 -0.18 -0.09 20.00.06 0.04 -0.08 1.00
10 Darwinian Identity Match 0.06 0.07 0.03 -0.04 0.05 60.0.05 -0.01 -0.01 1.00
11 Edisonian Identity Match 0.13 0.12 0.23 0.25 0.06 0.@04 0.03 -0.16 -0.13 1.00
12 Missionary Identity Match 0.04 0.06 -0.12 0.01 0.07010. 0.13 0.02 0.12 0.01 -0.06 1.00
13 Venture ldentity Match 0.14 0.15 -0.02 0.05 0.10 0.09050-0.03 0.62 0.53 0.33 0.33 1.00
14 Education Level Match 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.64 0.10 0.08 0.0408 -0.12 -0.05 0.25 0.01 0.03 1.00
15 Education Background Match 0.00 0.01 -0.08 0.24 0.1200.0.11 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.31 1.00
16 Gender Match -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.07 0.a>29- -0.06 0.14 -0.07 -0.04 0.16 0.15 1.00

B
© o~

Founder Identity Match
Venture State-Effect Uncertainty
Venture Response Uncertainty

0.01 0.01 -0.04
0.06 0.06 0.11
-0.13 -0.11 -0.46

0.41 0.19 0.21140 0.12 -0.06 -0.02

0.15 -0.02 0.02 056 0.73 0.73 1.00

0.16110 0.00 -0.09 0.02 -0.14 -0.01 0.22 0.03 0.03 0.16 -0.06 0.0D3 1.00
-0.p813- -0.10 -0.13 -0.15 0.02 0.01

-0.13 0.06 -0.03 -0.08 -0-0002
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Table 4.6 Tobit regression predicting amount of resources allocated to a veng&ur

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Controls

Year 2007 32.07 *** (7.84) 27.27 ** (7.80) 2275 ** (7.76) 25.53 **  (7.78) 25.12 **  (7.77) 34.07 *** (7.83) 35.75 **% (7.82) 34.97 *** (7.84)
Year 2008 1458 *  (7.00)  3.98 (6.96) 7.09 (6.92) 8.24 (6.95) 9.22 (6.93) 14.14 ~  (6.93) 13.84 *  (6.93) 13.84 *  (6.93)
Year 2009 2.31 (6.75) -3.20 (6.70) -3.25 (6.69) -5.04 (6.72) -3.34 (6.69) 8.82 (6.91) 9.05 (6.91) 9.26 (6.92)
Year 2010 -17.63 *** (6.74) -1048 * (6.67) -13.35 *  (6.64) -12.55 ~ (6.65) -1145 *  (6.65) -8.15 (6.65) 9.72 *  (6.67) -8.51 (6.69)
Technology Quality 29.13 *k% (1.82) 27.96 *** (1.87) 29.45 *+% (1.80) 28.40 *** (1.81) 28.46 *** (1.81) 19.73 *¥* (2.05) 20.82 *** (2.05) 20.21 *** (2.07)
Team Education 4.65 *** (0.58) 3.84 *** (0.58) 4.48 *** (0.57) 3.97 *** (0.73) 5.52 *** (0.61) 4.16 *** (0.63) 3.96 *** (0.63) 3.97 *** (0.63)
Team Entreprencurial Experience 21.30 **  (6.21) 1287 *  (6.14) 15.14 *  (6.13) 17.99 **  (6.15) 16.58 **  (6.14) 6.35 (6.22) 6.39 (6.22) 5.21 (6.24)
Team Industry Experience 16.01 ** (5.23) 13.73 ** (5.19) 11.52 *  (5.18) 15.33 **  (5.24) 14.22 **  (5.21) 15.52 **  (5.24) 15.43 **  (5.24) 15.84 **  (5.24)
Advisory Board Size 542 *** (0.92)  3.74 *** (0.92) 3.99 *** (0.91) 443 ***(0.92) 4.64 *** (0.92) 4.93 *** (0.93) 5.02 *** (0.93) 5.06 *** (0.93)
Business Plan Visual Score 2.62 (1.72) 3.98 *  (1.70) 382 *  (1.70) 5.12 ** (1.71) 479 **  (1.71) 396 *  (1.72) 378 *  (1.72) 377 (1.72)
Venture Identity Match

Communitarian Identity Match (Hla) 281.86 *** (28.20)

Darwinian Identity Match (H1b) 346.31 *** (32.07)

Edisonian Identity Match (Hlc) 483.19 *** (36.17)

Missionary Identity Match (H1d) 533.48 *** (67.02)

Venture Identity Match (Centered) (H1) 360.97 *** (19.11) 357.79 *** (19.13) 359.80 *** (19.09) 353.11 *** (19.10) 348.34 *** (19.06) 350.59 *** (19.12)
Founder Attribute Match

Education Level Match (H2a) 37.88 *** (14.85)

Education Background Match (H2b) -19.59 ** (6.48)

Gender Match (H2c) -26.48 ***  (5.60)

Founder Identity Match (Centered) (H2) -49.98 *** (11.20) -46.80 *** (11.19) -47.01 *** (11.18) -46.93 *** (11.20)
Uncertainty

State-Effect Uncertainty (Centered) 6.32 *** (1.01) 6.51 *** (0.99) 6.36 *** (1.02)
Response Uncertainty (Centered) -20.95 *** (2.86)  -22.24 *** (2.86) -21.79 *** (2.87)
Uncertainty Moderation (all variables centered)

Venture Identity Match x State-Effect Uncertainty (H3a) 1549 *  (7.46) 14.94 *  (7.47)
Venture Identity Match x Response Uncertainty (H3b) 34.70 (21.27) 31.29 (21.31)
Founder Attribute Match x State-Effect Uncertainty (H4a) 12.99 ** (4.53) 12.39 **  (4.54)
Founder Attribute Match x Response Uncertainty (H4b) 1.01 (10.63)  -0.30 (10.64)
Constant =256 *** (8.44)  -336 *** (9.90) =334 *** (9.83) =240 *** (8.69) =256 *** (8.57) =245 *** (8.34) -245 *** (8.61) =245 *** (8.62)
Log Likelihood Function -32307 -32111 -32125 -32285 -32115 -32076 -32067 -32064

Log likelihood Ratio Chi-square 548 HEx 938 H#* O] i 047 kk 931 ks 1026 *** 1028 *** 1028 ***

N 18576 18576 18576 18576 18576 18576 18576 18576

Censored Observations 14651 14651 14651 14651 14651 14651 14651 14651

Uncensored Observations 3925 3925 3925 3925 3925 3925 3925 3925

~p<0.1;*p<0.05;**p<0.01; ***p<0.001
Standard errors are in parenthesis

108



Table 4.7

Fixed effects logit regression predicting resource provideugport

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Controls

Technology Quality 0.22 ***(0.01) 023 ***(0.02)  0.24 ***(0.02)  0.23 *** (0.02) 0.23 ***(0.02)  0.16 ***(0.02)  0.17 ***(0.02)  0.17 ***(0.02)
Team Education 0.03 ***(0.00)  0.03 ***(0.01)  0.03 ***(0.00) 0.03 *** (0.01) 0.04 ***(0.01)  0.03 ***(0.01) 0.03 ***(0.01) 0.03 ***(0.01)
Team Entrepreneurial Experience 0.18 ** (0.05) 0.06 (0.05)  0.06 (0.05)  0.09 * (0.05) 0.08 (0.05)  0.00 (0.05) 0.01 (0.05)  0.00 (0.05)
Team Industry Experience 0.12 ** (0.04) 0.04 (0.05) 0.05 (0.05) 0.08 * (0.05) 0.07 (0.05) 0.08 ~ (0.05) 0.08 ~ (0.05 0.08* (0.05)
Advisory Board Size 0.04 ***(0.01)  0.02 ** (0.01) 0.02 ** (0.01) 0.03 ** (0.01) 0.03 ***(0.01)  0.03 ***(0.01) 0.03 ***(0.01)  0.03 ***(0.01)
Business Plan Visual Score 0.02 ~ (0.01) 0.05 ** (0.01) 0.05 ** (0.01) 0.06 *** (0.01) 0.06 ** (0.01)  0.05 ** (0.02) 0.05 ** (0.02) 0.05 ** (0.02)
Venture Identity Match

Communitarian Identity Match (H1a) 5.84 ***(0.37)

Darwinian Identity Match (H1b) 6.70 *** (0.44)

Edisonian Identity Match (Hlc) 6.46 *** (0.43)

Missionary Identity Match (H1d) 5.89 *** (0.68)

Venture Identity Match (Centered) (H1) 6.22 ***(0.24)  6.17 *** (0.24) 6.21 ***(0.24)  6.13 ***(0.24)  6.08 *** (0.24)  6.11 *** (0.24)
Founder Attribute Match

Education Level Match (H2a) 025 ~ (0.14)

Education Background Match (H2b) -0.15 *  (0.06)

Gender Match (H2c) -0.27 *** (0.06)

Founder Identity Match (Centered) (H2) -0.48 *** (0.11)  -0.45 *** (0.12) -0.45 ***(0.12) -0.45 *** (0.12)
Uncertainty

State-Effect Uncertainty (Centered) 0.04 ***(0.01)  0.04 ***(0.01)  0.04 ***(0.01)
Response Uncertainty (Centered) -0.15 ***(0.02) -0.16 ***(0.03) -0.16 *** (0.03)
Uncertainty Moderation (all variables centered)

Venture Identity Match x State-Effect Uncertainty (H3a) 0.13 ~  (0.06) 0.12 ~  (0.07)
Venture Identity Match x Response Uncertainty (H3b) 034 ~ (0.19) 0.32 (0.19)
Founder Attribute Match x State-Effect Uncertainty (H4a) 0.08 * (0.04) 0.08 ~ (0.04)
Founder Attribute Match x Response Uncertainty (H4b) 0.08 0.09 0.07 (0.09)
Resource Provider Fixed Effects Incl Incl Incl Incl Incl Incl Incl Incl

Log likelihood -8033 -7674 -7675 -7661 -7667 -7634 -7634 -7631

Chi-square 450 *** 1169 *** 1166 *** 1194 *** 1183 *** 1249 *** 1247 *** 1253 ***

N 18576 18576 18576 18576 18576 18576 18576 18576

Number of Groups (i.e. judges) 539 539 539 539 539 539 539 539

~p<0.1;*p<0.05;**p<0.01; ***p<0.001
Standard errors are in parenthesis
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4.4.1 Venture identity match

Model 2 in Table 4.6 and Table 4.7 captures identity matching between a venture
and a resource provider at the identity category level. A match between the
entrepreneurial identity of a venture and the identity of a resource provider|eatahef
each of the four entrepreneurial identity categories is significagltlyed to the amount
of the resources allocated to a venture by an individual resource provider (Table 4.6) and
the likelihood that a resource provider will support a venture (Table 4.7). This provides
support for Hla, H1lb, Hlc and H1d. In assessing the effect size of these relpsionshi
Tobit regression coefficients represent the amount of increase (or d¢angase
outcome variable for each one-unit increase in the respective independent variable
Because an increase of 1 unit is out of the range of the measure of the independent
variable (i.e., the identity matching scores fall between 0 and 1), | daeldulee effect
size on the uncensored latent variable for increase in of 10% in the identityngatchi
score. Based on the results in Table 4.6 one can estimate that a 10% increase in the
Communitarian identity matching score would prompt an increase of $28 in resources
allocated to the venture by the resource provider—regression coefficient for
Communitarian identity match of 281.86 x 10% = $28 increase in resources allocated for
each 10% increase in Communitarian identity match. Similarly, the remress
coefficients for Darwinian identity match (346.21), Edisonian identity match (483.19)
and Missionary identity match (533.28) suggest that a 10% in increase in the matchin
scores for each of these categories will account for an additional $37, $48 and $53 in

resources allocated respectively. Model 3 highlights that the aggrdgatiy matching
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score is significantly related to resource provider support for a new venture, pgovidi

support for H1.

4.4.2 Founder attribute match

Model 4 reports the results of examining the relationship between similarity of
individual level attributes of resource providers and founding team members and the
provision of support to new venture. The results of this analysis reflect that education
level match between a resource provider and a founding team is signiffpasitiyely
related to resource provider support of a new venture (supporting H2a). However, the
education background match and gender match are negatively related to resource
provider support for new ventures. In other words, resource providers appear to be more
inclined to support ventures with a founding team who has an education background
different to their own education background (H2b), and resource providers appear to be
more inclined to support ventures with a founding team who is dominated by individuals
of the opposite gender (H2c). The direction of these relationships is opposite to what was
predicted based on the homophily principle, and opposite to the finding from prior
research in which VCs demonstrated a preference for investing in ventures foynded b
entrepreneurs who are similar to themselves with respect to training aatied
(Franke et al., 2006). As a result of the negative effect of education background and
gender similarity on resource provider support, the overall founder attrilatit@ing

score is also negatively related to venture support as reflected in Model 5.

4.4.3 Uncertainty moderation
The moderating effects of different types of uncertainty are reported ielMod

Model 7, and Model 8.
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4.4.3.1 State-effect uncertainty.

State-effect uncertainty (i.e., the unpredictability of the environment innvthe
venture operates) appears to positively moderate the relationship between venture
resource provider identity match and resource provider support for a venturd @ytede
under conditions of high state-effect uncertainty, resource providers appeavtmdre
on identity similarity in deciding to support a new venture (providing support for. H3a)
The moderating effect of state-effect uncertainty on the venture-oesprovider

identity match relationship is reflected on the graph below.

Figure 4.2  Interaction of state-effect uncertainty and venture iderity match
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State-effect uncertainty also appears to impact the relationshipdretowender-
resource provider attribute match and resource provider support for a venture (Model 7).
The main effect of founder-resource provider attribute match and resource provide
support for a venture is negative. As the state-effect uncertainty in theremeint in

which the venture operates increases, so the negative relationship between founder
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resource-provider attribute match and resource provider support for a new venture is
weakened (as reflected in Figure 4.3). Under higher levels of $tateencertainty,
resource providers are less inclined to show a preference for supporting fouadisg te
with members who are different to themselves in terms of gender and educhtson. T
provides some support for H4a, even though the main effect of founder attribute match

impacting resource allocation behavior was not supported.

Figure 4.3  Interaction of state-effect uncertainty and founder attribde match
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4.4.3.2 Response Uncertainty

The interaction between response uncertainty and venture identity matth is
significant. The interaction between response uncertainty and founder attmatadh is
also not significant. Therefore, it would appear that within this context response
uncertainty does not have a significant effect on the likelihood that resource providers
will depend more heavily on identity matching and homophily when making resource

allocation decisions. Hence, there is no support for H3b and H4b.
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4.4.4 Robustness checks

In order to assess the robustness of the reported results, | examined all the
proposed relationships with two other specifications: zero inflated nedptiomial
model, and a clustered robust standard errors model. To run the zero inflated negative
binomial analysis, | transformed the dependent variable into count data by dividing the
dollar amount of resources allocated to a venture by 100 and rounding to the nearest
whole number. To run the clustered robust standard errors model, | used the interval
regression command in Stata, with the clustering option selected to cluster ame
judge making repeated decisions. The results from the zero inflated ndayatineal
analysis and the clustered robust standard errors model were egst@iadme as those
reported in Table 4.6 and 4.7 (same sign and similar significance) for allahenhips
of interest. This provided assurance of the robustness of the results reported here

| also used an alternative measure of venture-resource provider idegtioty. m
Instead of adding up the interaction terms for each identity category, | odlyhese

identity category with th&argest interaction ternfior each venture-resource provider

dyad in calculating the overall identity match score for each dyad. Thus, thisnvef
identity match focused only on the identity category with the most signifaerlap,
thereby assuming that resource providers on focus on the most salient ovegapycate
with entrepreneurial identity. | ran all the models with this alternateeaptualization of
identity match as an independent variable, and the results for all the hypotbeses w
essentially the same as for the additive measure of identity matcthe-athme

relationships remained significant.
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4.4.5 Summary of results

Table 4.8 provides a summary of the results of the analysis reported in this
document. This summary suggests that the alignment between the entreprieiesitya
of a venture and the individual identity of a resource provider is a fairly important
predictor of resource allocation to new a venture by a resource provider (HHHia
Hlc, H1d). This relationship appears to be stronger as the uncertainty assoitiated w
environment increases (i.e., as the state and effect uncertainty @)dtéds). There is
no support for the idea that alignment between the individual attributes of the founding
teams and the individual attributes of the resource provider will predictroeso
allocation to new ventures. The data would suggest that, within this context, resource
providers show a preference for ventures with a founding team dominated by pebple wit
a different educational background and of an opposite gender to themselves (this is
addressed in the discussion). Because this relationship is negative, it ihalleeging
to interpret the moderating effect of uncertainty, yet it would appear that wriktiens
of high uncertainty, attribute alignment between founders and resource psovider
weakens the negative relationship thereby providing some support for H4a. Theeespons
uncertainty associated with a venture is not a significant moderator of the identity

matching relationship or the founder attribute matching relationship (H3b, H4b).
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Table 4.8 Summary of the results

Hypothesis Tobit FE Logit Conclusion
Hypothesis 1 (H1): As the venture-level identity claims of a venturep<.001 p<.001 Supported
align with the individual identity claims of a ragge provider, so a

venture will be more likely to attract the suppofthe resource

provider.

Hypothesis 1a (H1a): As a Communitarian identity of a venture p<.001 p<.001 Supported
aligns with a Communitarian identity of a resouprevider, so a

venture will be more likely to attract the suppofthe resource

provider

Hypothesis 1b (H1b): As a Darwinian identity of a venture aligns p<.001 p<.001 Supported
with a Darwinian identity of a resource provideg a venture will

be more likely to attract the support of the ressuprovider

Hypothesis 1¢c (H1c): As an Edisonian identity of a venture aligns p<.001 p<.001 Supported
with an Edisonian identity of a resource provides,a venture will

be more likely to attract the support of the ressuprovider.

Hypothesis 1d (H1d): As a Missionary identity of a venture aligns p<.001 p<.001 Supported
with a Missionary identity of a resource providso, a venture will

be more likely to attract the support of the resauprovider.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): The greater the alignment between the p<.001 p<.001 Not supported
individual attributes of the founders of a ventaral the individual  (opposite (opposite

attributes of a resource provider evaluating a weatthe higher the directionto direction to

likelihood that the resource provider will supptite venture. predicted) predicted)

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): The greater the alignment between the p<.001 p<.1 Supported
education level of the founders of a venture amdettiucation level

of a resource provider evaluating a venture thehbigthe likelihood

that the resource provider will support the venture

Hypothesis 2b (H2b): The greater the alignment between the p<.01 p<.05 Not supported
education background of the founders of a ventacktae education (opposite (opposite

background of a resource provider evaluating a uemthe higher  directionto  direction to

the likelihood that the resource provider will sgppthe venture predicted) predicted)

Hypothesis 2¢c (H2c): The greater the alignment between the gendgr<.001 p<.001 Not supported
of the founders of a venture and the gender a mesoprovider (opposite (opposite

evaluating a venture the higher the likelihood ttret resource directionto  direction to

provider will support the venture. predicted) predicted)

Hypothesis 3a (H3a): As the level of state-effect uncertainty p<.05 p<.1 Supported
associated with a venture increases, so the reiatipp between

venture-level identity alignment and resource pdevisupport for a

venture will increase.

Hypothesis 3b (H3b): As the level of response uncertainty Not supported
associated with a venture increases, so the relatipp between

venture-level identity alignment and resource pdevisupport for a

venture will increase.

Hypothesis 4a (H4a): As the level of state-effect uncertainty p<.01 p<.1 Supported
associated with a venture increases, so the reiatipp between

founder-level attribute alignment and resource ey support for

a venture will increase

Hypothesis 4b (H4b): As the level of response uncertainty Not supported

associated with a venture increases, so the relatigp between
founder-level attribute alignment and resource aev support for
a venture will increase
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5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Prior research on entrepreneurial resource mobilization has tended to examine
only one side of a two-sided equation. Scholars have either focused on whethes featur
of a venture (e.g., technology, human capital, entrepreneurial identity), or whethe
features of a resource provider (e.g., behavioral biases), influence the ewicthma
process. However, every time a resource provider makes a decision about whether or not
to provide support to a new venture, features of the venture and features of the resource
provider likely factor into that decision. This study moves beyond the one-sided
perspective of entrepreneurial resource mobilization by exploiting an insightlie
organizational identity literature that individuals will identify more spigrwith an
organization when their “self-concept contains the same attributes as those in the
perceived organizational identity” (Dutton et al., 1994, p. 239).

Building off this insight, entrepreneurial resource mobilization is concelved a
two-sided identity matching process. Specifically, this study exantioe the matching
of identity attributes at different levels of analysis—the team level {dending team
attributes and resource provider attributes) and the venture level (i.e., emtuaal
identity of the venture and resource provider identity)—account for the provision of
resources to a new venture. Theoretically, this perspective does not override daiavali
prior research on venture features or resource provider features thatdeffesaurce
mobilization, it merely provides a more complete and nuanced view of how the features
of both ventures and resource providers interact in the provision of resources to new
ventures. Practically, the insights from this perspective can inform hogpegrieurs go
about finding resources to create and grow their ventures; by recognizingditoves$ of

their venture will appeal to some resource providers and not to others, they can be more
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strategic in whom they target for resources, thereby increasingtheiency and

effectiveness in the venture creation process.

5.1.1 Entrepreneurial identity and resource mobilization

| found that alignment between the entrepreneurial identity of a venture and a
resource provider’s individual identity is an important predictor of resource tatioda
a new venture. This relationship was moderated by environmental uncertainty. In other
words, as the level of environmental uncertainty surrounding a new ventureses;rea
a resource provider is more inclined to support a new venture that portrays an
entrepreneurial identity similar to their individual identity. The moderadffert of
uncertainty reinforces the theoretical premise that one of the reason®iiiyd
matching matters in convincing resources providers to provide resources to newsventure
is because of the generalized uncertainty surrounding the entrepreneuriss fhises,
1949). If uncertainty was reduced and it was possible to make rational calculated
judgments, then identity matching would be less important because resource providers
would be able to do calculate risk and probability to maximize their return. But the
entrepreneurial process is inherently uncertain, so resource providers cath lespen
objective, rational inputs, and need to depend on subjective factors in making choices.
One such factor is the extent to which they identify with the venture.

In conducting this research, | was able to make some contributions to the
literature on entrepreneurial identity. Although the emerging literatumentrepreneurial
identity has suggested that the entrepreneurial identity claimeddyy aamture has a
significant effect on investor judgments of venture plausibility (Lounsbury &igly

2001; Navis & Glynn, 2011), this literature has not considered how different people may
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interpret identity claims in different ways. The findings reported herecatiulst
emerging literature by highlighting that when interpreting entreqaneal identity claims,
judgments of venture plausibility are significantly influenced by “who” is mgkie
judgment. Entrepreneurial identity claims are not universally integiatthe same way;
resource providers’ judgments are significantly influenced by variatiohgiin t
individual identity.

Within the emerging literature on entrepreneurial identity, scholars have
conceived of the construct as a generalized theoretical concept (e.g., Lguargbur
Glynn, 2001; Navis and Glynn, 2011). To date there has been no attempt to categorize
and measure the identities of entrepreneurial ventures. Hence, researcdomtiis
has been restricted because of specification and measurement limitdatveser,
recent research on individual entrepreneurs has provided a basis for examining and
classifying founder identities (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). In this stdohked the work
on founder identities with the prior research on entrepreneurial identity to develop a
typology for classifying and describing the entrepreneurial ideotiyventure. In so
doing, | expanded the categories of founder identities developed by Fauchamé& Gr
(2011), and conceptualized how such identities manifest at a venture level. Furéhermo
as a methodological advance, | utilized computer assisted text analy3i8@Acreate
a novel and powerful way to measure the extent to which each of the entrepreneurial
identity categories in the typology are reflected in a document or presardascribing
a new venture (e.g., in a business plan or pitch presentation). This not only provides a
useful way to measure entrepreneurial identity for this study, bubipatsides a

valuable way for future researchers to measure many different typesityitleat get
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conceptualized in organizational research (e.g., founder identity or orgamadat

identity).

5.1.2 Founder attribute matching and resource mobilization

The homophily principle would suggest that resource providers should be inclined
to support ventures where the founding team is made up of people similar to themselves.
Prior research has found that VCs tend to show a preference for ventures withdgoundi
teams with similar training and professional experience to themsélraaseé et al.,

2006), and for entrepreneurs who demonstrate similar thinking styles to themselves
(Murnieks et al., 2011). Contrary to this, | found that resource providers demonstrated a
preference for supporting ventures with founding teams with a different education
background to themselves and made up of people of the opposite gender to themselves.
These findings are interesting in that they were in the opposite direction tavadha
predicted based on theory and prior research. At the founding team level, onlgitgimila

in education level between the founders and the resource provider was related e resour
provider support.

There are two significant differences between this research andgs&arch on
resource provider similarity biases, which may account for the opposing outcorasgs. Fi
the prior research on resource provider similarity biases (e.g., Fetake2006;

Murnieks et al., 2011) used conjoint analysis to assess resource provider prefdiemces
decisions that resource providers make when evaluating real ventures wittopgalipe
the founding team may be different from those made in an experimental séisng. |
possible that other interpersonal issues come into play in a setting whezsdheee

providers have opportunity to interact with founding team. For example, sexudi@itrac
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may account for the finding that resource providers show a preference foraleams
opposing gender (H2c). Sexual attraction would unlikely be a factor in a conjdiygiana
experiment where the people being evaluated are not real, but it may be anfactor
situation where a resource provider engages with the founding team befong @aki
decision, as in the case of the business plan competition where | gathered daid,. Sec
the prior research on resource provider similarity biases (e.g., Fetiake2006;
Murnieks et al., 2011) has focused only on resource allocation decisions of venture
capitalists (VCs). VCs are a small professional group and they represagtlanited
portion of the resources allocated to new ventures in the USA—every year réhere a
approximately 2 million businesses created in the USA, and only 600—-800 receive
venture capital funding (Thakor, 2011). VCs have evolved a specific identifiable set of
norms and practices, and new VCs are socialized to adopt the norms and practices of the
industry (Shah & Shah, 2012; Stross, 2000). Hence, it may be that the decision patterns
of VCs are different from those of other resource providers. The resource providers
making decisions in this study are much more diverse and represent a much breader ba
of potential resource providers compared to the VCs that were recruited forothe pri
experimental studies on resource provider similarity biases. While one canchide
that this is the reason for conflicting results between this and prior studsesné
possible explanation.

Another possible explanation for the finding that resource providers show a
preference for ventures with founding teams with a different educationalrbaokigto
their own (H2b) could be commodity theory (also know as the “scarcity effect” in the

marketing literature). Commaodity theory (Brock, 1968) deals with the psychalogic
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effects of scarcity. According to the theory, scarcity enhances the waldegirability)

of anything that can be possessed and is useful to its possessor, and cangoeettansf
Commodity theory has been adapted to into the marketing literature asaratisc
effect’—when consumers feel like there is a limited amount of an item, therteshbe
more valuable (Lynn, 1991). In the entrepreneurial domain, resource providers may
perceive that founding teams with skills different to their own as having skilsg and
scarce skills would be perceived to the more valuable. For example, a resourcerprovid
with a business education may perceive business skills to be less valuabkeliedam
business skills are readily accessible—he has business skills and iyishdahany of

his friends and acquaintances have business skills. Therefore, to such a resoigeg pr
technical skills are much more scarce and, therefore, more valuablerigjrail@source
provider with an education in computer science probably associates with pebypde wit
similar education background. When they evaluate a venture, they may perceive technica
skills to be readily available, but business skills may be perceived asa scarmodity,
therefore they place a higher premium on a team with business skills. Whiteit is
appropriate to rationalize post-hoc that this is definitely the case, the fihdingesource
providers show a preference to venture teams different educational backgroumeds to t

own is an interesting area for future research.

5.1.3 Matching processes and tie formation in entrepreneurship research

This research also contributes to the broader stream of research on matching
processes in entrepreneurial tie formation (c.f. Ruef et al., 2003; Vissa, 2011¢t Rlef
(2003) examined tie formation in founding teams for new ventures. They found that

homophily and network constraints tend to account for team formation—individuals
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found ventures with other individuals of the same gender and ethnicity as theraselves
with others with whom they have a prior relationship. Vissa (2011) examined tie
formation intentions and outcomes of entrepreneurs seeking exchange relasiodshi
found that social similarity (language similarity and caste srity)aand task
complementarity independently and jointly predicted tie formation intentions of
entrepreneurs. The findings from my research examine another importaptesretgial
tie—the formation of ties between ventures and resource providers. The formation of
such ties is a critical and challenging part of the entrepreneur@@ssdZott & Huy,
2007). The findings from my research indicates that matching processenmmigdidn
take place at different levels of analysis. Of particular relevartbe iSnding that
resource providers appear to engage more actively in matching processeatwits fef
the venture as compared to specific individual attributes of members of the founding
teams. In other research on tie formation, the decision focus is another individual,
whereas in this research, resource providers are processing datae neviéls of

analysis—individual, organizational, and market.

5.1.4 Practical implications

The findings from this study may help entrepreneurs increase the likelihood and
speed of obtaining resources for their new ventures. Entrepreneurs will beffeotee
if they seek out resource providers with individual identities that are sitithe
entrepreneurial identities of the ventures that they are creating. Entemenay even
classify their venture as a Communitarian, Darwinian, Missionary, or Ediseenture,
and then search through profiles of resource providers to find those with individual

identities that fit with the identity of their venture. Based on the findingisi®fesearch,
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if they did this they would increase their chance of accessing resourcesyand sa
themselves time and energy by only focusing on those resource providers whoeare mor

likely to be interested in providing them resources.

Another implication of this research is that it highlights an alternative pugidmesiness
plans. While the value of a business plan for entrepreneurs has been called imo quest
(e.g., Bhide, 2000; Kirsch et al., 2009), business plans may serve an important purpose
above and beyond communicating the economic, technical, and market viability of a
venture. The wording (and the other symbolic material in a business plan) appears
serve as important identity elaboration devices, communicating the entrem@eneur
identity of the venture to potential external stakeholders. Therefore, engamehould

pay close attention to the identity messages that they are sending out through the
language and symbols that are utilized in the business plan, and this may have an

important bearing on who is interested in providing resources to the venture

5.1.5 Limitations and future research opportunities
These results must be treated as exploratory because of the fictitiousohdere
research setting—resource providers were not investing real resources yandrthe
forced to make resource allocation choices, hence the outcomes may varyhfxbthey
would be if they were making actual choices. Furthermore, the entrepreemidly
of each venture was assessed with only the information in the business plan. A venture’s
identity is reflected in organizational artifacts beyond just the businesI\#ars (&
Glynn, 2011; Zott & Huy, 2007), yet | was not able to account for the identity asteefle

in dress, décor, interpersonal demeanor, or any other identity-ladtemerelement. Also,
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this study only examined resource mobilization for independent entrepreneurial
ventures—while the identity categories appeared to be well suited totthrig,dbey

may need to be adapted or changed if studying entrepreneurial identityferendi

setting. For example, if looking at corporate or social ventures, categmieseed to be
added, eliminated, or adapted. Nonetheless, this study does make important theoretica
and methodological contributions. Theoretically, this research provides a frakrfewor
classifying entrepreneurial identity into categories. The findinggesst that the

alignment between the identity claims of venture and the identity of an individual
resource provider is an important factor in accounting for resource allocatisiodsc

into new ventures. Methodologically the research provides a novel and scalable method
for measuring identity and identity matching in organizational research.

These findings and advancements are a useful starting point for future research
along several paths. The model lays the foundation for empirical tesgziagaictual
investment data and decisions within angel investment networks and ventureficayatal
to see if the propositions find empirical support beyond a business plan competition.
Furthermore, there is an opportunity to test the hypotheses in an experimgéintatse
validate whether early-stage investors pay attention to different thingsvargtarg
levels of uncertainty.

It would also be useful to consider if and how the concept of identity matching
between ventures and resources providers has implications for venture outcoomes bey
just the acquisition of resources. For example, it would be interesting to cahsider
identity matching between venture and resource providers has implications for the

relationship between founding teams and investors, on decision-making ragtica
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the board of directors of entrepreneurial firms, on the strategies and gsadimpted by
new ventures, and ultimately on the performance and survival of new ventures. One
could conjecture that some of these outcomes will be influenced by the strength of
identification between resource providers and the venture, and the salieny iohenth
category in a venture-resource provider relationship (Communitarian, Darwinia
Edisonian, or Missionary.)

The model developed and tested in this research specifically examines how the
individual identity of a resource provider interacts with the entreprenedeiatity of a
new venture. Although many people make resource allocation decision in their individual
capacity—for example, in 2010 there were 265,400 active individual angel investors in
the USA who invested in 61,900 ventures (Sohl, 2011)—some early-stage investment
decisions are made within an organizational context (e.g., venture capiairglaifts or
corporate venture capital funds). Where an organization is deciding whethermr not t
invest in a new venture, the identity of the investing organization (Albert & Whetten,
1985) may be more appropriate in assessing the strength of the identity matehndtha
elaborated on how the model may change when an organization is making a resource
provision decision, but | would expect that the essence of the model would remain intact
although there may be some increased complexity in understanding and accounting for
the interaction of individual and organizational identities in such decisions.

In conclusion, extant research on entrepreneurial resource acquisition has
generally only focused on one side of a two-sided equation. In resourcei@tiocat
decisions, variation on the part of the resource provider and variation on the part of the

venture jointly account for the outcome. To develop a clearer understanding of resource
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mobilization in new ventures, we need to jointly account for features of the venture and
features of resource provider. This study takes us a step forward by iratmgatentity

as a linking construct between resource providers and ventures. The evidence suggest
that resource providers prefer to invest in ventures that reflect an entref@edeuntity
similar to their individual identity; thus, resource mobilization in new ventsragiadic

matching process between ventures and resource providers.
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APPENDIX

Appendix A: Detailed descriptions entrepreneurial identity catgories

Identity
Category

Description

Darwinian

Communit-
arian

Missionary

Edisonian

Ventures that fall into this categorgioh that they will establish a strong and profitabiarket

position. The team devotes most of their attenttioactivities aimed at ensuring the firm’'s sucdess
business sense. The venture is started with theapyimotive of making profits and accumulating
wealth. The team adopts a professional, “busingssad” approach to creating and portraying their
venture. They signal that they are implementingddmlisiness principles. Darwinian ventures view
competing firms as the primary external point dérence in their social space. They try to achieve
competitive advantage by differentiating themselves the competition. Competing firms are seen
as rivals, yet Darwinian ventures tend to value petitive exchange as a process that allows the best
firms to prevail.

Ventures with a communitarian identity are stronghgaged in the community in which they deliver
their product or service. They claim close conmegiwith the community and may use community
symbols and language in their venture descripti@hraarketing material so as to signify their
connection with the community. These venture tearasenthused by their ability to contribute to the
community with their products or services, and eahe support they receive from fellow community
members in their entrepreneurial endeavors. Theytssr activities as entrepreneurs as an important
catalyst for the development of the community.ime lwith their strong identification with the
community, communitarian venture teams believe dl#tienticity is the core asset that they can bring
to their venture. In particular, they argue thatéhese of their involvement in the community, they
have unique, firsthand insights into the needibddv community members and thus can design
“authentic” products or services that not only nreei needs, but also allow for strong identifioati
between the firm and community members. Fellow comity members—"similar others”— serve as
a communitarian ventures teams primary frame @fregfce in the social space. In this vein, theyrclai
a strong sense of “we-ness” when it comes to tiedationships with a community’s members, and
make a clear distinction between people who atkeargroup and outsiders. The relationship thatthes
ventures have with their community is highly emotibbecause it revolves around shared passion for
an activity or a geographic area.

Missionary venture teams believe tiratd can be powerful agents of change in societgt,engage

in new firm creation to establish a platform frorhigh they can pursue their political visions and
advance particular causes, generally of a sociaheironmental nature. Missionary ventures operate
under the principle that their firm activities caositively affect the well being of others, and ttae
members seek to act in a responsible, transpametitempathetic manner to make the world “a better
place.” They portray their firms as entities thagjage in activities that make “sense,” and in this
respect, self-evaluate their ventures behaviorsaatidns through their contribution to the social
world and/or “planet earth.” To advance their causissionary ventures not only offer products and
services, but also strive to be a role model fav basiness can be conducted for greater good.
Missionary ventures advocate new social practicasthey perceive as having universal scope. The
venture teams claim that the purpose of their fgno show that alternative practices are feastutd,
strive to demonstrate to society how the statusoguobe changed (e.g., the way society consumes its
resources, the way society engages with the plandt)is sense, the “relevant other” for missignar
ventures is not a particular group of individualsions, but society at large

Edisonian ventures are established twétprimary objective of advancing the technolagyfier.
The venture team focuses primarily on achievingrnetogical breakthroughs, and then bringing the
technological breakthroughs to market. They belighat an entrepreneurial team that is
unencumbered by the bureaucracy a large institati@rganization is best positioned to achieve
technology advances in a particular domain. Theepreneurial team perceives the venture as a hub
for innovation, and makes claims about the scierdifid engineering competence of the people
affiliated with the venture. The primary frame efarence for the venture is the technology frontier
achievement is assessed in terms of the breakthsatigt advance technology in some domain. While
making money from technological advancements isnofbentioned as a venture goal, it is usually
secondary to goals innovation and technologicahadgment.
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