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CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Topic of interest: the entrepreneurial mindset 

The entrepreneurial mindset concerns “the ability and willingness to rapidly sense, act 

and mobilise, in response to a judgmental decision under uncertainty about a possible 

opportunity for gain” (Shepherd et al., 2010, p. 62). Whilst there is ample research available 

mentioning the entrepreneurial mindset (i.e., Shepherd et al., 2010; Krueger, 2007; McGrath 

& MacMillan, 2000), current research still leaves room for understanding it (i.e., what is it? 

What does it entail? How and when does it work (or not)?), and meaningfully contextualizing 

it – specifically within the field of corporate entrepreneurship.  

This dissertation focuses on answering the former stated questions, providing 

meaningful answers for organisations to understand what they can do to stimulate the 

entrepreneurial mindset of employees. The dissertation results in the development of a new 

theoretical approach about the entrepreneurial mindset within corporate entrepreneurship 

research. Before being able to use the entrepreneurial mindset, we need to know exactly what 

it is and develop a complete and comprehensive understanding of the concept. Even more so, 

we need to grasp it within a corporate context by defining it and operationalising it. Only then 

the entrepreneurial mindset can be used in its full potential and be applied to a corporate 

context. The objective of the projects within this dissertation thus served the purpose of 

answering the question “How can organisations utilise employees’ entrepreneurial mindset to 

stimulate entrepreneurial initiatives?”. A needed answer that inherently provides a nuanced 

perspective on other, more long-lasting, questions, such as “who is an entrepreneur” (Gartner, 

1988), “are opportunities objective or subjective” (McBride & Wuebker, 2020), “what do we 

know about the individual-opportunity nexus” (Davidsson, 2004) and “can entrepreneurs be 

made” (Sarasvathy et al., 2020). Whilst this dissertation does not answer all these questions 

directly, it does provide more nuanced interpretations of these questions, allowing future 

research to delve into these questions more elaborately.  

As Shepherd et al. (2010) are amongst the first to specify details of the entrepreneurial 

mindset in the literature, their work served as a starting point for this dissertation. Shepherd et 

al. (2010) were, moreover, one of the first to distinguish between elements of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, namely the ability to engage in entrepreneurial activities, the 

willingness to do so, and a judgmental decision that needs to be made about a risen opportunity. 

Yet, whilst they may be one of the first to detangle the entrepreneurial mindset, there is also 

other work available that investigated similar entrepreneurial abilities or willingness elements. 



 

8 
 

Ajzen (1991) for instance, in his Theory of Planned Behaviour, has a different translation of 

what ability and willingness contain. He (1991, p. 182) captures the ability in opportunity 

related resources as he frames ability specifically as behavioural control, which concerns “non-

motivational factors as availability of requisite opportunities and resources (e.g., time, money, 

skills, cooperation of others)” (see also Ajzen, 1985, for a discussion). Ajzen (1991) claims 

that people should succeed in their behaviour, because they have the will and means to do so. 

He does recognize however, that entrepreneurship is more complex than just to be captured in 

‘simple behaviours’ (i.e., losing weight) and the road to success, therefore, is more complex as 

well.   

In the definition of the entrepreneurial mindset used in this dissertation, we deviate from 

the Theory of Planned Behaviour, as we focus on the interaction between the willingness and 

ability of individuals to respond to an opportunity (Shepherd et al., 2010). Furthermore, we 

translate the key elements over an affect, skills, and cognition-based component. Our definition 

does not challenge the Theory of Planned Behaviour but indicates its distinctiveness from 

entrepreneurial intentions and underlines the words of Ajzen (1991) to explain the plethora of 

human behaviour and specifically entrepreneurial behaviour from a multitude of angles. Thus, 

entrepreneurial behaviour cannot and should not be approached in just one typical manner, as 

such behaviour is elaborate, can differ between different people in its form and expression, and 

as it is has multiple layers and hence concerns a complex phenomenon. Human behaviour 

cannot be captured in just one specific form of output, and it is unrealistic and rather 

inappropriate to view and discuss a phenomenon from a restricted and bounded perspective 

(Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1988). Therefore, we believe that the entrepreneurial mindset 

should additionally be investigated, thus be the unit of analysis in this dissertation, as intentions 

seem to predict entrepreneurial behaviour only partially.  

There are also other forms of mindsets identified by research. All of them have been 

studied in specific contexts. For instance, Dweck (2017) develops the notion of the growth 

mindset and applies it to education-focused settings. Gollwitzer (2012) focuses with his 

Mindset Theory of Action Phases on an action-oriented type of mindset. Krohn et al. (2020) 

focus with the deliberative frugal mindset on an effective innovation context. Additionally, 

Gupta and Govindarajan (2002) introduced the global mindset. Whilst all these mindsets are 

important, they are also distinct from one another and should not be reconceptualized or 

captured into just one. We argue that the use and research of the mindset depends on the context 

that they are placed in (Krohn et al., 2021). As for the current dissertation, other fields than 
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entrepreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship specifically are beyond the scope of this 

research.  

This dissertation focuses on the field of corporate entrepreneurship and specifically on 

the comprehensive understanding and use of the entrepreneurial mindset within the field of 

corporate entrepreneurship. Deepening the search for a clear definition of the entrepreneurial 

mindset, chapter 2 elaborates on the distinctiveness of the concept in entrepreneurship research. 

In particular, chapter 2 dives into similar entrepreneurial concepts to the entrepreneurial 

mindset – that have also been used more often in the field of corporate entrepreneurship - and 

inherently entrepreneurial theories that have made earlier attempts in explaining 

entrepreneurial behaviour. In chapter 3, we highlight the process development of the 

entrepreneurial mindset and discuss the opportunity - individual nexus more in depth. In 

chapter 4, we investigate to what extent the entrepreneurial mindset mediates the relationship 

between organisational aspects (conditions as identified by Hornsby et al., 2013) and corporate 

entrepreneurial behaviour. The chapters in this dissertation thus shed more light on the meaning 

and use of the entrepreneurial mindset, contributing to the existing literature. Chapter 5 

discusses the dynamics regarding how and when the entrepreneurial mindset results in 

entrepreneurial spikes, and we develop a new theory for future research to elaborate on. 

The foundations of this dissertation are inspired by the NWO-consortium proposal 

developed with the Erasmus University Rotterdam, Utrecht School of Economics, and 

Maastricht University, exploring what organisations can do to stimulate human capital: the 

general mission of this project. The goal of the program was to address how innovation needs, 

organisational forms and support practices may influence human capital through search and 

acquisition of talent and development of competencies of employees. At the same time, the 

program addressed how labour mobility and development of human capital can reflect the 

organisation’s capacity to quickly respond to the changing environment, the nature (and 

radicalness) of the innovations it will offer to the market and the evolution of the internal 

support human resources practices it implements. In Groningen, the focus laid on the latter 

aspect: developing human capital for corporate entrepreneurship purposes.  

Starting with the general mission of the project, we formulated the core research 

question of this research as the following: How can organisations utilise employees’ 

entrepreneurial mindset to stimulate entrepreneurial initiatives? The first review of the 

literature on the entrepreneurial mindset and the application of the entrepreneurial mindset to 

an organisational setting inspired the following research questions. The questions are answered 

in the separate research chapters of this dissertation: 
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o Chapter 2: Is the entrepreneurial mindset a valid, distinct concept?  

o Chapter 3: How does the entrepreneurial mindset manifest? 

o Chapter 4: How do organisational conditions impact the entrepreneurial 

mindset and consequentially, entrepreneurial behaviour? 

o Chapter 5: How can we model the process of the entrepreneurial mindset 

manifestation? 

 

To answer the research questions, we used a multimethod approach. Specifically, 

chapter 2 relies on a qualitative comparative meta-synthesis. To answer the research question 

of chapter 3, we used a combined approach consisting of a diary study and an in-depth case 

study. For chapter 4, we used a survey method, and the final question is answered through the 

development of a new theoretical approach, modelling the entrepreneurial mindset 

manifestation. Our research indicates our assumption of a multilevel focus on an individual 

level concept.  

 

1.2 Empirical setting: dispersed corporate entrepreneurship 

As the mindset needs to be understood within the context of its application, we firstly 

discuss the organisational, corporate entrepreneurship, context – the context that lies at the core 

of this dissertation. Corporate entrepreneurship is defined as “the process whereby an 

individual, or a group of individuals, in association with an existing organisation, create a new 

organisation or instigate renewal or innovation within that organisation” (Sharma & 

Chrisman, 1999, p. 18). It concerns the engagement of employees in entrepreneurial behaviours 

(Belousova & Gailly, 2013; Burgelman, 1983a). The concept of corporate entrepreneurship 

contains two forms of activities, namely, strategic renewal and corporate venturing (Masucci 

et al., 2020; Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Burgelman, 1983c). Strategic renewal concerns efforts 

within the organisation that significantly impact the business strategy or structure, whereas 

corporate venturing concerns the act of employees leading to new business generation within 

the firm (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999), both internal and external (Von Hippel, 1977). Corporate 

entrepreneurship serves the purpose of providing organisations with the means and tools to 

survive and remain in business by relying on advancing opportunities and stimulating 

entrepreneurial-minded employees (Sminia & De Rond, 2012; Floyd & Lane, 2000; 

Burgelman, 1994). 
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There are two approaches to managing corporate entrepreneurship: focused and 

dispersed. Focused corporate entrepreneurship and dispersed corporate entrepreneurship differ 

in the core assumption of employees being either capable to simultaneously perform one’s job, 

as well as initiate entrepreneurial activities (dispersed) or not (focused). The advantage of the 

dispersed perspective is the enablement of ideas and entrepreneurial activities from different 

layers within the firm. In this dissertation, we build on the assumption that every employee can 

perform both entrepreneurial activities whilst simultaneously working on their usual daily job 

tasks. From this follows our assumption that entrepreneurial employees and competencies are 

dispersed throughout a firm (Masucci et al., 2020; Zahra, 2015; Williams & Lee, 2011; Hayton 

& Kelley, 2006). Hence, we assume that every individual can develop and use one’s 

entrepreneurial mindset to engage in entrepreneurial initiatives. The corporate entrepreneur is 

discussed as a functional agent in the organisation (Lewis, 1937), maintaining entrepreneurship 

within the company. Gartner (1989) taught us that asking who an entrepreneur is, is “the wrong 

question” to ask and instead, we focus on what (and how) exactly makes a corporate 

entrepreneur entrepreneurial, and how ‘it’ can be stimulated.  

 

1.3 The research objective 

In this dissertation, we investigate the entrepreneurial mindset from multiple angles. 

We start with developing an understanding of its meaning, potential and validity. Then, we 

investigate it in corporate contexts. We conclude with a theoretical discussion on the 

phenomenon, in its organisational context. By taking an individual, bottom-up approach within 

organisations, we explore the impact and value of the entrepreneurial mindset in a corporate 

entrepreneurial setting. To do so, we bridge entrepreneurial mindset literature with the 

literature on corporate entrepreneurship and, specifically, dispersed corporate 

entrepreneurship, to explore the impact within the organisational context. As we are also 

interested in the dynamic interaction of the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset – so called 

configurations -, we further incorporate process research literature, and rely on the work of 

Garud and Van de Ven (1992) regarding the development process of organisational 

entrepreneurship. This dissertation, therefore, takes the perspective of an entrepreneurial 

mindset as based on ability, judgment and willingness and assumes that all people can develop 

an entrepreneurial mindset (Belousova & Gailly, 2013; Burgelman, 1983b).  

We explore the entrepreneurial mindset using a mixed-method approach, combining 

rather unconventional research methods in entrepreneurship (i.e., ethnographic observation- 
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and diary studies; a qualitative meta-synthesis), with more well-established research methods 

(i.e., questionnaires, statistical analyses, and modelling). We aim to advance the literature on 

the mindset, and particularly corporate entrepreneurship and inherently (corporate) 

entrepreneurial individuals. Inherently, we aim to push forward a dispersed corporate 

entrepreneurship perspective within the research field of entrepreneurship by deepening our 

understanding of how an entrepreneurial individual can be stimulated and thrive in its 

environment.  

Additionally, we find in our research that the entrepreneurial mindset, despite its 

multiple configurations and its differences regarding its precise workings in different 

environments, in essence is a clearly distinct phenomenon as its own (chapter 2). McBride and 

Wuebker (2013, p. 1) once concluded that some entrepreneurial phenomena are difficult to 

understand as something static and instead should be considered “the initial starting condition 

of a process vector that starts somewhere on that [epistemological] continuum but always 

moves across it (a greater or shorter distance) into increasing epistemological objectivity”. 

We perceive the entrepreneurial mindset as such a phenomenon moving across the 

epistemological continuum (i.e., telling us what we believe about it, as McBride and Wuebker 

(2013) phrase it as it can change or develop per person and per situation, however, noting that 

the entrepreneurial mindset is in essence build on specific elements, thus informing us about 

its ontological status (i.e., telling us what it essentially is or contains in terms of elements).  

Taking a critical realism perspective, we realize that essentially, the entrepreneurial 

mindset cannot be observed itself. However, its configurations and resulting entrepreneurial 

engagement can to an extent be observed and accepting the social environment as 

contextualizing (i.e., Bhaskar, 1975) the entrepreneurial mindset rather than defining it, allows 

for a broader understanding of the entrepreneurial mindset. 

 

1.4 Overview of projects 

The central research question that guides the research in this dissertation is: “how can 

organisations utilise employees’ entrepreneurial mindset to stimulate entrepreneurial 

initiatives?”. Here, the entrepreneurial mindset serves as the operationalised phenomenon 

capturing the abilities and willingness of employees. As we assume that corporate 

entrepreneurship consists out of entrepreneurial initiatives and is in fact defined by them 

(Belousova & Gailly, 2013), we argue that, on an individual level, individuals can be stimulated 

to act entrepreneurially, specifically by using their entrepreneurial mindset. Furthermore, we 
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build on organisational conditions literatures (i.e., Hornsby et al., 2013) and investigate 

whether the main tools organisations can use to stimulate employees’ entrepreneurial behaviour 

are relevant for their employees’ entrepreneurial mindset. Hence: 

 

Main research question: How can organisations utilise their employees’ entrepreneurial 

mindset to stimulate entrepreneurial initiatives? 

 

The following studies, written out in the chapters of this dissertation, contribute to answering 

the main research question: 

 

Study 1: Defining the entrepreneurial mindset and discussing its distinctiveness in 

entrepreneurship research 

This chapter sets out to establish a grounded analysis of the definition of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, with the purpose of finding its value and validity in the field of 

entrepreneurship. Including a review of the literature, this chapter provides a theoretical 

foundation for future research to further build on and elaborate on the use of the entrepreneurial 

mindset as a concept. As proliferation of entrepreneurship concepts is not uncommon 

(Podsakoff et al., 2016), this chapter strives to give direction for our following studies – 

chapters - about the entrepreneurial mindset concept. We unpack the entrepreneurial mindset 

and show its distinctiveness within the field of entrepreneurship. Second, we show how the 

entrepreneurial mindset is not old wine in new bottles but a concept on its own. We use a 

synthetic review analysis as our methodological approach, and the research in this chapter is 

guided by the following research question:  

 

o Is the entrepreneurial mindset a valid, distinct concept?  

 

The outcome of this study is a well-researched definition for future research, and 

argumentation for the distinctiveness of the concept in entrepreneurship research. This chapter 

is accepted to be published in the International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business.  

 

Study 2: Configurations of an entrepreneurial mindset in a corporate environment 

This chapter sets out to explore the entrepreneurial mindset in a corporate environment, 

by utilising a rather unconventional approach in entrepreneurship research. We make use of 10 

months of ethnographic based observations, a weekly diary study for 13 consecutive weeks, 13 
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interviews, and a rich number of informal interviews, notes, and formalised and informal 

documentation. The explorative nature of this study allows for an analysis of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, revealing itself through entrepreneurial spikes. Taking the work of 

Gollwitzer (2012) and Dweck (2017) as a starting point, this study shows how the 

entrepreneurial mindset manifests in a corporate environment. This research is guided by the 

following research question: 

 

o How does the entrepreneurial mindset manifest? 

 

The study develops a thorough analysis of manifestations of the entrepreneurial mindset 

in a dispersed corporate entrepreneurship setting, and results in four archetypes of the 

entrepreneurial mindset. Furthermore, our analysis shows indication of the spiky nature of the 

entrepreneurial mindset as opposed to a linear growth and development process. This chapter 

is accepted for a paper presentation at the Academy of Management in 2020.  

 

Study 3: The corporate entrepreneur: exploring the mediating role of the entrepreneurial 

mindset in organisations 

In this chapter, we analyse the entrepreneurial mindset as a mediator between 

organisational conditions, as established by Hornsby et al. (2013), and entrepreneurial 

initiatives. Using the data from multiple SMEs and MNEs, regression analyses have been 

undertaken to explore the entrepreneurial mindset as a bridging mechanism between four 

organisational conditions – namely, work discretion, management support, rewards and 

reinforcements, and time availability – and entrepreneurial initiatives. Taking the work of 

Shepherd et al. (2010) and Hornsby et al. (2013) as the starting point, this study provides 

academia and practice with resources to understand which organisational conditions influence 

the entrepreneurial mindset, leading to entrepreneurial initiatives. In addition to study 2, this 

chapter provides a snapshot of the entrepreneurial mindset to indicate relationships with other 

existing variables. This research is guided by the following research question: 

 

o How do organisational conditions impact the entrepreneurial mindset and 

consequentially, entrepreneurial behaviour? 

 

The results of the study show that specifically work discretion and management support 

seem to positively support the entrepreneurial mindset, whereas the entrepreneurial mindset 
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can also inhibit the organisational conditions – entrepreneurial initiative relationship. An 

abbreviated version of this chapter has been published as a book chapter by Edward Elgar 

publishing in 2020, and the paper in its current form has been presented as a Discussion paper 

in the Academy of Management 2019 conference.  

 

Study 4: Towards a theory of corporate entrepreneurial spikes: opening the black box of 

entrepreneurial event occurrence with a punctuated equilibrium perspective  

This chapter sets out to develop a theoretical model of the entrepreneurial mindset and 

how it results in entrepreneurial initiatives (for instance, clear or excessive expressions of 

entrepreneurial behaviour), named entrepreneurial spikes. This chapter combines the 

knowledge of the previous studies to create a novel perspective of how the entrepreneurial 

mindset manifests and, more specifically, how, and when different individuals engage in 

entrepreneurial initiatives. Viewing the entrepreneurial mindset and its consequential 

entrepreneurial spikes from a punctuated equilibrium perspective (True et al., 1999; Gersick, 

1991), this chapter explains how the entrepreneurial mindset manifestation is dynamic and 

should be viewed as ‘spiky’ rather than linear, as is often the case with a traditional perspective. 

This research is guided by the following research question: 

 

o How can we model the process of the entrepreneurial mindset manifestation? 

 

The outcome of this theoretical paper is a general model of entrepreneurial spikes, 

explaining the manifestations of the entrepreneurial mindset based on multiple configurations 

of the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset. An earlier version of this paper has been 

presented at DRUID 2018 and accepted to Academy of Management 2021.  

 

The following table summarizes the research questions and the methodological 

approaches used per study.  

 

Table 1. An overview of research questions and methods used 

Study  Research question Methodology Type of method Methodologic basis 

1 Is the entrepreneurial mindset a 

validated, distinct concept? 

Meta-synthesis, 

word-crunch 

analysis 

Qualitative Podsakoff et al. 

(2016); Cronbach 

& Meehl (1955) 
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2 How does the entrepreneurial 

mindset manifest? 

Explorative, 

observations, 

interviews, 

questionnaire, 

documentation 

Qualitative, multi-

method 

Eisenhardt (1989) 

3 How do organisational conditions 

impact the entrepreneurial 

mindset and consequentially, 

entrepreneurial behaviour? 

 

Logistic regression 

analyses 

Quantitative Field (2013) 

4 How can we model the process of 

the entrepreneurial mindset 

manifestation? 

 

Theoretical Theoretical  Smithley Fulmer 

(2012); Whetten 

(1989) 

 

1.5 Scientific approach 

This dissertation examines how organisations can utilise employees’ entrepreneurial 

mindset to stimulate entrepreneurial initiatives. For our search, we adopt the engaged 

scholarship perspective (Van de Ven, 2007; Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006; Boyer, 1996). The 

purpose of the engaged scholarship perspective (Van de Ven, 2007), inspired by Simon (1967), 

is to bridge theory with practice and develop practice-oriented research. As it is more 

commonly believed that entrepreneurship does not take place in a vacuum (Zahra, 2007) but 

within a real-life environment, it is important to explore phenomena and research questions in 

such a real-life practice-oriented setting.  

The engaged scholarship perspective, ontologically, has a critical realist position 

(Shawcross & Ridgman, 2019; Bechara & Van de Ven, 2007). The purpose of critical realism 

is to distinguish clearly between the real and observable world, as the real world is not 

observable and the world we observe is built on our own perceptions and developed theoretical 

underpinnings (see also Bhaskar, 2013). In more specific terms, this means that we observe the 

world around us best by means of participatory research to best describe what the real world 

may look like, assumed from the observable world. Critical realism does not indicate a specific 

best suitable research method as the philosophy rather focuses on the theoretical underpinnings.  

The engagement in the engaged scholarship perspective includes the focus on including 

all parties involved in the research, thus all stakeholders within a study project. It concerns an 

iterative developing process between research questions, findings, and stakeholders (Van de 

Ven, 2007), focusing on participative research (Jing & Van de Ven, 2016). Engaged 
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scholarship embraces the variety of stakeholders – thus, individuals – in research, allowing for 

both process and variance studies to explore the heterogeneity of entrepreneurial individuals 

(Jing & Van de Ven, 2016). As Boyer (1996, p. 15) indicates, research benefits greatly if 

“scholars and practitioners speak and listen carefully to each other”.   

Moreover, engaged scholarship requires studying a phenomenon deeply (Jing & Van 

de Ven, 2016) as to layer down the superficial layers and to reach the core of findings. As Van 

de Ven (2007) explicates, this is a necessity for theory building and more specific research, as 

opposed to more general applications. Engaged scholarship is, by Van de Ven (2007), captured 

in the following research model: 

 

Figure 1. Van de Ven’s (2007) engaged scholarship diamond model, as taken from Van de Ven, A. (2007). 

Engaged scholarship. Oxford University Press, p. 10.  

 

Additionally, this research fits within the field of entrepreneurship. The field of 

entrepreneurship still appears to struggle with the acknowledgement as a separate research 

field, despite its decade-long existence (Wright & Phan, 2020) and we, therefore, feel the need 

to address how our research fits within this field. The field has emerged out of more traditional 

fields, namely strategic management, and organisational behaviour and as a field it is still 

argued to “lack a theoretical framing” (Wright & Phan, 2020), mainly because ambiguity 

remains around one of the main topics of entrepreneurship: opportunity. This dissertation, from 

chapter 3 onwards, focuses on this aspect, as one of the main contributions concerns the 

deepening of our understanding of the opportunity-individual-organisational nexus.  

On a last note of this section, we believe that the engaged scholarship perspective, 

particularly placed in the field of (corporate) entrepreneurship, enriches the dissertation as it 
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allows for the discussion regarding the interaction between entrepreneurial theories and 

entrepreneurial practice. The engaged scholarship perspective underlines the importance of the 

iterative process between practice and theory – by constantly searching for a fit – and the field 

of entrepreneurship is a suitable context to do such work.  

 

CHAPTER 2: DEFINING THE ENTREPRENEURIAL MINDSET AND DISCUSSING ITS 

DISTINCTIVENESS IN ENTREPRENEURSHIP RESEARCH
1 

ABSTRACT The entrepreneurial mindset is an emerging concept within entrepreneurship 

research but has yet to reveal its full potential. Its current understanding is still fragmented and 

intertwined with other concepts. The purpose of this paper is to develop a theoretically 

informed definition of the entrepreneurial mindset that is descriptively robust and conceptually 

distinct from other concepts. By analysing definitions and comparing the entrepreneurial 

mindset to other established entrepreneurship concepts we argue that the entrepreneurial 

mindset captures both the developmental (ability) and the volitional (willingness) aspects that 

allow an individual to sense and seize an opportunity. It is the combination of these two aspects 

that makes the entrepreneurial mindset unique and distinct from other concepts. We ultimately 

propose future research steps to advance the understanding of this important phenomenon 

across multiple contexts.  

 

2.1 Introduction 

Over the years, many researchers have sought to explain why some people behave 

entrepreneurially whilst others do not (Shepherd and Patzelt, 2018; Gartner, 1988). Their work 

has involved concepts like alertness (Gaglio & Katz, 2001; Kirzner, 1982a), prior knowledge 

(Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018; Shane, 2000), entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Brandstätter, 2011; 

Bandura, 1997), locus of control (Brandstätter, 2011; Brockhaus & Horwitz, 1986), pro-

activeness (Crant, 1996), and risk-taking propensity (Brockhaus, 1980). However, none of 

these concepts seem individually enough to fully comprehend the complex entrepreneurial 

process that is at play (see for instance Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018; Taylor & Thorpe, 2004).  

We argue that entrepreneurship research – specifically understanding the ‘who’ of 

entrepreneurship – can greatly benefit from an alternative perspective known as the 

entrepreneurial mindset which has recently been embraced by the entrepreneurship community 

 
1 This chapter has been published in the International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business. Previous versions of 

this chapter have been presented at the European Summer School conference 2017, September 4-9, in Lunenburg, Germany.  
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(Shepherd et al., 2010; Haynie et al., 2010). The value and definition of the entrepreneurial 

mindset seem promising for use in research, but only if research manages to crystallize both 

the conceptual and the measurement distinctiveness of the phenomenon. This paper debates a 

new trend in entrepreneurship research in terms of conceptual coverage and advancements to 

overcome proliferation issues that often arise (see also Podsakoff et al., 2016). For this 

approach, we take a human action perspective (Dana, 2008). Specifically, we aim to add to 

resolving one of the evident research deficits regarding different aspects of entrepreneurial 

human action as an emerging topic in entrepreneurship, by highlighting the nature of 

entrepreneurship as a human endeavour.  

Defined as “the ability and willingness to rapidly sense, act and mobilise, in response 

to a judgmental decision under uncertainty about a possible opportunity for gain” (Shepherd et 

al., 2010, p. 62), the entrepreneurial mindset is considered ‘the essence of being 

entrepreneurial’ (Krueger, 2007, p. 123) – what we consider a purposeful human action 

endeavour (Dana, 2008) – and it may play a pivotal role in the development of entrepreneurs 

and their expertise (Blenker et al., 2011). The word mindset is both old and new: its origins can 

be traced back to ancient Greece, in the words ‘Metanoia’ which refers to the process of 

changing one’s mind, understanding or perception, and ‘Kairos’, the right time for an 

opportunity (Myers, 2011). In Greek rhetoric, Metanoia and Kairos go hand in hand; neither 

can exist without the other.  

Similarly, McMullen and Kier (2016, p. 663) describe the entrepreneurial mindset as 

the ability to “liberate entrepreneurs from erroneous preconceptions, such that they can identify 

and exploit emerging profit opportunities”, which aligns with a functionalist, human agency 

perspective of self-initiated directions (Dana, 2008; Gartner, 1989), and indicates how it is 

more valuable than other established entrepreneurship concepts. Robinson et al. (2016) and 

Shepherd et al. (2010) suggest that with the entrepreneurial mindset, research can explain why 

certain people are more entrepreneurial than others, and McMullen and Kier (2016) highlight 

its importance for opportunity spotting and exploitation, a necessity for entrepreneurial action 

(Alvarez & Barney, 2007). Nevertheless, the academic community is seeking more 

clarification regarding the distinctiveness and value of the entrepreneurial mindset over other 

more established concepts (Naumann, 2017).  

Heeding these calls, we examine the current usage of the entrepreneurial mindset in the 

entrepreneurship literature for mapping, synthesising, and evaluating purposes. In so doing, 

our aim is to establish a commonly agreed terminology and definition for the entrepreneurial 

mindset. Next, we follow Podsakoff et al. (2016) and Cronbach and Meehl (1955) as we collect 
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additional literature and qualitatively analyse the way in which the entrepreneurial mindset is 

conceptualized and operationalised to contrast it with other concepts. We use qualitative 

analytical tools, known as the Atlas.ti 7 word crunch mechanism. We aim to show the 

distinctiveness of the entrepreneurial mindset, and to comprehensively compare measurement 

approaches, to get a complete and nuanced understanding of this concept that is utilised more 

frequently at present. To gain a better understanding the role of an entrepreneurial individual 

in multiple contexts, we build on a functionalist, human agency paradigm as a starting point 

for our research.  

Our results show that the entrepreneurial mindset is indeed distinct from other 

established entrepreneurship concepts and has a unique predictive power under certain 

conditions. We argue that the entrepreneurial mindset’s operationalisation needs to grasp the 

nexus between the entrepreneur and the opportunity (Shane, 2000). The combination of the 

ability and the willingness to sense and seize an opportunity is what we believe differentiates 

the entrepreneurial mindset from other, established entrepreneurship concepts and can help us 

to gain a better understanding of entrepreneurial action. Unlike more static approaches, the 

entrepreneurial mindset offers a dynamic view: it is not a fixed trait but an interplay between 

ability and willingness. Moreover, it changes over time under different organisational and 

environmental conditions, which indicates the incremental value of the entrepreneurial mindset 

beyond what other concepts can do. Finally, no other measurement tool appears to capture both 

the ability and the willingness aspects of the entrepreneurial mindset, possibly because of the 

ambiguity around its definition and use. In this article, we rigorously compare multiple 

measurement instruments and find incremental value for a measurement tool, capturing the 

constellation of skills and attitudes that the entrepreneurial mindset comprises.  

 

2.1.1 Contributions 

The contributions of this paper are fourfold: 

1. We identify the prominent definitions in the field and argue why the literature should 

converge around the definition provided by Shepherd et al. (2010) 

2. We show that the entrepreneurial mindset has incremental validity when contrasted 

with other entrepreneurship concepts, which highlights its value for the 

entrepreneurship research field, especially because other established concepts are not 

as far-reaching 

3. To this end, we employ a novel methodology and discuss multiple measurement 

approaches 
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4. We suggest avenues for future research to deepen the understanding of the 

entrepreneurial mindset in multiple settings 

 

2.1.2 Structure 

The paper is structured as follows: 

● After this introduction, we discuss the three different methodological approaches as the 

three stages that lead us to our conclusions and future research avenues. Our approaches 

are sorted according to our three aims: identifying a comprehensible and commonly 

agreed definition, identifying the incremental validity of the entrepreneurial mindset, 

and explaining our methodology of the literature search and the novel method that 

combines a thorough analysis with a review of the literature.  

● The results section presents an overview of the available definitions and makes 

comparisons with similar but distinct, concepts, as derived from the literature.  

● We discuss the results regarding the distinctiveness and value of the entrepreneurial 

mindset considering the current literature.  

● We conclude with future research avenues and our interpretation of the findings.  

 

2.2 Methodology 

For understanding the definition and distinctiveness of the entrepreneurial mindset in 

the entrepreneurship literature, we undertake a rigorous process with three methodological 

stages. First, following the recommendations of Booth et al. (2016), we conduct a thorough 

analysis and audit of the literature (stage 1). The goal of this audit is to find the most relevant 

articles and analyse them in depth regarding their definition of the entrepreneurial mindset, and 

to find relevant comparable concepts. Second, building on Podsakoff et al. (2016), we collect 

additional literature and qualitatively compare the concepts identified in stage 1 with the 

entrepreneurial mindset (stage 2). Third, we compare measurement tools used for the different 

concepts to strengthen our argument regarding the distinctiveness of the entrepreneurial 

mindset (stage 3). The research stages and subsequent steps are outlined in Figure 1.  

 

2.2.1 Stage 1: analysis and audit of the entrepreneurial mindset literature 

For our in-depth analysis and audit of the literature (Booth et al., 2016), we synthesize 

literature and offer guidance for future research (LePine & Wilcox-King, 2010), to ensure a 

systematic, transparent, and replicable approach. We defined keywords (i.e., the 
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entrepreneurial mindset, and ‘mindset AND entrepreneurship’) to search databases, and we 

focused on two databases within the entrepreneurship field. Our goal is to answer the research 

question: “how has the entrepreneurial mindset been conceptualized and operationalised in the 

literature in comparison with other entrepreneurship concepts?”. Our selection and audit 

process included criteria formulation, a database search, article screening and elimination, as 

well as in depth reading and analysis. The inclusion criteria were that the article must mention  

 

1. The entrepreneurial mindset on an individual level 

2. Its characteristics 

3. An explicit definition  

 

Figure 2. Systematic overview of the review approach from two databases.  

Note. We utilised Web of Science and EBSCOhost as our databases.  

 

In our database search, we used Web of Science to select articles by topic, tagging 

information, and title (Booth et al., 2016). As the literature suggests conducting a second search 

in a similar database, we used EBSCOhost to verify our results, which did not yield any new 

material. The keyword search generated 98 articles. Since the entrepreneurship community has 

embraced the entrepreneurial mindset as a novelty within the education, entrepreneurship, and 

corporate context, we focused on these fields of interest rather than dietary and dentistry fields, 

which only yielded four articles. Within the searched fields, the topic of the entrepreneurial 

mindset has grown exponentially over the past two decades (Kaffka & Krueger, 2018; Täks et 

al., 2014; Shepherd et al., 2010). The second keyword search did not yield new results. 
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We followed measures to limit selection and subjective bias, as suggested by Booth et 

al. (2016). If an article discussed a different type of mindset than an entrepreneurial one, such 

as a moral mindset (Fuller, 2013), we did not include the article in our analysis. Consequently, 

43 articles were eliminated. Furthermore, we did not focus on the general ‘mindset’, since this 

is much broader than entrepreneurship and concerns multiple domains unrelated to the focus 

of the paper. The number of citations was not considered, since some of the articles were 

published recently whilst others were published almost two decades ago; selection based on 

this criterion could bias the objectivity of the search (Booth et al., 2016). Finally, we assessed 

the articles in depth. For every article, we wrote a summary on the content and, in so doing, 

obtained insight into how the articles satisfied the inclusion criteria. The final set used for this 

paper contained 19 articles.  

 

Table 2. Aspects of the entrepreneurial mindset 

Number Author Cognitive Skills Affective 

1 Shepherd et al. (2010) Beliefs, knowledge*, 

positive outcome 

framing, receptivity, 

decision making* 

Ability to sense, act 

and mobilise* 

Attitudes on risk, 

affective state*, 

emotions* 

2 Robinson et al. (2016) Schemata’s*, 

knowledge* 

Skills* Intentions, 

attitudes/modes of 

behaviour 

3 Mitchell (2007) Opportunity spotting*, 

perspectives 

Capabilities*, 

exploiting 

opportunities* 

Attitudes* 

4 Culkin & Mallick (2011) Thinking* Communicating, 

organising, 

learning 

Feelings* 

5 Haynie et al. (2010) Metacognition, cognitive 

strategies, reflective of 

motivation, cognitive 

adaptability, self-

regulation*, decision 

heuristics, awareness 

Ability to sense, act 

and mobilise*, 

strategic skills 

Goals*, motives, 

needs, motivated 

tactician* 

6 Ireland et al. (2003) Opportunity spotting*, 

alertness*, option 

weighing*, think 

entrepreneurially*, 

capturing the benefits of 

uncertainty, perception, 

flashes of superior 

insight 

Ability to sense, act 

and mobilise* 

 

7 Kyrgidou & Petridou 

(2011) 

Opportunity spotting*, 

focus on creativity and 

renewal 

Competence 

exploration, 

managing 

resources 
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strategically, 

creating 

innovation*, 

executing 

competitive 

advantages, set of 

actions to structure 

and bundle 

resources 

8 Zur (2015) Opportunity spotting*, 

alertness*, real options 

logic*, entrepreneurial 

framework, dealing with 

risks 

Goal setting skills Attitudes*, passion 

9 McMullen and Kier 

(2016) 

Promotion focus, 

opportunity spotting*, 

adaptability, self-

regulation*, decision 

making*, validation of 

alternatives 

Ability to sense, act 

and mobilize*, 

planning, exploit 

profit 

opportunities* 

Goals*, 

motivation*, 

commitment 

10 Shams & Kaufmann 

(2016) 

Knowledge streams*, 

accept uncertainty and 

change* 

Capabilities*, 

ability to take 

calculated risks 

 

11 Smith et al. (2009) Scripts, cognitive skills, 

decision making*, social 

cognition 

  

12 Täks et al. (2014) Think like 

entrepreneurs*, 

orientation toward 

entrepreneurial activities, 

dealing with uncertainty 

and change* 

Skills*, pursuing 

innovation* 

 

13 Wright et al. (2001) Thinking 

entrepreneurially* 

Strategic decision-

making skills 

Affect*, 

motivation*, self-

starting attitude, 

goals* 

14 Campos et al. (2017) Cognition, anticipating 

on problems, overcoming 

setbacks, planning for 

opportunities, future 

orientation, feedback 

cycles 

Set of 

entrepreneurial 

skills*, growing a 

business, pursuing 

innovation*, 

identify and exploit 

opportunities, 

ability* 

 

15 Laalo & Heinonen 

(2016) 

Thinking*, responsibility, 

autonomy, accept 

uncertainty and change* 

Skills*  

16 Makimurto-Koivumaa & 

Belt (2016) 

Flexibility, belief in 

one’s capabilities, seeing 

possibilities, cognitive 

knowledge processing, 

Skills*, active, 

ability to be 

dynamic 

Positive attitude, 

self-efficacy, 

motivation*, 

affect*, self-

confidence, 
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curiosity, uncertainty 

tolerant*, creativity 

emotions*, 

feelings*, personal 

growth, willingness 

17 Noble (2015) Knowledge*, recognising 

opportunities*, risk 

seeking*, rational, 

myopia, thinking*, 

conscious, unconscious, 

tacit knowledge, decision 

making*, judging, 

beliefs*, self-reflection, 

meta cognition* 

Ability*, skills* Emotions* 

18 Patel and Mehta (2016) Thinking*, effectual 

reasoning, discovery 

driven planning, risk 

seeking*, meta 

cognition*, resilience 

Utilising abilities*, 

communication*, 

learning* 

 

19 Urban et al. (2011) Opportunity 

recognition*, thinking* 

Dynamic learning, 

ability to sense, act 

and mobilise*, 

ability* 

 

Notes: * indicates that certain characteristics are mentioned multiple times in different articles, by multiple authors.  

 

Table 2 lays out the aspects of the entrepreneurial mindset. The table is sorted according 

to three attributes as interpreted from the literature: cognition, skills, and affect. Based on the 

audited literature, we created these three main categories as part of our systematic manner of 

coding. Thus, the literature audit has provided us with the opportunity to compare seemingly 

similar concepts at a detailed level. From the same articles, we identified relatable 

entrepreneurial concepts and measurement instruments, which are used in stage 2. We 

conducted a similar search on these concepts to identify the most common definitions and 

measurement instruments used within the literature. 

  

2.2.2 Stage 2: comparative qualitative manual content analysis 

We conducted a comparative qualitative manual content analysis to draw conclusions 

concerning the distinctiveness of the entrepreneurial mindset by comparing this concept with 

similar ones, and by comparing measurement tools of those similar concepts to a measurement 

tool of the entrepreneurial mindset. To create a comprehensive conceptualization, it is 

important to understand how different articles define a concept, as agreement on what is 

important to understand the how and why. To prevent a misunderstanding of the 

entrepreneurial mindset-based ambiguous conclusions (see also Podsakoff et al., 2016), we 

compared existing definitions before conducting any further analysis by using a topic 
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modelling approach. With this approach, we answer the question: “how is the entrepreneurial 

mindset distinct from established entrepreneurship concepts?”. We used Atlas.ti 7, a qualitative 

analysis tool for textual structuring that can compare and explore data and information in a 

flexible and systematic way. Atlas.ti 7 is primarily used as a tool to systematically code the 

attributes belonging to the concept of interest, which is necessary when conducting a 

comparative analysis.  

Following Podsakoff et al. (2016), we first uploaded all the articles in Atlas.ti 7 and ran 

a word cruncher analysis with the auto coding tool. Together, the word cruncher and the coding 

tool created codes and revealed salient concepts, as well as attributes and given definitions, that 

allow for a simple qualitative content analysis by counting the frequencies of words used within 

a context as defined by Atlas.ti 7. The analysis identified concepts, attributes, and definitions 

like the entrepreneurial mindset as they are on the individual level and, according to the auto 

coding process, may have similar or interchangeable definitions. The concepts concern 

entrepreneurialness, entrepreneurial intention, entrepreneurial cognition, entrepreneurial 

attitude, and entrepreneurial imaginativeness.  

 

2.2.3 Stage 3: literature and measurement comparison of the entrepreneurial mindset and 

other identified concepts 

To understand the value of a new, latent variable, Cronbach and Meehl (1955) 

recommend comparing the concept with other established concepts and measures, as the 

measurements capture the comparable concepts’ construct validity. We collected 

operationalisations of the identified concepts and conducted an additional literature search, 

including the named concepts. We loaded these articles into Atlas.ti 7 to clarify and verify our 

findings of the concepts, attributes, and definitions. We searched for the concepts best-

established operationalisation and measurement tools, as well as a measurement tool for the 

entrepreneurial mindset.  

For the entrepreneurial mindset we made use of the entrepreneurial mindset profile 

(Davis et al., 2016). Davis et al. (2016) developed this tool, to measure a constellation of factors 

that jointly represent the entrepreneurial mindset. As they acknowledge, other measures may 

also (inherently or accidentally) capture the entrepreneurial mindset, but no other measurement 

tool has focused exclusively on the entrepreneurial mindset before. An important point to note 

is that the article by Davis et al. (2016) did not show up in our search for articles in the literature 

audit. At a later stage, however, whilst searching for a measurement tool, we found the article 

and used it in our research.  
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Lastly, we compared the proposed operationalisation of the entrepreneurial mindset 

with the key instruments measuring the concepts we identified. Following Cronbach and Meehl 

(1955), we created a comparative analysis by identifying similar concepts and comparing them 

on a measurement instrument level (see also Podsakoff et al., 2016).  

 

2.3 Results 

2.3.1 Entrepreneurial mindset definitions 

Whilst Robinson et al. (2016) and Shepherd et al. (2010) agree that the entrepreneurial 

mindset explains why certain people are more entrepreneurial than others, Mitchell (2007) adds 

that the entrepreneurial mindset is necessary for career paths beyond entrepreneurship solely: 

in the changing and volatile work environment of today, the entrepreneurial mindset is 

necessary for management related jobs as well. Culkin and Mallick (2011) discuss the 

importance of the entrepreneurial mindset for employability in general (see also Täks et al., 

2014), whilst McMullen and Kier (2016) emphasize its necessity for opportunity spotting and 

exploitation for both entrepreneurs and employees (see also Zur, 2015). Thus, there is an 

acknowledgement in the literature of the entrepreneurial mindset, and it could be that 

academics have thus far only investigated fragments of what, taken together, constitute the 

entrepreneurial mindset (Robinson et al., 2016). The static approaches do not seem to fit that 

well when it comes to explaining entrepreneurial behaviour, possibly because the process 

leading to entrepreneurial behaviour is dynamic and changeable. Nevertheless, it is important 

to understand which definition best describes the entrepreneurial mindset and can be used for 

further examination in practice, as an understanding of a concept in such a manner is essential 

for future research.  

Amongst the 19 articles investigated, we found two distinct but well-agreed upon 

definitions of the entrepreneurial mindset, namely the definition by Shepherd et al. (2010) and 

Ireland et al. (2003), which underscores the need for clarification. 15 out of the 19 articles use 

the definition of Shepherd et al. (2010, p. 62), at least insofar as it concerns the aspects of 

willingness and ability: “the ability and willingness of individuals to rapidly sense, act and 

mobilise in response to a judgmental decision under uncertainty about a possible opportunity 

for gain”. Shepherd et al. (2010) stress that the entrepreneurial mindset is a combination of an 

individual’s ability and willingness and refers to what one can do and what one wants to do 

whenever an opportunity is sensed and seized. As indicated by McGrath and MacMillan 

(2000), the entrepreneurial mindset is the superordinate concept of the combined dimensions 



 

28 
 

of cognition (since individuals respond to a judgmental, or cognitive, decision) and an 

individual’s sense or attitude regarding an opportunity, that is, whether there is a possibility for 

gain (Shepherd et al., 2010; Ireland et al., 2003).  

Ireland et al. (2003, p. 968), indicate that the entrepreneurial mindset is “a growth-

oriented perspective through which individuals promote flexibility, creativity, continuous 

innovation and renewal. […] even under the cloak of uncertainty, the entrepreneurially minded 

can identify and exploit new opportunities because they have cognitive abilities that allow them 

to impart meaning to ambiguous and fragmented situations”. They specifically indicate the 

effects of the entrepreneurial mindset: how the entrepreneurial mindset can lead to promoted 

flexibility, creativity, and innovation.  

As we review prior definitions, we learn that the literature agrees that the 

entrepreneurial mindset concerns the combination of an individual’s ability and willingness, 

thus more than only a cognitive mindset or something leading up to behaviour, and more than 

just the willingness of an individual to engage in entrepreneurial initiatives. The ability refers 

to the individual having the means to do something, which can improve in proficiency. In other 

words, the entrepreneurial mindset contains trainable aspects, which provides evidence for it 

being more than a static state, resulting in entrepreneurial initiatives (Robinson et al., 2016; 

Täks et al., 2014; Ireland et al., 2003), as Dweck (2017) similarly suggested for a growth 

mindset.  

The literature converges around the definition of the entrepreneurial mindset as 

presented by Shepherd et al. (2010), and we add that the entrepreneurial mindset concerns an 

individual’s perceived ability and willingness. We propose that the perception should be 

emphasized, as indicated by Haynie et al. (2010) and Ireland et al. (2003), whilst focus should 

remain on the individual level (Robinson et al., 2016). This view aligns with the mindset theory 

of action phases (Gollwitzer, 2012), and with a functionalist, human agency perspective 

(Bandura, 2006): the entrepreneurial mindset concerns an ability that people can develop but 

is context dependent and attained over various stages of development.  

 

2.3.2 Aspects of the entrepreneurial mindset 

In the prominent definitions provided in the articles, we find similarities concerning 

certain aspects of the concept of the entrepreneurial mindset (see Table 1). The ability aspect 

of the entrepreneurial mindset relates to skills and cognition; literature refers to both the actual 

skills (Zur, 2015; Haynie et al., 2010; Wright, 2001) and cognitive abilities, such as future 

orientation (Campos et al., 2017), tacit knowledge and general knowledge use (Noble, 2015; 
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Haynie et al., 2010), and opportunity spotting (Kyrgidou & Petridou, 2011). Table 1 indicates 

the split between the aspects of the entrepreneurial mindset and shows how often the aspects 

are mentioned in the review.  

The indicated aspects in the literature, especially those overlapping between the 

different articles (emphasized with italics and an asterisk), provide a strong argument for the 

combination of ability and willingness, and give reason to conclude that both aspects need to 

be viewed in a more nuanced way to obtain a comprehensive understanding and to have the 

possibility of comparing the entrepreneurial mindset with other entrepreneurship concepts.  

Wherever the definition of the entrepreneurial mindset might still be rather broad, we 

delve into the elements as key components of the entrepreneurial mindset to identify what the 

term covers in terms of incremental value to comparable or relatable concepts in the 

entrepreneurship literature. It is precisely this nuanced understanding that is required for a 

concept to be used in empirical measurements (Podsakoff et al., 2016), and whilst this 

information is often available in the literature, the convergence and analysis of the multitude 

of conceptual studies are lacking in the literature, but they are essential for established concepts 

in future research.  

 

2.3.3 The entrepreneurial mindset and related concepts 

The following section presents a detailed analysis of the conceptual comparison (based 

on the definitions and aspects of the comparable concepts entrepreneurialness, entrepreneurial 

intention, entrepreneurial cognition, entrepreneurial attitude, and entrepreneurial 

imaginativeness), and operationalisation comparison (based on the measurement instruments 

used to operationalise these concepts) between these concepts and the entrepreneurial mindset. 

This section is devoted to analysing the distinctiveness of the entrepreneurial mindset and 

serves to conclude the discussion on the incremental value of the entrepreneurial mindset to 

the entrepreneurship literature, regarding other entrepreneurial concepts.  

The first section focuses on how concepts compare with each other on a conceptual 

level. It does so, doing an in-depth examination of the literature and by discussing the 

definitions and aspects of the entrepreneurship concepts that have been identified. The second 

section discusses the most prominent measurement tools in the literature – those that are used 

for the identified concepts – and compares them with the EMP measure (Davis et al., 2016). 

By utilising the word cruncher tool, we determine the key aspects of each measurement tool 

and analyse how they fit into the entrepreneurial mindset definition (i.e., ability and willingness 
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approach), and what the EMP covers that the other measures do not. Lastly, we draw a 

conclusion from our findings regarding the distinctiveness of the entrepreneurial mindset. 

 

2.3.3.1 A conceptual comparison 

Entrepreneurialness is defined as “how entrepreneurial either an individual’s mindset 

or an organisational culture is – the higher the entrepreneurialness, the more entrepreneurial 

the mindset and culture” (Shepherd et al., 2010, p. 60). It refers to the level of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, as it is mainly used in a descriptive manner rather than in terms of 

operationalised measurement. However, Shepherd et al. (2010) discuss the entrepreneurialness 

of the mindset or of an organisation without explicating key attributes. Entrepreneurialness 

refers to the variation in either the entrepreneurial mindset or the entrepreneurial culture 

(Shepherd et al., 2010). Therefore, the concept is not the same as the entrepreneurial mindset.  

An entrepreneurial intention builds on either the theory of planned behaviour (TPB) 

(Van Gelderen et al., 2008; Ajzen, 1985) or Shapero’s entrepreneurial event (SEE) model 

(Naumann, 2017; Shapero, 1984). An entrepreneurial intention, viewed from TPB, consists of 

attitudes, perceived behavioural control and subjective norms (Van Gelderen et al., 2008); 

viewed through the SEE model (Krueger et al., 2000) intentions are discussed in terms of 

perceived desirability, propensity to act, and perceived feasibility. Van Gelderen et al. (2008) 

consider the use of the TPB as the most appropriate way to describe intentions because of the 

ambiguity of the SEE model. They consider attitudes like perceived desirability and view 

perceived behavioural control as like perceived feasibility (see also Liñán & Chen, 2009).  

Exogenous factors trigger desirability and attitudes. A change in the desirability to act 

(as Shepherd et al. (2010) frame the term) implies a change in the entrepreneurialness of both 

the entrepreneurial mindset and the organisation. Shepherd et al. (2010) discuss how 

entrepreneurial intentions serve as an antecedent to a change in the entrepreneurial mindset. 

Entrepreneurial intentions stimulate learners in their awareness process, a first step towards 

advancing the entrepreneurial mindset (Robinson et al., 2016; Haynie et al., 2010), possibly 

because it does not capture both the ability and the willingness.  

An entrepreneurial attitude is often discussed as part of entrepreneurial intentions 

(Liñán & Chen, 2009), which guides people in their entrepreneurial activities (Shepherd et al., 

2010; Shetty, 2004; Robinson et al., 1991). Shepherd et al. (2010) discuss entrepreneurial 

attitudes as part of the entrepreneurial mindset: less risk-averse attitudes means more of the 

entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial attitudes are influenced by the organisational 

environment (Robinson et al., 2016; Mitchell, 2007). In search results related to entrepreneurial 
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attitudes on the Web of Science, articles overlap with entrepreneurial intentions (Karimi et al., 

2016). We argue that an entrepreneurial attitude is only part of what is necessary for an 

entrepreneurial individual: in combination with other variables, an entrepreneurial attitude is 

an antecedent for entrepreneurial intentions (Liñán & Chen, 2009). McMullen and Kier (2017; 

2016) suggest that attitudes might be part of what they call ‘entrepreneurial imaginativeness’.  

Following the suggestion of McMullen and Kier (2017; 2016), we investigated 

entrepreneurial imaginativeness. Entrepreneurial imaginativeness is creativity-based (Chang et 

al., 2016) and drives creative thinking. Specifically, entrepreneurial imaginativeness is the 

ability to consider new ideas or realities by connecting the dots that other people do not appear 

to see. However, doing so will not lead directly to entrepreneurial initiatives. Some argue that 

imaginativeness might be a necessary antecedent to identifying oneself with entrepreneurship 

(Down & Warren, 2008). We argue that imaginativeness is part of a cognitive process 

(Cornelissen, 2013) because it is explicitly discussed that imaginativeness does not lead to 

entrepreneurial initiatives. As the entrepreneurial mindset captures the ability and willingness 

to engage in entrepreneurial behaviour, we do not see an overlap between capturing complexity 

and imaginativeness.  
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Regarding entrepreneurial cognition, McMullen and Kier (2016) propose that it is part 

of the entrepreneurial mindset: entrepreneurial cognition could differentiate between the 

consequences of the entrepreneurial mindset viewed as positive (e.g., goal achievement) and 

those that are perceived as negative (e.g., escalation). Entrepreneurial cognition helps to 

explain the adapt-ability of the entrepreneurial mindset. Shepherd et al. (2010) discuss how the 

entrepreneurial mindset relates to thinking about and adapting to entrepreneurship. They take 

a cognitive approach to analyse the entrepreneurial mindset, which is something that Robinson 

et al. (2016) describe as a start but inadequate: the entrepreneurial mindset concerns the 
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willingness and ability to make a judgmental decision rather than just a single aspect (McGrath 

& MacMillan, 2000), such as cognition. 

From this theoretical perspective, we conclude that the entrepreneurial mindset is 

distinct from the aforementioned concepts (Robinson et al., 2016; Shepherd et al., 2010), as 

indicated in Tables 2a and 2b. It is important to consider how the entrepreneurial mindset 

should be viewed: the combination of willingness and ability is essential to understanding the 

incremental value, as it covers more than a cognitive standpoint within the entrepreneurship 

literature. As the next step, we investigated well established measurement tools utilising 

Atlas.ti 7 to identify the characteristic elements of the surveys, as well as the foci and 

distinguishing factors, to create an overview for each concept on a measurement level.  

 

2.3.3.2 The entrepreneurial mindset and related concepts: a measurement comparison 

Our literature search reveals no evidence of any earlier empirical analysis of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, important to understand its value and validity inside entrepreneurship 

research. We used the conceptual comparison to show that one salient aspect of the 

entrepreneurial mindset concerns the combination of an individual’s ability and willingness to 

sense and seize an opportunity: as is clear from Table 2b, no other measurement scale captures 

both aspects in a complex and broad manner. 

We used the EMP measure from Davis et al. (2016) to capture the entrepreneurial 

mindset. It is a measurement tool that aligns well with our definition derived from Shepherd et 

al. (2010), According to Davis et al. (2016), the entrepreneurial mindset involves a 

constellation of motives, skills and thought processes, in addition to entrepreneurial success, 

as they want to measure to capture the entrepreneurial mindset’s affective, skills and cognitive 

aspects, specifically by focusing on ability and willingness processes. The EMP involves an 

inventory of 72 items, including “sometimes the ideas just bubble out of me” (capturing ability) 

and “I am willing to take some risks if the payoff is big enough” (capturing willingness). It has 

been validated and tested amongst students, managers, and entrepreneurs, and provides 

participants with the understanding and tools to engage in entrepreneurial initiatives. 

For the five derived concepts, we utilise the most prominent and well-established 

questionnaires available in the entrepreneurship literature, namely the entrepreneurial 

intentions questionnaire (Liñán & Chen, 2009; Liñán, 2008) for entrepreneurial intentions, the 

measure of adaptive cognition (Haynie & Shepherd, 2009) to measure cognition and meta-

cognition, the entrepreneurial attitude orientation scale (Robinson et al., 1991) to capture 
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entrepreneurial attitudes, and the imaginativeness scale (McMullen & Kier, 2017) for gauging 

entrepreneurial imaginativeness.  

Table 2b provides a summary of our findings from the Atlas.ti 7 manual text analysis. 

It shows that, besides an entrepreneurial attitude and the entrepreneurial mindset, no other 

concept captures whether one feels good about an object or not, as indicated in the definition 

of an entrepreneurial attitude: “the more positive attitude towards responsibility-seeking and 

achievement seems likely to correlate with entrepreneurial career choice” (Robinson et al., 

1991). Thus, the entrepreneurial mindset as the lone concept in this research, grasps not only 

an individual having a positive feeling towards something, but also an individual’s ability and 

willingness to engage in entrepreneurial behaviour.  

The EMP and the imaginativeness scales argue to measure an ability and provide a 

relatively similar definition. However, the EMP measures elements of the entrepreneurial 

mindset (e.g., cognition, risk-taking, attitudes and seizing opportunities) that are not captured 

by the imaginativeness scale. Furthermore, the analysis of the scale of imaginativeness does 

not imply any comprehensive willingness measure, as one would expect based on the authors’ 

definition.  

We conclude that the measures investigate distinct concepts. The EMP is the only scale 

to grasp individual’s ability and the willingness to think about entrepreneurial activities and to 

engage in them. This could explain why separate concepts and measures, such as an attitude 

scale, do not yield concrete results regarding the relationship with entrepreneurial initiatives 

and, therefore, prove the value of the entrepreneurial mindset concept.  

 

2.3.3 Is the entrepreneurial mindset really different? 

Based on the comparisons, we conclude that both the entrepreneurial mindset and the 

EMP are distinct from other entrepreneurship concepts and measurement instruments. What 

makes them distinct from other concepts, is the focus on the combination of ability and 

willingness, to sense and seize an opportunity. This is an important salient aspect, as the mixed 

results from the other concepts remain inconclusive, likely because the aspects are not 

combined and do not take willingness into account. After all, being able does not necessarily 

mean being willing, and does not indicate the extent to which one is able and willing.  

Both aspects are included in the entrepreneurial mindset, as well as in the measurement 

tool, which provides a nuanced understanding and helps to investigate whether, when and how 

an individual will engage in entrepreneurial behaviour. We argue that the entrepreneurial 

mindset adds the additional value by capturing when individuals engage in entrepreneurial 



 

35 
 

initiatives, as well as the differences between entrepreneurial individuals. In conclusion, the 

entrepreneurial mindset as a concept seems more appropriate when investigating 

entrepreneurial individuals and their tendency to initiate entrepreneurial activities.  

 

2.4 Discussion 

2.4.1 Towards a more informed view of the entrepreneurial mindset 

Our research indicates that the literature does acknowledge the entrepreneurial mindset. 

Given the lack of clarity and distinctiveness, however, which could be a reason behind the 

confusion in conceptualizing and understanding the concept, we can conclude from our results 

that the definition by Shepherd et al. (2010) is the most well-established in the literature. One 

explanation for the limited predictive power of other concepts is that previous research has 

investigated fragments of that which the entrepreneurial mindset includes all at once (Robinson 

et al., 2016): the entrepreneurial mindset is a dynamic concept with changing and growth 

aspects, more fully grasping as an antecedent of entrepreneurial behaviour. 

Furthermore, a comparison between different concepts and the entrepreneurial mindset 

shows that, in similar concepts, there is little focus on both the ability and willingness to sense 

and seize an opportunity. The entrepreneurial mindset covers ability to a greater degree than 

other concepts do, combined with a willingness aspect, as deemed relevant and useful to 

entrepreneurship (Davis et al., 2016), Decision-making skills (McMullen & Kier, 2016; Haynie 

et al., 2010; Wright, 2001) and brainstorming (Makimurto-Koivumaa & Belt, 2016) and focus 

(Kyrgidou & Petridou, 2011) are important entrepreneurship elements captured in the ability 

element of the entrepreneurial mindset, but are not captured in any of the other entrepreneurship 

concepts. Moreover, confidence (Makimurto-Koivumaa & Belt, 2016), passion (Zür, 2015) 

and persistence (McMullen & Kier, 2016) are covered by willingness, whilst they tend to be 

viewed as separate concepts elsewhere. 

Our research shows that the ability and willingness to sense and seize an opportunity, 

which capture both the discovery of an opportunity as indicated by Shane (2000) and the actual 

seizing decision, help to better explain the differences between people’s individual behaviours. 

We see value in the entrepreneurial mindset as the only concept combining multiple abilities 

(i.e., cognitive ability, as highlighted in the measure of adaptive cognition, along with more 

focused skills and resource mobilisation) and willingness. Moreover, what makes the 

entrepreneurial mindset of incremental value is captured in the definition of Shepherd et al. 

(2010) and Davis et al. (2016): the combination of ability and willingness, for which one needs 
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to mobilise resources. Aligning with a functionalist, human agency perspective, the self-

steering focus as a response to a judgment based on environmental information about sensing 

and seizing an opportunity, describes the salience of the entrepreneurial mindset. We argue that 

this explains why the growing body of research builds on the definition of Shepherd et al. 

(2010), and informs the growing perspective indicated by Ireland et al. (2003). 

The stronger, more comprehensive conceptualization of the entrepreneurial mindset as 

in the current paper opens the discussion around any individual using the entrepreneurial 

mindset instead of trying to answer the question of who is an entrepreneur (Gartner & Shane, 

1995): rather than focusing on aspects, traits, or capabilities, the entrepreneurial mindset helps 

in understanding why anyone would engage in entrepreneurial initiatives, because the focus is 

on an individual’s ability and willingness, rather than the salience of entrepreneurs. 

Furthermore, the mindset does not appear to be ‘set’: Dweck (2017) argues for a dynamic 

viewpoint when an individual is open to adaptation and growth. Gollwitzer (2012) captures the 

progress and growth of the mindset in the four phases of the mindset theory of action phases: 

the pre-decision phase, in which one needs to decide on a goal or opportunity, the pre-action 

phase, in which one needs to decide on an act, the action phase, in which one acts, and the post-

action phase, in which one evaluates the previous phases. The phases run progressively in terms 

of growth: one must pass through a phase to move on to the next. Building on Dweck (2017) 

and Gollwitzer (2012), we show that the mindset is adaptable and changeable rather than an 

attribute that is ‘set in stone’. From this perspective on the incremental value and uniqueness 

of the entrepreneurial mindset, it is important to consider what the dynamic interplay between 

ability and willingness can produce by juxtaposing the term with other established 

entrepreneurship concepts. 

Regarding our third research aim, we can conclude that, until recently, there were no 

measures including both the willingness and ability aspects necessary to cover the 

entrepreneurial mindset. This underlines our argument on the salience and necessity of using 

the entrepreneurial mindset and opens the possibility for future research to gain a better 

understanding of how entrepreneurial behaviour is stimulated in multiple contexts. 

Specifically, often cited, and well-established concepts do not always measure what they 

indicate: for instance, the imaginativeness scale intend to capture an ability, but seems to 

capture a willingness process, with a slight focus on cognitive abilities (i.e., the ability to read 

people, which is investigated with a self-report), an idea supported by Frederiks et al. (2019). 

Although using different labels, Frederiks et al. (2019) describe similar processes that 

jointly represent the imaginativeness of an individual. Thus, as indicated by McMullen and 
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Kier (2017) and corroborated by Frederiks et al. (2019), imaginativeness is focused on 

capturing how one generates ideas, and the inventory measures whether one considers himself- 

or herself as someone who does. As derived from our audit and comparison, the notion of the 

entrepreneurial mindset covers more than this ideational skill. McMullen and Kier (2017) 

discuss capturing the generation and implementation process of ideas, although the latter is not 

represented by the measurement tool or the imaginativeness skill. A second example concerns 

the adaptive cognition measure (Haynie & Shepherd, 2009): this scale mainly covers cognitive 

abilities as mental strategies and schemata of an individual. Haynie and Shepherd (2009) 

intended to capture an ability regarding one’s self-regulation and cognition, and their factor 

analysis shows five dimensions that focus purely on meta-cognition. Nevertheless, the 

willingness to engage in entrepreneurial initiatives is not included in the scale or concept. 

Which might explain its shortcomings in explaining entrepreneurial behaviour or potential. 

Even the aspects regarding a metacognitive choice only resemble a self-reflection mechanism 

in general terms (that is, whenever a problem is encountered). 

 

2.4.2 Future research 

The entrepreneurial mindset gives an agentic perspective on individual and 

entrepreneurial development and aligns with a human agency and functionalist perspective. 

The human agency perspective builds on social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2006), by assuming 

that people take their own actions, partially in response to the environment, but based on 

affective, cognitive, and motivational components (Mitchell et al., 2007). The entrepreneurial 

mindset is based on a judgmental call, in response to uncertainty within the environment 

(Shepherd et al., 2010), and we argue that the entrepreneurial mindset makes it possible for 

people to make the optimal choice regarding an entrepreneurial opportunity, a process that 

Bygrave (2007) calls entrepreneurial.  

 

Bandura (2006) discusses four agentic properties: 

 

1 Intentionality 

2 Forethought 

3 Self reactiveness 

4 Self reflectiveness 
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These four properties fit with the current the entrepreneurial mindset discussions and 

seem to align with the work of Shepherd et al. (2010) on opportunity gain, goal orientation, the 

ability to make choices to execute behaviour, and reflect on efficacy. Thus, in line with 

Gollwitzer (2012), we propose that people proactively regulate their behaviour and actions, and 

reflect on circumstances, by utilising the entrepreneurial mindset to act in an entrepreneurial 

way. 

In conclusion, the concept of the entrepreneurial mindset aligns with the literature on 

human action and agency (Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Bandura, 2006), indicating how 

opportunities are built. As the development of the entrepreneurial mindset involves an iterative, 

complex process of combining willingness and ability whilst overcoming internal boundaries, 

we regard resources as steppingstones that individuals with the entrepreneurial mindset can 

use. Our view aligns that of Shane (2003), namely that entrepreneurs bring ‘agency to 

opportunity’. Alvarez and Barney (2007) analyse this discovery perspective and argue that if 

entrepreneurs bring agency to an opportunity, it means that every individual (or at least every 

entrepreneur) can, in essence, capture an opportunity. 

Exactly how the entrepreneurial mindset can be developed is something that is not well-

represented in research. Depending on different circumstances, such as the environment or 

individual changes in characteristics, one can develop the entrepreneurial mindset, in a way 

like how Dweck (2017) postulates. However, it is unknown how and when the aspects required 

for the entrepreneurial mindset develop. We believe a thorough conceptual analysis is 

necessary to build a comprehensive conceptual model. We have provided future research with 

a nuanced overview of the aspects and elements of the concept the entrepreneurial mindset, 

however, future research should deepen the investigation to work towards a comprehensive 

conceptual model and establish a contextual understanding of the entrepreneurial mindset. 

Although the necessity of empirical analysis of the entrepreneurial mindset in a context is 

required, a developmental process understanding of the concept is necessary and appropriate, 

following the conceptual path laid out by Podsakoff et al. (2016). 

Although empirical investigations regarding the entrepreneurial mindset are scarce 

(Robinson et al., 2016) we strongly anticipate that research benefits from empirical research 

which could provide useful tools for practice and for understanding how entrepreneurial 

initiatives in any environment, including an organisational one, may be boosted. As Robinson 

et al. (2016) indicate, more ‘hands-on’ material is necessary to understand the implications of 

the entrepreneurial mindset for a variety of people in multiple contexts. We support their 

conclusions and posit that future research can investigate the entrepreneurial mindset in 
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empirical settings and, through experimentation and intervention, understand the 

entrepreneurial process and the entrepreneurial mindset in a more nuanced manner.  

Recent research has paid attention to activities that lead to organisational rejuvenation 

or exploration through the implementation of novel ideas coming from employees (Belousova 

& Gailly, 2013). McGrath and MacMillan (2000) discuss how the entrepreneurial mindset 

supports individuals to actively seek interaction that leads to knowledge building and idea 

generation. Shane and Venkataraman (2001) suggest focusing research on the central questions 

of entrepreneurship, such as the why, when, and how. Recent research directs towards the 

entrepreneurial mindset to enhance entrepreneurial initiatives (Robinson et al., 2016; Shepherd 

et al., 2010). Although some research has been conducted in the field of entrepreneurial 

education (Makimurto-Koivumaa & Belt, 2016), researchers indicate that the entrepreneurial 

mindset is the most valuable in ‘life after school’ (Täks et al., 2014); thus, we recommend that 

future research focuses on the life after school context, that is, the organisational context. 

Entrepreneurs usually do not act alone, as Shepherd et al. (2010) indicate by discussing 

social embeddedness, and as Alvarez and Barney (2007) describe as the interaction with the 

market. Social exchange between individuals appears to enhance the entrepreneurial growth in 

terms of the mindset and of entrepreneurial learning (Robinson et al., 2016), and it is important 

to view entrepreneurs as socially bounded individuals rather than entrepreneurs within a 

vacuum or sole actors. We recommend that future research investigates the entrepreneurial 

mindset in a multilevel context and possibly as a multilevel concept functioning within 

individuals, or in response to other individuals. Building our argument on a human agency 

perspective (Bandura, 2006), the social context is inevitable for entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs’ 

actions are founded on social beliefs, according to which every subsequent perception of an 

action is founded on the social environment. Elements of the entrepreneurial mindset such as 

affect and cognition are dependent on others, whilst others provide input into the 

entrepreneurial mindset development process. Future research ought to delve deeper in the 

social environment as a contextual influence on the entrepreneurial mindset, as well as the 

entrepreneurial initiatives in which entrepreneurs participate.  

 

2.4.3 Limitations 

We have attempted to prevent biases in our reviewing process by using a specific set of 

keywords for our literature synthesis. We discussed keywords with multiple researchers 

investigating the same and similar topics, as suggested by Booth et al. (2016), to increase the 

chances of finding an exhaustive amount of literature on the topic (rather than simply literature 
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supporting a preferred outcome). It is important to note that exhaustiveness is not a prerequisite 

because we reviewed and analysed the literature (Booth et al., 2016). The fit for the purpose 

was more important, which we sought by gaining an understanding of the entrepreneurial 

mindset via a more nuanced approach.  

Another limitation of audits such as the one we conducted is publication bias. Although 

the analytical audit was thorough and followed protocols and established procedures (e.g., 

Booth et al., 2016), it is impossible to exclude publication bias entirely because it is difficult to 

find unpublished works in the search engines. Moreover, no unpublished work was included in 

this paper. Nevertheless, we argue that our research was thorough, especially because we did 

not exclude papers from lower ranked journals, as is often the case (LePine & Wilcox-King, 

2010). Furthermore, in our first step of the research process, we scanned every article generated 

by the search to prevent the exclusion of articles that may be relevant.  

Finally, we faced the limitation of the detailed manual content analysis process. Whilst 

this approach is mostly appropriate for analyses with rather novel concepts and limited 

available literature, a computerized dictionary approach might increase the thoroughness and 

the details of the search and conclusions. Fortunately, research on the topic appears to be on 

the rise (most of our reviewed literature dates from the last decade) and future research could, 

therefore, choose to investigate the entrepreneurial mindset by using a computerized approach. 

 

2.5 Conclusions 

The aim of this paper was to investigate the distinctiveness of the notion of the 

entrepreneurial mindset by comparing it with similar concepts in the entrepreneurship 

literature. The results reveal the broad definition of the entrepreneurial mindset thus far and 

how the individual takes pride and place in its conceptualization. The results show that the 

concept is distinct of the combination of the willingness and ability aspects of the 

entrepreneurial mindset.  

Our research builds on the work of Shepherd et al. (2010) by developing a better and 

more comprehensive understanding of the ability and willingness to sense and seize an 

opportunity, as the entrepreneurial mindset concerns. In addition, in line with Shepherd et al. 

(2010), we expect the entrepreneurial mindset to vary and change over time for every 

individual, as the direction in which people move can change, which builds on the human 

agency perspective.  
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In our paper, we highlight the entrepreneurial mindset as a specific case of an individual 

mindset for an entrepreneurial context. The concept grasps how entrepreneurs think and adapt 

(Costa et al., 2017; Haynie et al., 2010) and explains what makes one person more 

entrepreneurial than another (Krueger, 2017; McMullen & Kier, 2016) at a certain time in a 

particular context. As Hisrich and Kearney (2011, p. 7) indicate, “entrepreneurship is not 

limited to a select group of people; any person with the right mindset, drive, and motivation 

can develop an entrepreneurial perspective”. The entrepreneurial mindset is a functional 

concept with a cognitive (thinking) and an active (adapt) component and assumes development 

(Naumann, 2017). Though not always interpreted in the same way, a growing number of 

entrepreneurship scholars argue that the entrepreneurial mindset is a prerequisite to acting and 

adapting in ambiguous and uncertain (entrepreneurial) situations (Blenker et al., 2011). 

In this paper, we expand the discussion on this perspective and contribute to the existing 

literature, as the entrepreneurial mindset indeed for every individual to seize an opportunity. 

This would explain why there is little evidence for a significant difference between 

entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs (Busenitz & Barney, 1997): entrepreneurs need to be both 

willing and able, and there should be an opportunity to sense and seize. We take a novel 

perspective: rather than viewing an individual as either entrepreneurial or not, it is important 

to have a more nuanced explanation as shown by the willingness and ability aspects in a 

dynamic process.  
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CHAPTER 3: CONFIGURATIONS OF AN ENTREPRENEURIAL MINDSET IN A 

CORPORATE ENVIRONMENT - TOWARDS A THEORY OF ENTREPRENEURIAL 

SPIKES 

ABSTRACT In this chapter, we discuss the process development of the entrepreneurial 

mindset. Through a ten-month participatory observation case study, we explore employees’ 

entrepreneurial mindset dynamics and variations. We find that there are several possible 

configurations in terms of archetypes of the entrepreneurial mindset allowing individuals to 

engage in entrepreneurial activities when triggered by contextual variables and resulting in 

entrepreneurial spikes. We know little about the fluctuations and manifestations of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, mainly in an organisational environment, which currently requires 

vital adaptations in uncertain times like economic crises and pandemics. We theorise about 

configurations of individual, organisational and opportunity characteristics and capture them 

in four unique profiles, which we name (1) superhero, (2) matchmaker, (3) organiser and (4) 

intern. Finally, we theorise about the activation and development process of the entrepreneurial 

mindset, enabling entrepreneurial spikes of behaviour, thus advancing research on corporate 

entrepreneurs and the strategic implications for organisations. 

 

3.1 Introduction 

Since the World Health Organization declared COVID-19 to be a pandemic in March 

2020, society shifted focus to largely online and/or a non-human contact version. For many 

organisations, this adjustment is huge in terms of impact (De Massis & Rondi, 2020). 

Worldwide renowned organisers cancelled their events (i.e., the Olympics), and multinationals 

set strict travel bans and introduced work from home policies (i.e., Google, Twitter, and 

Facebook). For health environment reasons, several organisations closed their buildings 

entirely to reduce human contact to an absolute minimum (i.e., Vion and Tönnies). Whilst these 

changes characterise many possible and real-time threats, such uncertainty also comes with 

possibilities, both from a necessity and an opportunity perspective (see also Burgelman & 

Grove, 2007; Pettigrew, 1987). To survive and remain in business, many organisations choose 

and need to rely on advancing opportunities by stimulating and rewarding entrepreneurial 

minded individuals (Sminia & de Rond, 2012; Floyd & Lane, 2000; Burgelman, 1994). 

Research and practice widely recognise the entrepreneurial individual's importance as 

a means to organisational maintenance, rejuvenation, strategic change and growth (Kuratko et 

al., 2020; Belousova et al., 2020; Belousova & Gailly, 2013; Hornsby et al., 2013; Floyd & 
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Lane, 2000; Kuratko et al., 1990; Burgelman, 1983c). However, since Gartner (1988) 

proclaimed “who is an entrepreneur” to be the wrong question, researchers have searched for 

alternative means to capture the role of an individual in instigating the entrepreneurial process. 

One of the most promising concepts developed in the past decades is the entrepreneurial 

mindset: an indicator of an individual’s ability and willingness to engage in entrepreneurial 

behaviour (i.e., Hattenberg et al., 2020a; Haynie et al., 2010; Shepherd et al., 2010).  

Despite significant conceptual development, little empirical research exists regarding 

the manifestation and development of the entrepreneurial mindset (Ruiz-Alba et al., 2019; 

Pfeifer et al., 2016; Täks et al., 2014). Thus far, certain questions remain unanswered, such as: 

how and when ability and willingness interact, whether every employee has the entrepreneurial 

mindset potential and whether there are different configurations to the entrepreneurial 

mindset's ability and willingness aspects. Answers to these questions are vital (Doern et al., 

2019) because, especially in current uncertain times, new and innovative approaches to 

maintain a competitive advantage and implement strategic changes through one’s employees’ 

initiatives are necessary to remain in business. 

Through a qualitative ten-month participatory inductive observation study, we delve 

into employees’ ability and willingness to engage in entrepreneurial initiatives. Our findings 

indicate that there are multiple configurations of employees’ entrepreneurial mindset, leading 

to displays of entrepreneurial behaviours under specific conditions and in response to specific 

opportunities. These displays are captured in moments of thriving initiatives of 

entrepreneurship, i.e., entrepreneurial spikes, rather than in a continuous presence of 

entrepreneurship. As we deepen our understanding of these moments, we theorise about how 

and in what forms the entrepreneurial mindset of employees develops in organisations. We thus 

extend the quest of Kuratko et al. (2020) and Bacq et al. (2017), as we argue that the 

entrepreneurial mindset requires validation in varying entrepreneurial settings for research and 

practice to deepen our understanding of how entrepreneurial behaviour can be facilitated and 

strengthened. 

  Our research contributes to the nexus of entrepreneurship and strategy literatures, and 

specifically corporate entrepreneurship. This study is one of the first explorative, empirical 

investigations of the entrepreneurial mindset in practice. Our core contribution lies in the 

operationalisation of the opportunity-individual-organisation nexus. We achieve this by 

showing the entrepreneurial mindset's different archetypes and their interaction with 

organisational triggers and opportunity perceptions. 
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Although previous research recognises that internal events, external events, or enablers 

can trigger entrepreneurial activity (Davidsson, 2015; Morris et al., 2000), we pay attention to 

the process implication of the triggers and challenge the traditional understanding of 

entrepreneurial mindset as a continuous and stable variable. Contrary to the expectation of the 

entrepreneurial mindset's constant level amongst individuals, we argue for a spiky process 

where employees show their ability and willingness to engage in entrepreneurial behaviour 

under certain conditions. The implications of entrepreneurial spikes not only lead to a 

theoretical discussion of the importance of a deeper understanding of the individual-

opportunity-organisation nexus, but also lead to the methodological challenges of measuring 

the entrepreneurial mindset using traditional methods such as surveys. 

By exploring the implications of the entrepreneurial mindset configurations emerging 

from the data, we offer a novel pathway to optimally distinguish between different archetypes 

of the entrepreneurial mindset. Contrary to the typically used “one size fits all” approach, we 

offer a nuanced understanding of four entrepreneurial mindset archetypes. For instance, teams 

dominated by the “superman” type of personnel may be driven more by highly complex 

challenges leading to radical innovation, whilst those teams that have a strong presence of 

“matchmakers” may be driven more by a variety of external and unplanned triggers. This 

approach is also significantly different from that of competences, in that different archetypes 

can rely on similar competence sets and yet respond to different opportunities and approach 

them in different manners. 

As we dive deeper in the opportunity-individual-organisation nexus, we offer future 

avenues for research. Here, we consider the theoretical implications of our research as enabling 

future scholars to investigate how to stimulate new venture creation in an organisational 

environment. Broadly, we blend corporate entrepreneurship literature with goal setting theories 

and mindset development theories, providing a fresh theoretical lens on the “spiked” process 

of the entrepreneurial mindset activation in an organisation.  

 

3.2 Understanding the entrepreneurial mindset 

In the past two decades, the entrepreneurship community embraced the entrepreneurial 

mindset as a common denominator explaining how people exploit an opportunity (Kuratko et 

al., 2020). Krueger (2007) argues that the mindset is essential for entrepreneurship and recent 

research underlines his ideas (Hattenberg et al., 2021; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018). Williams and 

Lee (2011, p. 1245) emphasize the importance of the entrepreneurial mindset in that, “an 
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entrepreneurially-minded individual within a subsidiary will be alert to opportunities arising 

from the subsidiary’s distinct business and organisational context”. Indeed, the combined act 

of ability and willingness, may lead to a decision about an opportunity for gain (Shepherd et 

al., 2010). 

However, the entrepreneurial mindset still finds itself in a conceptual development 

stage (Kuratko et al., 2020; Naumann, 2017; Robinson et al., 2016). Research developments in 

this area have been comparing the entrepreneurial mindset to a variety of similar 

entrepreneurship concepts (Hattenberg et al., 2020a), such as entrepreneurial cognition and 

thinking (Strimel et al., 2019; Vahidnia et al., 2019), entrepreneurial skills (Smith et al., 2009), 

and entrepreneurial intentions (Kaffka & Krueger, 2018; Pfeifer et al., 2016). Some preliminary 

work has also been done on the potential of the entrepreneurial mindset in organisations 

(Belousova et al., 2020; Palalić et al., 2020), its relationship with organisational conditions 

(Hattenberg et al., 2020a) and stimulation in an educational environment (Robinson et al., 

2016; Täks et al., 2014). 

As it is common for the “divergence” stage of a domain development (Gregoire et al., 

2006), different perspectives exist regarding its definition and ontology. Hattenberg et al. 

(2021) offer a first attempt at unifying the definitional diversity of the entrepreneurial mindset 

and specifying what makes the entrepreneurial mindset a valid and distinct concept. Yet there 

is limited agreement regarding the specific mechanisms of the development of the 

entrepreneurial mindset. On the one hand, Shepherd et al. (2010) suggest that employees’ 

entrepreneurial mindset needs to correspond with the organisational environment and argue 

that there is a cyclic, deviation-amplifying loop between the development of employee and 

organisational entrepreneurial mindset. On the other hand, research available on the 

development process of the general mindset (Dweck, 2017; Gollwitzer, 2012) indicates that a 

mindset develops through stages. These are (1) the pre-decision phase where people choose 

which goals to strive for, (2) the pre-action phase where people choose how to act, (3) the 

action phase where people pursue an initiative, and (4) the post action phase where people 

evaluate the previous stages. This perspective puts the primary focus on the fit between an 

opportunity and an individual.  

The question arises whether one of the two perspectives is right, or both of them can be 

combined under certain conditions. If both are right, then one can expect a variation of the 

mindset across people – with their varying goals and aspirations, and across time – as a mindset 

is activated into a behaviour and develops in interaction with the organisational environment. 

How could we, then, grasp this huge variety, both theoretically and practically? 
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3.2.1 A corporate entrepreneurship environment 

Corporate entrepreneurship is widely accepted under the definition of Sharma and 

Chrisman (1999, p. 18): “the process whereby an individual, or a group of individuals, in 

association with an existing organisation, create a new organisation or instigate renewal or 

innovation within that organisation”, or, put simply, as the engagement of employees in 

entrepreneurial behaviours (Belousova & Gailly, 2013; Burgelman, 1983b). Corporate 

entrepreneurship embraces such activities as strategic renewal and corporate venturing 

(Masucci et al., 2020; Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Burgelman, 1983b). Strategic renewal refers to 

efforts within the organisation that significantly impact the business strategy or structure, 

whereas corporate venturing concerns the act of employees leading to new business generation 

within the firm (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999), both internal and external (Von Hippel, 1977). 

Furthermore, one can differentiate between two types of corporate entrepreneurship 

perspectives: focused and dispersed. Focuses corporate entrepreneurship sees management and 

entrepreneurship processes as fundamentally distinct and incompatible (Belousova & Gailly, 

2013; Birkinshaw, 1997). Meanwhilst, dispersed corporate entrepreneurship acknowledges 

that every employee is capable of performing both entrepreneurial and their usual daily job 

tasks simultaneously, and indicates that entrepreneurial employees and competencies are 

dispersed throughout a firm (see also Masucci et al., 2020; Zahra, 2015; Williams & Lee, 2011; 

Hayton & Kelley, 2006). In this research, we adopt the dispersed corporate entrepreneurship 

perspective. 

The key manifestation of dispersed corporate entrepreneurship is an entrepreneurial 

initiative (Birkinshaw et al., 2005; Birkinshaw, 1997). Birkinshaw (1997, p. 207) describes it 

as “a discrete, proactive undertaking that advances a new way for the corporation to use or 

expand its resources” (see also Miller, 1983; Kanter, 1982); an essential aspect of the 

entrepreneurial process (Williams & Lee, 2011; Sathe, 1985). It follows from an employees’ 

inclination for risk-taking using resources that are normally outside an employees’ scope 

(Birkinshaw, 1997; Covin & Slevin, 1991; Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990). Hayton and Kelly 

(2006) theorized, empirically verified by Belousova and Gailly (2013), that corporate 

entrepreneurship projects require different functional contributions (innovation, knowledge 

brokering, sponsoring, and championing) which can be performed by one or several actors. In 

other words, entrepreneurial behaviours can take different shapes, come from different levels, 

and can complement each other. With this in mind, we go into the exploration of this variation 

of possible mindset and their dynamics within an organisational setting. 
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3.3 Methodology 

To empirically explore the variations and dynamics of the entrepreneurial mindset in 

an organisational context, we employ an in-depth inductive case study approach involving an 

ethnographic foundation (Zuzul & Tripsas, 2020; Neergaard & Ulhøi, 2007). Case studies are 

useful to study a phenomenon within a specific context, which cannot be properly investigated 

outside this research environment (McDonald & Eisenhardt, 2020; Eisenhardt, 1989; Glaser & 

Strauss, 1967). Moreover, case studies are useful if the researcher is unable to manipulate the 

parameters outside the research context, in our case mostly because “entrepreneurial behaviour 

does not occur in a vacuum” (Kuratko et al., 2005, p. 704). 

We utilise a multimethod case study approach to develop a deeper understanding of the 

processes we are interested in before explaining possible variations (Zuzul & Tripsas, 2020; 

Zuzul & Edmondson, 2017; Bingham et al., 2007; Eisenhardt, 1989). Process studies capture 

changes and developments, accounting for context (Kaandorp et al., 2020; Shepherd et al., 

2015). We therefore conducted a hands-on investigation of the processes in action (Tran et al., 

2018; Davis & Eisenhardt, 2011; Corbin & Strauss, 1990). 

Our setting is a pharmaceutical environment. The organisation (for anonymity purposes 

named PharmaCo) employs about 70 employees, is in the Netherlands and holds world leading 

positions in the distribution and trading of raw, semi-processed and processed pharmaceutical 

materials. This small to medium enterprise (SME) is interesting for our research, as one would 

not expect entrepreneurial behaviour in a traditional and highly regulated environment. There 

is, however, a strong urge, need and will, to remain competitive and to focus on survival in the 

pharmaceutical industry. The current chief executive officer (CEO) joined the firm when the 

industry went through a radical change and withdrew from most of the production facilities 

due to the shift in regulations. The company not only managed to survive this difficult stretch 

but also significantly increased the net value, personnel numbers, profitability, and activities in 

unusual and innovative manners, exemplifying this company as an interesting case for 

entrepreneurship research. The company is now organised in separate business units. Each 

business unit is responsible as its own profit and cost centre. Furthermore, each business unit 

is responsible for searching and exploiting its own relevant opportunities, sometimes in 

cooperation with other business units. This makes it interesting to investigate dispersed 

corporate entrepreneurship behaviours. 
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We first visited the organisation in May 2016. The company provided us with access to 

data that is usually difficult to obtain, allowed us to approach all 65 employees from the 

headquarters and we were able to observe and track progress in real time, with a high intensity 

between November 2017 and July 2018. As Zuzul and Edmondson (2017, p. 306) and 

Siggelkow (2007, p. 22) argued, “this kind of rich longitudinal research allows researchers to 

provide the details of how … [dynamic] processes actually play out over time”. This research 

and in-depth embeddedness in the company allowed us to appreciate not only micro 

foundational aspects (Barney & Felin, 2013) – referring to the interaction between 

organisational participants and their organisational contexts – but also the interactions between 

people and processes as well as the anticipated and unanticipated effects of different activities 

(Zuzul & Edmondson, 2017). 

 

3.3.1 Data sources 

We combine multiple sources of data. Our primary data source is 99 diary entries 

collected over a ten-week period (Breevaart et al., 2012b) and complemented by a survey. The 

survey was filled in twice, at the beginning and at the end of the ten-week period (Davis, Hall, 

& Mayer, 2016). Diary entries reveal “anticipation and evaluation of actions and serve to 

reduce unobserved memory decay and hindsight bias” (Kaandorp et al., 2020, p. 4; Bird et al., 

2012). To triangulate and explain the information obtained through the diary entries (Kaandorp 

et al., 2020), the first author conducted ten months of observations of daily life, tier meetings 

as well as quarterly and management meetings within the company. The observation period 

started three months before the diary study, allowing the researcher to become more familiar 

with the environment. During this period, 13 formal and numerous informal interviews were 

held with the CEO, business unit leaders, team leads and employees. Furthermore, we collected 

emails, internal communication letters, internal presentations, and human resources (HR) 

documentation to verify our inductively gathered data. Table 3 provides an overview of our 

data sources. 
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Table 3. Data sources and coding examples.  

 

We chose to obtain information through both qualitative and quantitative data 

collection, emphasising qualitative findings. Though we understand the trade-off regarding 

external validity, our goal was to gain deep insights (Burgelman, 1983b; Kimberly, 1979; 

Pettigrew, 1979). 

 

3.3.2 Data collection 

Formal interviews. We conducted the interviews in three subsequent phases. In phase 

I, initial interviews were conducted with the factory manager, the HR manager, and the CEO 

as our first key informants in the firm (see also Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). In phase II, we 

interviewed employees via a semi-structured interview approach. In phase III, the interviewed 

employees received a detailed summary with the request for additional remarks or changes. If 

necessary, we conducted follow-up interviews. An anonymised overview of all the interviews 

was provided to the participating employees at the end of the research stay. Each interview 

lasted between 45 and 75 minutes. All the interviews were tape recorded, transcribed in 

verbatim and shared with the interviewees for clarification. The interviews focused on a 

detailed understanding of the entrepreneurial mindset and corporate entrepreneurship: We 

questioned participants on their work, their opinions about the entrepreneurial mindset and 

corporate entrepreneurship, the challenges they face, opportunities and entrepreneurship in 

general. 

Informal interviews and observations. For two days a week during ten months, the 

first author stayed with the organisation. On site, the researcher tracked executives and 
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employees throughout their days to track the firm’s development and the evolving views of 

employees in real time. Informal encounters occurred in an unscheduled manner, and 

employees continuously engaged with one another and with the researcher. During the informal 

interviews, the researcher probed employees and managers for reflections on the general 

progress of the firm, often also discussing specific events that took place in the firm. As such, 

multiple informal interviews – 50 daily stand-up meetings lasting approximately 20–30 

minutes each and quarter meetings (3) – were observed and recorded. To avoid influencing the 

studied process, we did not indicate our opinion during the meetings or conversations, nor did 

we execute formalised work for the company. 

Diaries. The diary data collection took place over ten weeks. After a pilot study, we 

introduced the diaries in Dutch or English to all employees. The data entry was digital, utilising 

Qualtrics. If, however, an employee did not have a computer, the diary was distributed as a 

paper-and-pencil version and later entered in Qualtrics by the researcher. Employees were 

asked to fill in open-ended questions once a week. Example questions concern “can you 

describe a problem you have encountered during the past week?” and “how did you solve this 

problem?”. A preliminary notice emphasised the anonymity, confidentiality, and voluntariness 

of participation. The respondents chose an identification number, which concealed their name 

whilst allowing the researchers to identify entries by the same person throughout the weeks. 

We therefore report employees using a number (i.e., E209) accompanied by the week number 

(i.e., D-10 indicates the entry during week 10). 

Survey. The survey was administered twice, i.e., at the beginning and at the end of the 

diary period, for the purpose of creating a baseline perspective on the entrepreneurial mindset. 

We used the Entrepreneurial Mindset Profile (EMP) from Davis, Hall and Mayer (2016) to 

measure the entrepreneurial mindset construct. The Dutch version was created using a back-

and-forth translation procedure. Out of 65 potential respondents, 40 filled in a questionnaire at 

T0, whilst 11 incomplete responses had to be excluded. For the final questionnaire (T13), 18 

respondents filled in the questionnaire, but only 13 were usable. Table 4 reports the descriptive 

characteristics. Although the numbers are low, note that this survey is not used to explain 

relationships or test hypotheses: The purpose of this measurement tool was to obtain a baseline 

measure of employees’ entrepreneurial mindset and to be able to analyse patterns via our 

qualitative measures in between those baseline measures – nuances not often observed or 

measured with quantitative tools.  

 

Table 4. Means, standard deviations (SD) and intercorrelations T0 and T13  
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Documents. Lastly, we obtained internal documents outlining business plans as used 

for presentations to investors, personnel handbooks, legal documents, and other formalised 

information via official channels. These documents allowed us to track changes in the business 

model and strategy. We used these documents for triangulation purposes. 

 

3.3.3 Data analysis 

Firstly, we analysed the survey data to understand if and whether there is a baseline 

indication of the entrepreneurial mindset change between T0 and T13. Secondly, for the main 

purpose of this paper, the diary study, the observations, and the interviews were analysed to 

explain differences between the entrepreneurial mindset scores at the beginning and end of the 

diary study period.  

We engaged in microanalysis (see also Strauss & Corbin, 1990), qualitatively coding 

for notable themes in the data (see also McDonald & Eisenhardt, 2020). We applied an iterative 

process of data collection and analysis, using a systematic manner (Tran et al., 2018; 

Eisenhardt, 1989) to produce theoretical insights. We engaged in three different types of coding 

(see also Gioia et al., 2013). Starting with open coding highlighting key terms and phrases, we 

developed codes from our raw data and then linked these codes to develop broader categories 

(first-order concepts). We followed with axial coding, condensing our data, and interpreting 

the patterns. Since our goal is explorative research, it is appropriate to come up with “a narrative 

as opposed to numerical data” (Knafl & Howard, 1984, p. 17). We continued until theoretical 

saturation.  

 

3.4 Findings 

3.4.1 Baseline survey 

Our baseline survey results indicate no temporal growth or process differences within 

and between employees regarding T0 and T13. Table 4 shows the means, standard deviations, 

and inter-correlations amongst the variables (Field, 2013) from T0 and T13.  
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Our analysis shows that the entrepreneurial mindset scores are on average higher than 

the mean (five-point Likert scale).  However, based on an independent t-test there appears to 

be no significant difference between T0 and T13 (t = -.210, p = .835). Consequently, there is 

no spontaneous growth or unexplained difference between T0 and T13. We created a 

correlation matrix to explore our baseline data visually. Certain relationships pop up, providing 

starting points for the qualitative pattern analysis. We conducted several tests to indicate the 

type of group providing us with background information for our baseline measures. 

 

3.4.2 Entrepreneurial spikes 

Knowing the baseline measures, we investigated fluctuations between T0 and T13, 

providing a nuanced perspective: At the micro-level, subtle processes are at play. Our 

qualitative data informs about moments of entrepreneurial initiatives (see Table 5 for the list 

of initiatives per week). We capture these entrepreneurial moments as spikes: Specific times 

when context and individuals connect such that an entrepreneurial initiative springs to life, 

resulting in a – temporary – entrepreneurial high. 

 

Table 5. Overview and coding of entrepreneurial initiatives 

Week Reported initiative(s) Corporate 

entrepreneurship outlet 

Example citation 

1 1) Alternative process 

when resources were 

unavailable 

2) Unavailable people but 

pressing process for 

delivery 

Process renewal “As not all resources were 

available, I had to 

improvise with 

alternatives”.  

2 1) Chemical process does 

not follow process as 

expected 

2) Batches out of 

specification (OOS) 

results, need a solution 

Process renewal “I had to try alternatives, 

despite protocol”.  

3 1) Process takes too long 

for too many issues 

2) The Goods 

Manufacturing 

Practice (GMP) 

procedure does not fit 

well with the 

necessary 

requirements for a 

product 

Process renewal 

Corporate venturing 

“I needed to act in an ad 

hoc manner and solve the 

situation”.  
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3) Changing the PEA 

process  

4) New product into new 

market, coalition with 

new business unit  

5) Research and 

development (R&D) 

internal 

(re)organisation 

4 1) Product with sulphuric 

acid discoloured while 

protocol was followed 

2) Training others to 

change the process 

themselves 

3) Create and implement 

new process with 

regard to new product 

for new customer 

4) Chemical reaction on 

product requires a 

change  

Product renewal 

Process renewal 

“I had to create a new 

style of working and 

implement this style of 

working”.   

5 1) Product structure needs 

change for 

assimilation  

2) Developing new 

software for analysis 

of product specs 

3) Product turns into oily 

basis and needs to 

become a solid mass 

4) New method 

development for PEA 

filtration as former 

does no longer suffice 

Product renewal 

Process renewal 

“A new style of working 

and assimilation was 

needed”.  

6 1) Leakage of toxic 

material 

2) Developing a new 

method for grinding 

fumarates and PEA 

3) Current process of a 

literature prescription 

is flawed 

4) Postponed delivery of 

product leading to 

improvised process to 

meet client's 

expectations and 

contractual 

agreements  

Product renewal 

Process renewal 

“I modified the 

prescription, based on my 

own insights and 

knowledge”.   
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7 1) Change warehousing 

and analysis follow-

up process  

2) Changing process of 

warehousing and 

analyses reporting 

3) Changing the safety, 

health and 

environment (SHE) 

process with 

management  

Process renewal “After discussing the 

matter, we creatively 

created new space and 

changed the ordering of 

batches so that fewer 

analyses need to be done 

in our plant”.  

8 1) New protocol for new 

cleaning; a new work 

line 

2) Registering and 

documenting a 

commercial document 

3) Reconnecting energy, 

as the contractor did 

not show (not 

experienced) 

Process renewal 

Product renewal 

“We created a temporary 

cleaning protocol for the 

new work line”.  

9 1) Initiating a process, 

reformation for an 

entire unit 

2) Creating an audit 

process for another 

company 

3) Creating an IOQ and 

operating instructions 

for a new film 

evaporator 

4) Changing process of 

badly functioning 

department of a 

different business unit 

Process renewal 

Corporate venture 

“I used my knowledge 

from other existing 

processes to create a new 

process”. 

10 1) Reforming a systematic 

process of medication 

development 

Process renewal “I had to have a new, 

entrepreneurial lens on 

this systematic process”. 

 

For example, an employee reported on reforming the production process of a medicine: 

“The process of S-bupropion was not working (E-209, D-10)”. This report by the employee 

showed that the context triggered him to find a solution to a problem. The process that was not 

working made him feel as though something must be changed, and he had specific ideas on the 

What and the How in this context. Following this, the employee felt as though he was the right 

person at that time and place to take this challenge, and he was very aware of his role and action 

in this matter: “I had to have a new, entrepreneurial lens on this systematic process”. 

Consequently, a spike of interaction came to exist when he felt triggered by his context to not 
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only spot a problem and view it as an opportunity for change but also to act on it as the person 

needing to partake on this entrepreneurial journey. If the process had worked, this employee 

would not have felt the need to change or innovate: why reinvent the wheel? Thus, over the 

long run, this employee would give the impression of not showing any entrepreneurial 

initiatives, as he requires a challenge to engage in entrepreneurial spikes. 

Another example is given by an employee who indicates: “Another business unit was 

not functioning as it should” (ID-77, D-9). The context triggered her to view a dysfunction or 

problem as an opportunity. She felt the need and willingness to act on it, as she indicates: “I 

had to show initiative, analyse the processes where things go wrong”. Specifically related to 

the event, she was suddenly willing to take an entrepreneurial initiative, whereas generally 

there did not appear to be a reason. She was able to evaluate how she came to her action and 

shows awareness regarding her skills and abilities, as she states: “I used my knowledge from 

other existing processes to create a new process” and “we settled on a new work approach”. 

We interpret these initiatives as a proxy of the entrepreneurial mindset activation 

(manifestation) – indications of the subtle dynamics within the observation period that would 

not pop up in a two-wave survey. The initiatives are displayed in Table 5. They are coded on 

corporate entrepreneurship processes and are thus a result of the entrepreneurial spikes. Two 

examples of initiatives reported by two individuals, as well as a combined image of the two, 

are displayed in Figure 3, indicating how, per week, an individual does not always report on an 

entrepreneurial initiative. Moreover, compared to one another, different people do not always 

report on an entrepreneurial initiative in the same week, as different individuals appear to be 

triggered by different challenges. 

 

 

Figure 3. Example of two entrepreneurial spikes from two different employees 
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Interpreting the former, the data informs us that individuals are not necessarily 

entrepreneurial all the time and in every situation: Sensing and seizing opportunities and 

mobilising resources can be highly task, time and situation contextualised. Over three months 

of observations, there appear to be spikes of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives, influenced 

by numerous configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset aspects ability and willingness. At 

the individual, micro level, depending on the moment of study, one might conclude that one 

individual is more entrepreneurial than the other (e.g., if measured in weeks two and ten, this 

would be employee A who does not show any entrepreneurial behaviour), whereas both appear 

to initiate entrepreneurial activities at different moments in time. At the level of the 

organisation, the level of the entrepreneurial mindset remains the same. This means that when 

entrepreneurial initiatives are viewed statically instead of through a process lens, it is not 

possible to find the fluctuations and therefore the differences between individuals. 

 

3.4.3 Configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset in archetypes 

Table 6 presents the entrepreneurial mindset's configurations stemming from the data, 

captured in four archetypes (Floyd & Lane, 2000).  

 

Table 6. Patterns of the entrepreneurial mindset archetypes, aspects, and characteristics 

Profile Characteristics Entrepreneurial 

mindset aspects 

Motivation 

corporate 

entrepreneurial 

behaviour 

Interaction 

organisation 

Superhero Problem solver, 

creative, 

resourceful, 

knowledgeable, 

innovative 

Highly 

contextualised 

ability and 

willingness 

Part of the job, 

unknowingly 

capable, only 

willing if the 

environment 

triggers, 

contextualised 

recognition of 

opportunities 

Necessity for the 

job, freedom and 

autonomy in work, 

highly 

contextualised 

work 

Matchmaker Central node to 

network, 

entrepreneurial, not 

overly committed 

to work, not afraid 

of failure, content 

wise ability 

High ability, lower 

willingness 

Unknowingly 

capable, no 

response triggers 

No triggers on the 

job, little freedom 

and autonomy on 

the job, goes 

“against” what is 

expected 

Organiser Considers oneself 

entrepreneurial, 

practical manager, 

proactive 

Medium ability 

contextualised, 

high willingness 

Seeks recognition, 

allure for 

entrepreneurship 

Expectation of the 

job, given freedom 

and autonomy, 

broad line of work 
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Intern Knowledgeable, 

not very creative, 

not very proactive, 

good co-worker 

Lower ability, 

medium 

willingness 

contextualised 

Seeks recognition, 

does not recognise 

opportunities 

No triggers on the 

job, little freedom, 

and autonomy on 

the job 

 

The archetypes combine situational characteristics with personal ones, specifically 

individuals’ ability and willingness. Based on employees’ salient characteristics of the 

entrepreneurial mindset and corporate entrepreneurship reported in the interviews and diaries, 

we have uncovered certain patterns. While initially not yet subdivided into the archetypes 

(since we did not ask about the archetypes during the interviews), the specific aspects arose 

from the interviews. Moreover, these characteristics were highlighted in the survey. For 

instance, a question concerning problem solving was scored higher than the expected mean 

score. Another question in the survey concerned was, “how do you see the entrepreneurial 

mindset?”, with a description of the mindset, and employees answered similar aspects as 

indicated in Table 6.  

We do not necessarily distinguish between people and box them in one archetype. As 

Floyd and Lane (2000, p.157) highlight, “individuals play many roles in many contexts”. We 

do not draw conclusions about the importance of one individual over another, as one person 

can express different roles in different contexts at a different moment in time. These archetypes 

can exist beyond the existing, formal, structured roles that employees hold (Floyd & Lane, 

2000) and are focused on their entrepreneurial addition, building on a dispersed corporate 

entrepreneurship perspective.  

 

3.4.3.1 Archetype 1: Superhero 

In comics, superheroes are pictured as ordinary humans living their daily life up until 

the moment a light beam appears over Gotham City. This archetype describes individuals who 

are, sometimes even unknown to themselves and occasionally hidden for others, capable and 

show entrepreneurial initiatives only in highly specific situations. These superheroes may 

sometimes hide their entrepreneurial behaviour from others, as heroes hide their identity from 

the public, and sometimes they are unaware of the capacity of their powers. Furthermore, 

superheroes tend to work alone, to the extent that they have difficulty trusting others, as they 

believe the world relies on them solely. However, they are often successful. Regarding the 

entrepreneurial mindset, this archetype shows a high amount of ability and willingness and is 

mainly driven by context. Similar to a superhero who only fights crime when crime calls for it, 

these entrepreneurial superheroes are entrepreneurial when the organisation calls for it. The 
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emphasis lies on the entrepreneurial mindset’s contextual embeddedness. Moreover, a 

superhero is someone who believes entrepreneurship is part of the job and is triggered by an 

identified need. 

Clark (ID-112209, D-10) illustrates this archetype. If one would pass his work desk, 

one will possibly see him waiting for work, his computer screen asleep while he is waiting. 

However, when handed a seemingly unsolvable issue, his entrepreneurial willingness and 

ability surfaces (O-112/02), as his expertise is needed, and this enthuses him. For instance, 

Clark redeveloped a complicated S-bupropion process and when asked why he did so, he 

simply answered “it was necessary” (O-112/01). Clark, usually rather calm, would, whenever 

he received a problem, put on his lab coat as a superhero would a cloak, and attack the problem 

from multiple angles, using a range of internal and external resources, thinking inside and 

outside of protocols. 

Another “superhero” named Thor initiated the process of reorganising a business unit. 

This is the case, specifically because he believed that it concerned a field he considered himself 

an expert in: an enthusiastic specialist eager to show his powers to the world (ID-140200, D-

03). As he indicates (I-03): “I am supposed to be entrepreneurial in this job”. This individual 

does not strive for an individual label, but just is whenever it is necessary, as he would always 

react to problems instead of initiating new ideas (O-140/03). 

Like Clark and Thor, Bruce shows resourcefulness and problem-solving abilities, which 

he says, “one develops over the course of a job and a multitude of tasks, because it is required 

by their context” (ID-40685, D-03). When asked whether they consider themselves 

entrepreneurial, answers range from “there are just new things that need to be solved” (ID-

40685, D-03) to “it is part of the job” (ID-140200, D-03) and “no, not really” (ID-112209, D-

03). 

Superheroes are thus not always visible to others or themselves; they can hide in plain 

sight. Yet, their value appears significant, as they take on large projects. They consider the 

work they do as necessary, sometimes as part of their job, and they believe that it must be them 

chasing the opportunity. One reason for their self-identified significance is their trust in their 

own expertise – abilities – and their willingness to share their abilities with the world. What is 

noticeable is that superheroes tend to act alone, or with only a few other trusted colleagues. 

Most of those colleagues are superheroes as well. Combined with the specialist characteristic, 

it is a question of how one should interpret the origin of the high willingness and ability: 

Whether the enthusiasm, dedication, and significance as they may self-identify with could be 



 

59 
 

explained by, for instance, passion, educational background, programmed focus or something 

else, is still unknown.  

 

3.4.3.2 Archetype 2: Matchmaker 

Another archetype concerns the matchmaker: someone who is unknowingly 

entrepreneurial but mainly serves as the network connector, thus connecting possible 

entrepreneurial initiatives with viable ones. The matchmaker connects not only people who do 

not know they might need one another but also people who could use one another’s skills and/or 

knowledge. Interestingly, most people are unaware of the necessity and use of the matchmaker: 

When asking the initiators of an entrepreneurial initiative how they connected to one another, 

they often mention the matchmaker without any appreciation.  

Furthermore, matchmakers would not necessarily consider themselves entrepreneurial 

and they are not afraid to share their experiences – good or bad. People feel comfortable sharing 

their problems and questions with them. Moreover, matchmakers are not afraid to involve 

others and ask for help, by showing vulnerability and opening up about questions, mistakes 

and learning opportunities. Regarding the entrepreneurial mindset, matchmakers show a high 

amount of ability but no apparent willingness, and mainly appear to be a central node in the 

network. Compared to other archetypes, the ability shows in the apparently effortless act of 

knowing who to connect and for whichever problem. The lack of willingness, however, shows 

in withdrawing himself/herself from the group of initiators once they are connected. The 

matchmaker rarely stays involved as an actor, as he/she would rather point an actor in the right 

direction (O-210/10). 

Interestingly, matchmakers appear less contextually triggered, as it looks like they will 

always act the same regardless of the circumstances or uncertainties. Matchmakers do not 

appear willing to change and they give the impression of not having a sense of necessity; 

instead, they appear happy where they are (O-210/09). Matchmakers, for instance, emphasise 

that they are not interested in walking the extra mile, working more hours, or helping others 

beyond what is asked of them in their job description (O-179/11; O-210/12). 

Robin illustrates this archetype. When a chemical process needed change, he “asked for 

advice from the quality assurance and R&D departments about a multitude of production 

related issues. Furthermore, the customer service and quality control departments were 

involved to discuss timelines and customer expectations” (ID-2108, D-01). While asking for 

advice is theoretically not entrepreneurial, Robin connects others and makes them believe they 

are the entrepreneurs and/or innovators, while he merely asked for help and raised an issue. He 
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explicitly highlights that he was not entrepreneurial, nor would he ever label himself 

entrepreneurial (I-03). He realises that entrepreneurship comes forth out of his first act of 

connecting others. He realises that asking for advice was the political approach, thereby 

showing his organisational sensitivity, to connect people who would otherwise have remained 

disconnected. Thus, it appears that Robin recognised a situation requiring an innovative 

approach and the combination of different disciplines to be brought to a successful end (O-

210/12). 

Like Robin, Alfred (ID-58508, D-02) exhibits high ability, which is unknown to him, 

and unfamiliarity with his own entrepreneurial thoughts and acts. When asked whether he has 

been part of a change of a product or process, he indicates he has never been involved. 

However, when asked about a problem he encountered and solved in that same week, he 

describes how he needed to connect multiple key figures from multiple departments and 

business units to solve the issue. When encountering him in the hallway, he continues to 

describe the event as though it is just part of his job (O-585/04). When asked why nobody else 

undertook a similar action, he shrugs his shoulders, as he believes he was just the right person 

at the right time seeing the dots that needed to be connected (O-585/05).  

Matchmakers thus appear to play a central role in the entrepreneurial process, either as 

a specific part of a structural whole (Burt, 2000) or as a broker (Burt, 2000; Hayton & Kelley, 

2006). Building on Burt’s (2000) explained mechanism of brokering, the matchmaker openly 

shares successes and failures within his or her own group, thus informing them with possible 

valuable information, whereas others tend to keep this information to themselves. Furthermore, 

the matchmaker defies the closure principle and opens up connections to others and other 

groups – in the firm – stimulating not only information flow but also creativity and 

entrepreneurship (Burt, 2000; Freeman, 1977; Granovetter, 1973; Simmel, 1955). 

 

3.4.3.3 Archetype 3: Organiser 

A third archetype concerns organisers. They report on entrepreneurial initiatives and 

personification while they describe parts of their job. People fitting this archetype hope to be 

considered as entrepreneurial and seek for such recognition (O-107/06). They explicitly seek 

recognition by profoundly naming their own entrepreneurial actions and addition to 

entrepreneurial successes. While they contribute to entrepreneurial events, they appear very 

conscious and prone to knowing their own contribution. Specifically, they describe themselves 

as the superhero responding to the beam over Gotham City. Although both the superhero and 

the organiser share the “response to” characteristic, the difference is that the superhero can find 
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new and uncommon solutions to a newly identified problem, whereas the organiser relies on 

existing ‘tricks’ (O-107/13). Furthermore, the organiser appears to consider his/her judgement 

as superior, believing this is part of his/her position in the company. What differentiates the 

organiser here is that he/she is mainly focused on his/her contribution and consciously targets 

recognition and acknowledgement. Moreover, whereas the superhero considers 

entrepreneurship as part of the job, the organiser believes it is a complimentary quality on top 

of the job position (O-107/14). 

Regarding the entrepreneurial mindset, organisers appear very reactive, more so than 

the other archetypes, and they express a high amount of willingness to at least be acknowledged 

as entrepreneurial. Nevertheless, they do not always appear able to initiate an entrepreneurial 

act or follow through (O-107/10). 

Lois provides an example of discussing her entrepreneurial being, which, in fact, is part 

of her job: “when a customer came to me with a problem concerning a product from one and 

a half years ago, I organised a meeting with all involved departments to reimburse the client” 

(ID-77, D-02). Another aspect of this archetype is the large amount of willingness to contribute 

to entrepreneurial events, either by connecting others or by stepping in themselves: “There are 

many products to be distributed, and this must be done as quickly as possible. I can either 

choose to act myself (the fastest solution) or train my new colleagues (the slowest solution) 

without slowing down the process” (ID-14567, D-04; O-107/15).  

The difference with the matchmaker archetype is that the organiser is more likely to 

take matters into his/her own hand: “This time I chose to produce the documentation review 

myself” (ID-14567, D-04; O-107/08). The matchmaker, however, would more likely seek 

expertise elsewhere or, in this case, train his colleagues. The organiser considers acting on 

initiatives regardless of the result as the key to entrepreneurship (I-13). In the interview, this 

employee indicates that specifically in the role of management, a form of entrepreneurship is 

required, as “for certain functions entrepreneurial capacities are essential” (I-13; O-107/16). 

Another aspect is that the organiser tends to view his/her opinion as superior, and 

mainly attaches importance to his/her own contribution. Lois, for instance, indicates, “Yes, I 

was entrepreneurial because certain initiatives had to be undertaken; I had to search for 

solutions in an efficient manner” (ID-77, D-02; O-107/07). Similar to the superhero, the 

organiser (O-107/17) self-identifies as a significant contributor, though with two differences. 

On the one hand, for the superhero this self-identified contribution appears to stem from a 

personal, internal type of motivation, whereas for the organiser, an external type of motivation 

might play a role. On the other hand, the superhero often succeeds in terms of initiating 
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something entrepreneurial and often something big, whereas the organiser often contributes to 

smaller or non-successful entrepreneurial acts (O-107/18) where non-successful refers to not 

finalising the initiative. 

Organisers thus appear to take the stage at the right time and at the right place. They 

intend to combine their skills and abilities, aiming to search for recognition and 

acknowledgement, either for themselves or for their participation in entrepreneurial activities. 

Furthermore, we would classify the organiser as rather general versus the specialist superhero. 

Organisers tend to be involved in many activities, often in an attempt to manage people and 

actions regularly matching their type of job function or description. Especially this latter aspect 

appears interesting to investigate further. 

 

3.4.3.4 Archetype 4: Intern 

The fourth archetype is named the intern and describes an employee who is very willing 

to learn and become entrepreneurial but currently lacks ability. Furthermore, the willingness 

appears disorganised: The intern does not appear to be focused, enthusiastic or passionate about 

specific initiatives but eagerly hopes to become generally entrepreneurial instead (I-1). If asked 

about the future orientation, the intern often replies with answers involving developing and 

ambiguous ambitions (I-1; O-009/19). These individuals ask questions to learn from others and 

describe their own actions as “trying”: “I always try to take initiatives” (ID-9, D-01). 

Furthermore, interns search for growing and extending their ability, either via official training 

(I-1) or by asking others whether they can learn from them (O-009/20). For instance, we 

received the following question via email, “I wanted to ask whether it is possible to obtain 

some sort of evaluation. You are the expert in entrepreneurship, and I would like to know to 

what extent my vision on entrepreneurship is ‘correct’” (DOC-T2-9).  

When it comes to the entrepreneurial mindset, interns therefore appear to be in a more 

developing stage than other archetypes. Furthermore, interns recognise how willingness is 

contextualised. Captain, for instance, mentions that outside of his job it is never necessary to 

act entrepreneurial. What is interesting, is that Captain assumes that entrepreneurial actions are 

always necessity based, as it is discussed to be “purpose-driven” (I-1) and it is based on 

problem recognition and finding solutions (ID-9, D-03). At the same time, Clark expresses his 

struggles with knowing what purpose is and how to find it. The necessity he discusses is also 

expressed in the view that entrepreneurship is chosen and if someone decides not to be 

entrepreneurial when it is necessary, this individual deliberately chooses to do something 

wrong. Moreover, Clark indicates that, inevitably, “entrepreneurship is progress” (I-1).  
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With the focus on necessity, interns will only show willingness for entrepreneurship 

when the context requires it and, consequently, interns struggle with the ability to be 

entrepreneurial (O-009/11). An explanation could be that interns are still in the stage of 

developing an entrepreneurial mindset, growing their ability, whereas the other profiles could 

have more of a matured or developed entrepreneurial mindset. Conceivably, interns are not yet 

able to comprehensively recognise an opportunity, as their focus is still that entrepreneurship 

is necessary instead of entrepreneurship is something that evolves or develops. 

Furthermore, it could be that the magnitude of the willingness overshadows the interns' 

ability development, as these interns discuss the highest intensity regarding willingness. Since 

willingness has not been quantitatively measured, it would be interesting to further investigate 

the differences in intensity, preferably quantified, of the different archetypes. Theoretically, it 

could be that the development awaits the process of moving from induced behaviour to 

autonomous behaviour (Burgelman, 1983a), and instead of a contextual trigger, the interns still 

require a contextual (or managerial) push. 

 

3.4.4 Archetypes vs. Competences perspective 

In earlier research, competences explaining different forms of corporate 

entrepreneurship have been published (Hayton & Kelley, 2006). Hayton and Kelley (2006) 

describe four competency roles emerging in companies: the innovator, the (knowledge) broker, 

the champion, and the sponsor. To some extent, these roles match our archetypes, and our 

archetypes provide additional, nuanced information on the individual dynamics in such roles. 

Specifically, we postulate a hybrid dynamic version of the competencies. However, the exact 

differences and similarities deserve further attention. Where Hayton and Kelley's (2006) 

corporate entrepreneurship roles are functional competence based, our research extends this, 

as we provide a fine-grained, nuanced understanding of the archetypes that fit the individuals. 

For example, Hayton and Kelley (2006) indicate that innovators are cognitive able 

individuals (Taggar, 2002), often with a higher education, and we find reasons to believe that 

superheroes often match this indicator. Innovator competences, however, also reappear in other 

archetypes. A typical example is how innovators consider their own judgement superior to 

those of others. Where superheroes in the investigated company have provided us with similar 

examples, organisers appear to share this trait as well. The organiser, however, is more likely 

than the superhero to emphasise brokering competences. One may also argue for strong 

commonalities between the broker and the matchmaker. However, both the matchmaker and 

the organiser tend to use knowledge brokering actions. This shows us that the functional 
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competencies are not exclusively matched with one archetype. Instead, it appears that the 

competencies show in different individuals with different archetypes. 

Since interns still develop their entrepreneurial ability and willingness, thus far we do 

not see an argument for a connection with the Hayton and Kelley (2006) framework. An 

explanation could be that they focused on developed competencies, whereas we argue for a 

dynamic perspective where growth and development are central. We thus deviate from a static 

point of view and propose an extended and nuanced hybrid version of the competency roles, 

including pre-action type of roles, such as those that may concern the intern. 

3.5 Discussion 

3.5.1 The individual-opportunity-organisation nexus: entrepreneurial spikes 

Our core contribution is in the refinement of the understanding of the individual-

opportunity-organisation nexus and in considering the entrepreneurship process regarding 

entrepreneurial spikes instead of a linear pathway (Davidsson, 2015; Shane, 2003). 

Specifically, for investigating (corporate) entrepreneurship and for implementing and 

monitoring entrepreneurial progress, entrepreneurial spikes illustrate the interwoven 

connection and display of employees’ entrepreneurial mindset and its contextual 

embeddedness. Our data unexpectedly reveal a spiky pattern of entrepreneurship when 

employees engage in entrepreneurial initiatives if the time and context feel right. We thus step 

away from the dominating one-size-fits-all approach to corporate entrepreneurship. 

Firstly, people acknowledge their own entrepreneurial mindset as something present in 

themselves and as something necessary within the organisation. Employees indicate that they 

sow entrepreneurial initiatives, and they or others reap what has been sown. Furthermore, 

entrepreneurship and the self-identification with entrepreneurship appear to grow/develop over 

the years, with the employee feeling increasingly confident in this entrepreneurial role, which 

could partially be explained as a growth process (Gollwitzer, 2012). Yet, although the long-

term growth is acknowledged in the interviews, the entrepreneurial spikes appear essential in 

the understanding of the short-term and mid-term effects on the entrepreneurial process. This 

highlights the need for a process approach when investigating employee entrepreneurship. We 

therefore propose – 

 

Proposition 1: The entrepreneurial mindset manifests through entrepreneurial spikes. 
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3.5.2 A new approach to entrepreneurship triggers: a person-context fit perspective 

While dispersed corporate entrepreneurship indicates that employees can manage their 

own job tasks and simultaneously express entrepreneurial behaviour, it appears that without an 

external, organisational trigger or activation point this “can manage” behaviour does not 

necessarily change into “will do” behaviour. Although the CEO tries to establish a dispersed 

corporate entrepreneurship environment and stimulates all employees to behave and act 

entrepreneurially, the management and employees sense that this is not appropriate for 

everyone. An employee, for instance, indicates, “entrepreneurship is really visible in this 

organisation. We all try to exploit and explore entrepreneurial opportunities. It is difficult to 

describe myself as entrepreneurial though, as it feels impolite to think this about myself” (I-1). 

Another one puts it a bit differently: “Certain people with certain job levels do not have any 

decisive authority. It is not that these employees are not allowed to be entrepreneurial, it is just 

not expected of them, and it is not stimulated in their jobs, as their jobs should not allow for it 

due to all the regulations they need adhere to” (I-13). 

Indeed, we could identify a trigger in every situation of an entrepreneurial spike, while 

in between the spikes of corporate entrepreneurship there appears no activation or at least no 

expression of the entrepreneurial mindset. Therefore, it appears that certain organisational or 

motivational triggers prompt employees’ entrepreneurial mindset to manifest itself. 

Furthermore, since the gap between the daily tasks and entrepreneurial initiative may be bigger 

for certain employees than for others, the proper fit between the organisational trigger and 

entrepreneurial initiative becomes crucial. We propose – 

 

Proposition 2: The entrepreneurial mindset interacts with triggers in the corporate 

entrepreneurial environment, producing purported spikes of corporate entrepreneurship 

activity; thus, organisational triggers are necessary for employees to express their 

entrepreneurial mindset. 

 

3.5.3 Configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset: entrepreneurial archetypes 

We also contribute to the literature on the individual-opportunity nexus and 

entrepreneurial competencies. On the one hand, our findings provide an argument for the 

configurations perspective as expressed through the four named archetypes since the stability 

indicates that people remain within one archetype as one character. Nevertheless, it is unknown 

whether one employee only fits within one archetype, or whether one employee could have 

characteristics of multiple archetypes. From our data, this latter view appears unlikely. 
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Similarly, Davis et al. (2016) argue that whilst the entrepreneurial mindset does not concern a 

trait, certain aspects are less malleable than others are. Nevertheless, from a dispersed corporate 

entrepreneurship perspective, we argue for a latent dual role. From such a perspective, it is 

therefore possible to take on multiple roles. We propose the following –  

 

Proposition 3a: Employees fit within one archetype with a combination of skills and abilities 

for corporate entrepreneurship.  

 

Proposition 3b: Depending on the context, individuals can vary in archetypes. 

 

3.5.4 The process perspective of the development of the entrepreneurial mindset  

As we combine our quantitative and qualitative results, we notice contradictions 

amongst the results, and between the results and prior conceptualisations of the entrepreneurial 

mindset development process. On the one hand, we observe a clear indication for the interaction 

between the organisational environment, the nature of the opportunity and an individual’s 

entrepreneurial mindset. This would be in line with the perspectives of both Shepherd et al. 

(2010) and Gollwitzer (2012). However, we do not find a change in the (baseline) 

entrepreneurial mindset levels over the study period. This contrasts with Shepherd et al.'s 

(2010) perspective, where a spontaneous learning curve is expected based on the feedback loop 

between the entrepreneurial culture and the entrepreneurial mindset. Still, there is an indication 

that among the found archetypes, certain archetypes are more advanced and developed (e.g., a 

superhero) than others (e.g., an intern). Indeed, following Gollwitzer (2012), it could be that 

interns are still in the pre-action phase, as they have not yet determined a clear goal they must 

head for.  

In our view, the entrepreneurial mindset development's temporal dimension is certainly 

worth discussing. One of the few empirical studies that tested Shepherd et al.'s (2010) model 

in a pharmaceutical company showed that a deviation enhancing spiral in practice took seven 

years to unfold (Belousova & Gailly, 2012). Although the study was done in a large 

multinational and one can expect that changes occur faster in an SME environment, the 

interviews conducted for this study also show that the employees' entrepreneurial identity 

changes over the years and not over weeks or months. We can therefore understand how the 

two approaches combine over different periods of time: Where the opportunity-individual 

nexus may be observable in the short term, the organisation-individual entrepreneurial mindset 

development loop is a much longer process. This finding provides a nuanced explanation 
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regarding the variation in the dynamics of entrepreneurial individuals involved in an 

entrepreneurial process. 

Furthermore, although we speak in terms of opportunity fit, our data provides evidence 

for both opportunity-driven and necessity-driven (or even dissatisfaction-driven) initiatives. In 

fact, prior research suggests that entrepreneurial behaviour will emerge when there is an 

adaptive tension in the individual-opportunity nexus (Lichtenstein et al., 2007) or when there 

is a tension at both interfaces – individual-opportunity and individual-organisation (Ropo & 

Hunt, 1995). Furthermore, Van de Ven and Poole (1995) take a teleology process perspective 

(March & Simon, 1958) and explain the process as the push for change coming from an 

individual. Certain individuals long to diverge from the daily order of activities, in interaction 

with their context (Garud & Van De Ven, 1992). How and whether they diverge, depends not 

only on the combination of their ability and willingness but also on the organisational support 

structures that prompt for it. 

Extending this, one might expect the entrepreneurial mindset's ability and willingness 

aspects (either one of them or both simultaneously) to interact with the entrepreneurial 

environment, allowing research to identify behavioural patterns within uncertain environments, 

during entrepreneurial moments. Specifically, research can derive the establishment of 

archetypes of individuals with an entrepreneurial mindset that responds differently to corporate 

contextualised opportunities. Regarding entrepreneurship, a specific form of change and 

creation, the entrepreneurial mindset can explain in what situation an individual will choose to 

diverge, and employees can be trained. These different perspectives allow research to explain 

how the organisational environment influences the individual's willingness to act and mobilise 

for seizing entrepreneurial opportunities, guiding us in the discussion regarding the 

entrepreneurial mindset. We argue for acceptance of the entrepreneurial mindset as a 

contextualised concept where dimensions need to be explored longitudinally. 

 

3.6 Conclusions, limitations, and future research avenues 

A key consideration is the emergence of configurations of employees’ entrepreneurial 

mindset expressed in entrepreneurial spikes. We provide a first glance for organisations and 

research to investigate and develop the entrepreneurial mindset. We conclude two things: On 

the one hand, our findings provide reasoning for undertaking process research approaches. On 

the other hand, our findings showcase individual variety in the entrepreneurial process.  
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Our findings should be interpreted with caution to a certain extent, as the number of 

participants was relatively limited. A consequence is that while the archetypes indicate the 

possible influence they can have in the company, and while there are ample examples to build 

on, the limited number of participants does not provide a full and complete insight in the 

strategic consequences for the firm. Furthermore, although there is ample additional 

triangulated data available in terms of observations and interviews, our study is built on weekly 

tracking of entrepreneurial activities through diary entries over 13 weeks. Prior research has 

established this period as sufficient to explore feedback loops between, for instance, 

entrepreneurial behaviour and a change in personal resources and work engagement (Gawke et 

al., 2017). Still, our findings about the entrepreneurial mindset development processes' varying 

time horizon suggest that it would be highly recommended for future research to conduct more 

longitudinal research amongst a variety of organisations, either using experiments (thus, with 

interventions) and a control group, or in an exploratory fashion similar to this study.  We thus 

posit our research is a first step in exploring the variations and dynamics of the entrepreneurial 

mindset on both the individual level and the organisational level. 

Moreover, our research addresses four interesting archetypes that can benefit a 

company. Grimpe et al. (2019) already explored how middle managers have an important 

innovative role in a firm, and our findings deepen this understanding by delving into the 

entrepreneurial initiatives of all employees. We acknowledge, however, that our research 

mainly focuses on establishing and understanding the archetypes. More research can and 

should be done on the "how" part: How do they interact, how do they develop, how do they 

influence the strategy and entrepreneurship of the company, and finally, how can one acquire 

the most fitting competencies for each archetype? 

Such questions remain unexplored, and we encourage future research to explore these 

matters, to further research and provide practice with more hands-on tools and mechanisms to 

promote corporate entrepreneurial behaviour. Regarding the first question, it is currently not 

known which archetypes bring forth which strategic actions, and it is also not known which 

collaborations of profiles might lead to strategic actions. Since this could be beneficial for 

research and practice to understand, we recommend diving deeper into the strategic 

consequences of each role and combined roles. Since Baron and Hannan (2002) indicated that 

there is a large diversity in mental models used in new venture tech start-ups, we believe further 

investigation should be done in existing SMEs and corporates (Kaehr Serra & Thiel, 2019). 

Such analyses might elucidate the value of each role and the combined roles during different 

acts and in interaction with different contextual spikes. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE CORPORATE ENTREPRENEUR-EXPLORING THE MEDIATING 

ROLE OF THE ENTREPRENEURIAL MINDSET IN ORGANISATIONS 

ABSTRACT In this paper, we investigate the entrepreneurial mindset's role in an 

organisational context, as we propose it to be a bridging mechanism that aligns organisational 

conditions – work discretion, rewards and reinforcements, management support and time 

availability (Hornsby et al., 2013) – with employees’ entrepreneurial behaviour. We conducted 

an empirical investigation utilising survey methods within multiple small to medium sized 

enterprises. The results indicate that and how organisational conditions partially influence 

employees’ entrepreneurial behaviour, an effect partially explained by the entrepreneurial 

mindset playing both a positive and negative mediating role, depending on its interaction with 

an organisational condition. Furthermore, certain organisational conditions, such as work 

discretion and management support, foster employees’ entrepreneurial mindset, implying that 

organisations can undertake action to stimulate the mindset and entrepreneurial behaviour. Our 

results emphasise the importance of organisational conditions and the entrepreneurial mindset 

fostering, occasionally hindering, entrepreneurial behaviour. 

 

4.1 Introduction 

Over the past two decades, research embraced the entrepreneurial mindset as a new 

concept capturing the entrepreneurialness of individuals (Haynie et al., 2010; Shepherd et al., 

2010). Described as a dynamic concept influencing individual behaviour (Naumann, 2017), 

which results in positive outcomes at the group level (Shepherd et al., 2010) and at the 

organisational level (McGrath & MacMillan, 2000), the entrepreneurial mindset concerns “the 

ability and willingness of individuals to rapidly sense, act and mobilise, in response to a 

judgmental decision under uncertainty about a possible opportunity for gain” (Shepherd et al., 

2010, p. 62). 

The entrepreneurial mindset enables people to exploit opportunities and impart 

meaning to ambiguous situations (Ireland et al., 2003) and, building on the research of Ireland 

et al. (2003) and Shepherd et al. (2010), we believe the entrepreneurial mindset specifically to 

be of significant relevance for both research and practice. Since organisations nowadays, in 

these challenging times of political and economic uncertainty, often struggle with exploring 

and exploiting opportunities to maintain a competitive advantage (Wach et al., 2020; Devece 

et al., 2016), understanding how employees can be stimulated to benefit from the 

entrepreneurial mindset becomes of utmost importance and relevance for society, as “evidence 



 

71 
 

suggests that an entrepreneurial mindset may support the growth of an entire economy as well 

as the growth of individual firms” (Ireland et al., 2003, p. 968). 

As researchers, we are still unable to explain how and to what extent the entrepreneurial 

mindset adds value in an organisational, entrepreneurial process, besides knowing its value in 

times and contexts of uncertainty (Belousova et al., 2020; Hattenberg et al., 2020a; McMullen 

& Kier, 2016; Shepherd et al., 2010; Haynie et al., 2010). More concisely, despite its 

importance, as the entrepreneurial mindset adds value to the growth of firms and to its necessity 

for creating wealth, its exact, detailed role in this entrepreneurial process remains unknown 

(Ireland et al., 2003). Specifically, in current times of recessions, crises, and pandemics (i.e., 

COVID-19), a tool to survive is essential and finding means to stimulate employees to aid in 

surviving through entrepreneurial exploration and exploitation activities is essential (Devece 

et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2008). 

Following up this call for a tangible method to stimulate entrepreneurial behaviour in 

the firm, we investigate the role of the entrepreneurial mindset as a mediator between the 

organisational environment, captured in organisational conditions (Hornsby et al., 2013), and 

employees’ entrepreneurial behaviour. Building on Shepherd et al.'s (2010) idea that there is a 

learning spiral between individuals within the organisation and the organisational culture, we 

believe that employees’ entrepreneurial behaviour is influenced by organisational conditions, 

through the pro-entrepreneurial mindset of employees. Though Shepherd et al. (2010) have not 

empirically tested their propositions, they theoretically argue for such a relationship and since 

the relevance of this understanding has become more urgent, we delve into this exploration. 

Specifically, we build on their theoretical research and extend their reasoning, arguing that the 

entrepreneurial mindset adds to a more nuanced understanding of the relationship between 

organisational conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour: particularly, why this relationship 

works when it does. 

Our empirical results show that organisational conditions stimulate employees’ 

entrepreneurial mindset and the forthcoming engagement in entrepreneurial initiatives in 

different manners: We can differentiate between the ability aspect and the willingness aspect 

of the entrepreneurial mindset and find that they result in different relationships with both 

organisational conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour. Overall, our results indicate the 

relevance of acknowledging and understanding the entrepreneurial mindset to improve the 

effective relationship between organisational conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour. 

This paper contributes to the literature and current societal quests in three manners. 

Firstly, understanding how to stimulate the entrepreneurial mindset aids managers in sustaining 
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a competitive advantage through innovation and corporate entrepreneurship, and furthermore 

aids the academic community in understanding how managers can increase entrepreneurial 

behaviour within their organisation, especially in urgent times of needs when uncertainty is 

high. Secondly, our research aids other research in deepening the understanding of the 

entrepreneurial process and the effect of individual level initiatives, something that becomes 

more relevant as individuals become more centralised and trusted upon in organisations. For 

instance, when crises arise, organisations are bound to trust on key people in their organisation 

(Zhang et al., 2008). Thirdly, our research indicates how organisations can focus on stimulating 

employees’ entrepreneurial mindset instead of directly stimulating entrepreneurial behaviour, 

thus explaining why research has found ambiguous results thus far. Moreover, our results not 

only strengthen and deepen the findings from Shepherd et al. (2010) but also provide the 

opening for a deeper discussion on the role of employees’ entrepreneurial mindset and its 

importance within the specific research field of corporate entrepreneurship. 

 

4.2 Theoretical development 

4.2.1 Corporate entrepreneurship 

Frequently, researchers and practitioners perceive corporate entrepreneurship as a 

solution to survive in a volatile environment and to maintain a sustained, competitive advantage 

as an organisation (Kuratko et al., 2017; Birkinshaw, 1997). Organisations rely on corporate 

entrepreneurship not only to sustain strategic competitiveness in the market but also to develop 

new products or services (Hornsby et al., 2013). Sharma and Chrisman (1999, p. 18) define 

corporate entrepreneurship as “the process whereby an individual or a group of individuals, in 

association with an existing organisation, create a new organisation or instigate renewal or 

innovation within that organisation”. 

Belousova and Gailly (2013) discuss and emphasise a distinction between two types of 

corporate entrepreneurship: dispersed and focused. Focused entrepreneurship and dispersed 

entrepreneurship differ in how they are interpreted; specifically, the interaction between the 

type of corporate entrepreneurship and employees (i.e., how employees respond to 

entrepreneurial triggers and which lens is used by organisations) can result in different 

consequences for employees and for the organisation. Viewing entrepreneurship through a 

focused perspective, one would perceive the entrepreneurial effort as concentrated and 

structurally separated (an either/or distinction), whereas with a dispersed perspective, every 

employee is considered capable of coming up with entrepreneurial initiatives (Belousova & 
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Gailly, 2013; Birkinshaw, 1997). Furthermore, with entrepreneurship in the organisation 

viewed through a dispersed perspective, every employee has a latent dual role within the 

organisation. The latter view is adopted in this paper, aligning with the views of Oldham and 

Hackman (2010) who believe that our current organisational lives only exist out of dispersed 

type of tasks, as the organisational life has changed drastically over the past decades. 

We argue that within the organisation, certain specified conditions can influence (either 

stimulate or stifle) individual employees' involvement and commitment to engage in risky and 

uncertain initiatives for the good of the organisation (Birkinshaw, 1997), as “initiative, like any 

behaviour, is a function of the setting, in which it occurs” (Birkinshaw, 1999, p. 10). Whilst 

previous research has extensively investigated which factors can lead to entrepreneurial 

initiatives, such as financial factors (Von Hippel, 1977), management practices (Souder, 1981), 

incentive and control systems (Sathe, 1985), structural and behavioural context (Birkinshaw, 

1999; Birkinshaw, 1997), organisational climate (Patterson et al., 2005) and organisational 

preparedness for corporate entrepreneurship (Hornsby et al., 2013; Hornsby et al., 1993), our 

research more deeply focuses on and delves into the mechanism of this influence. Scholars 

have not yet reached a common agreement whether the shared perception of organisational 

policies bears purely descriptive (Schneider & Reichers, 1983) or also evaluative components 

(Patterson et al., 2004). It appears reasonable to assume that to influence the behaviour of 

organisational members, the organisational context should not only be perceived but also 

evaluated by and included in the cognitive structures of individuals. We suggest that the 

entrepreneurial mindset can be instrumental in answering this question. 

 

4.2.2 Entrepreneurial mindset 

The entrepreneurial mindset captures one’s skillset and abilities to act entrepreneurial, 

i.e., whether one would like to be entrepreneurial (i.e., the willingness aspect) and whether one 

makes a judgment call about the consequences of one’s actions (Culkin & Mallick, 2011). 

Specifically, the entrepreneurial mindset can be depicted with willingness and ability aspects, 

as it captures the employees' distinctive characteristics regarding their entrepreneurialness 

(Shepherd et al., 2010). 

Within a corporate entrepreneurship context, the entrepreneurial mindset enables 

employees to spot opportunities both within and outside the business (Kyrgidou & Petridou, 

2011). Furthermore, the entrepreneurial mindset allows employees to seize opportunities by 

strategically allocating and acquiring resources (Shams & Kaufmann, 2016): internal 

individual resources, such as knowledge and skills (Shepherd et al., 2010), and/or external 
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resources, such as co-workers (i.e., social resources and human resources) (Robinson et al., 

2016; Shams & Kaufmann, 2016), investments or funding (i.e., financial resources) (Mitchell, 

2007; McGrath & MacMillan, 2000) or tools (i.e., technical resources) (Mitchell, 2007). 

The entrepreneurial mindset is arguably a dynamic concept susceptible to change, 

depending on organisational conditions and how much an organisation embraces 

entrepreneurship (Belousova & Gailly, 2013; Shepherd et al., 2010; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 

2004; Birkinshaw, 1999; Birkinshaw, 1997). The contextualisation of the entrepreneurial 

mindset becomes more relevant in research, as more research starts to focus on when the 

entrepreneurial mindset emerges (Shepherd et al., 2010). Moreover, an increasing amount of 

research focuses on organisational antecedents regarding the entrepreneurial mindset, such as 

an entrepreneurial culture (Shepherd et al., 2010; Ireland et al., 2003), management practices 

(Culkin & Mallick, 2011; Mitchell, 2007), strategy (Kyrgidou & Petridou, 2011) and the social 

environment (Smith et al., 2009). Whilst these studies thus far contributed to our understanding 

of the contextualisation of the entrepreneurial mindset, the academic community has only just 

begun to understand how to stimulate employees’ entrepreneurial mindset; but how the 

entrepreneurial mindset leads to entrepreneurial behaviour remains relatively unknown and 

unclear. Currently, research only deals with the tip of the iceberg, and a deeper discussion 

appears to be necessary.   

 

4.2.3 Entrepreneurial behaviour 

Ireland et al. (2009) argue that there is a reciprocal relationship between what they refer 

to as an entrepreneurial architecture – what Hornsby et al. (2013) describe as organisational 

conditions – and the commencement of entrepreneurial initiatives, captured in entrepreneurial 

behaviour. Rummel et al. (2019) describe entrepreneurial behaviour as individuals’ 

engagement in entrepreneurial activities, where individuals themselves can best judge whether 

they consider an act as entrepreneurial. Kuratko et al. (2014) investigate the same 

organisational conditions as Hornsby et al. (2013) and conclude that the perception of the 

conditions is what relates to entrepreneurial initiatives and behaviour. Specifically, Kuratko et 

al. (2014) describe the perception of managers as the willingness and ability, which is similar 

to the definition of the entrepreneurial mindset (Shepherd et al., 2010) relating to 

entrepreneurial behaviour. 

Furthermore, Hornsby et al. (2013) have found evidence for a significant relationship 

between organisational conditions and the aggregated entrepreneurial behaviours within an 

organisation (see also Ireland et al., 2009). We believe that if organisational conditions 
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significantly relate to the aggregated entrepreneurial behaviour of employees, it is sensible to 

believe that organisational conditions similarly significantly relate to individual entrepreneurial 

behaviours. Nevertheless, we believe that the organisational conditions firstly relate to the 

entrepreneurial mindset, as the entrepreneurial mindset is our proposed mechanism to actual 

initiatives. We thus argue for the entrepreneurial mindset to be the bridging factor in the 

relationship between organisational conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour. 

 

4.2.4 Organisational conditions, the entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial behaviour 

To further understand the organisational environment, we build on the research of 

Hornsby et al. (2013) who have outlined and proven a set of organisational factors to lead to 

corporate entrepreneurship type of behaviour. We extend their research by explaining how 

exactly the organisational environment stimulates employees to suggest new ideas and engage 

in corporate entrepreneurship: by stimulating their willingness, ability, or both (i.e., the 

elements of the entrepreneurial mindset). 

We define organisational conditions as the set of administrative and social mechanisms 

that shape the behaviours of organisational actors over which top management has control to a 

certain extent (Birkinshaw, 1999). Numerous conditions leading to entrepreneurial initiatives 

have been named and investigated in the literature (Hornsby et al., 2013; Hornsby et al., 2009a; 

Patterson et al., 2005; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Hornsby et al., 2002; Pinchot & Pellman, 

1999; Birkinshaw, 1999; Birkinshaw, 1997; Hornsby et al., 1993; Kuratko et al., 1990; Sathe, 

1985; Souder, 1981; Von Hippel, 1977). We argue that organisational conditions can lead to 

entrepreneurial behaviour by either inhibiting or fuelling the ability and/or willingness 

elements of the entrepreneurial mindset (Shepherd et al., 2010). 

We build on the conceptualisation and operationalisation of organisational conditions 

by Hornsby et al. (2013) who, in turn, build on the long line of research by Hornsby et al. 

(2009b), Ireland et al. (2009) and Kuratko et al. (1990). The organisational conditions concern 

the perception of work discretion, rewards and reinforcements, time availability and 

management support within the organisation (Kuratko et al., 2014). 

Work discretion captures job autonomy, perceived freedom and individual decision 

making (Hornsby et al., 2013): Whether an employee experiences a high amount of work 

discretion appears to relate positively to entrepreneurial initiatives (Kuratko et al., 2005), 

though the question remains how this relationship works. We postulate that when employees 

obtain more discretion about their decision making, the effect of psychological autonomy is 

more likely to lead to greater feelings of personal mastery and competence, or core self-efficacy 
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(Shir Mohammadzadeh et al., 2018). Their ability and willingness to make quick judgements 

in uncertain situations thus improves. Quick decision making provides an advantage in spotting 

and seizing an opportunity (see research on heuristics for more specific information on this 

topic), thus leading to more entrepreneurial behaviours. We hypothesise that – 

 

H1a: Perceived work discretion relates positively to the entrepreneurial mindset. 

H1b: Perceived work discretion relates positively to entrepreneurial behaviour. 

H1c: The entrepreneurial mindset mediates the relationship between perceived work discretion 

and entrepreneurial behaviour. 

 

Time availability captures the experiences of employees regarding their workload 

(Hornsby et al., 2013) and is considered an “important resource for generating entrepreneurial 

initiatives” (Kuratko et al., 2014, p. 39), leading to entrepreneurial behaviour. If an employee 

perceives time as available and unstructured, with the opportunity to fill in this time with his/her 

own ideas though related to work activities, it appears that he/she tends to commence 

entrepreneurial initiatives (Kuratko et al., 2014). 

According to Hornsby et al. (2013), the perception of the availability of time is thus 

what is essential: The authors describe how employees evaluate and judge their available time 

about the space they experience for commencing entrepreneurial initiatives. Since a judgement 

call is an essential element of the entrepreneurial mindset, we propose the entrepreneurial 

mindset to be the bridging mechanism between time availability and entrepreneurial behaviour 

as indicated in entrepreneurial initiatives, and we thus hypothesise that – 

 

H2a: Perceived time availability relates positively to the entrepreneurial mindset. 

            H2b: Perceived time availability relates positively to entrepreneurial behaviour. 

            H2c: The entrepreneurial mindset mediates the relationship between perceived time  

availability and entrepreneurial behaviour. 

 

Management support captures “the willingness of top-level managers to facilitate and 

promote entrepreneurial behaviour” (Hornsby et al., 2013, p. 939). Management support aids 

in starting an interaction spiral between an entrepreneurial culture and the entrepreneurial 

mindset (Shepherd et al., 2010), and consequently results in entrepreneurial initiatives 

(Veenker et al., 2008). Leaders of an organisation provide the canvas for individual 

entrepreneurial initiatives by showing where the innovation is crucial for the company, 
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maintaining strategic direction while facilitating a constant flow of new ideas, showing the 

propensity to compete with industry rivals aggressively and proactively, demonstrating the 

industry awareness and supporting innovative operations (Jelinek & Litterer, 1995; Miles & 

Arnold, 1991; Covin & Slevin, 1991; Burgelman, 1983c). We therefore expect that 

management support for entrepreneurial initiatives focuses on the employees' cognitive ability 

and willingness to spot the opportunities for the company, stimulating bold decision making 

and increasing the attractiveness of this activity. 

Several studies have suggested a positive effect of strategic level support on corporate 

entrepreneurship (Ireland et al., 2009; Ling et al., 2008; Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006). 

Similarly, Shepherd et al. (2010) argue that employees should be championed to commence 

entrepreneurial initiatives and management plays an important, if not critical, role. We, 

therefore, hypothesise that – 

 

H3a: Perceived management support relates positively to the entrepreneurial mindset. 

H3b: Perceived management support relates positively to entrepreneurial behaviour. 

H3c: The entrepreneurial mindset mediates the relationship between perceived management 

support and entrepreneurial behaviour. 

 

Rewards and reinforcements, encapsulating how employees perceive monetary and 

non-monetary rewards, are found within an organisational culture, and stimulate employee 

behaviour (Shepherd et al., 2010), Furthermore, rewards and reinforcements appear to correlate 

positively with entrepreneurial initiatives (Ireland et al., 2009); the rewards and reinforcements 

can have a direct effect on entrepreneurial initiatives. Nevertheless, employees can still defy 

the tendency to behave entrepreneurially, and the reason is unknown (Ireland et al., 2009). 

Furthermore, Shepherd et al. (2010) indicate that investments and costs within the organisation 

influence the entrepreneurial mindset, though this still needs to be proven empirically. We build 

on this, as we believe that rewards and reinforcements influence entrepreneurial initiatives via 

the entrepreneurial mindset, thus partially in an indirect manner. We hypothesise that – 

 

H4a: Perceived rewards and reinforcements relate positively to the entrepreneurial mindset.  

H4b: Perceived rewards and reinforcements relate positively to entrepreneurial behaviour. 

H4c: The entrepreneurial mindset partially mediates the relationship between perceived 

rewards and reinforcements and entrepreneurial behaviour. 
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4.3 Methodology 

4.3.1 Research approach 

To understand the proposed relationships, we employ a single time point survey. 

Surveys are arguably useful in situations where a social phenomenon needs to be studied within 

a specific context and in relationship with other variables in a variety of natural settings 

(Pinsonneault & Kraemer, 1993). The survey method is useful as an objective measurement, 

capturing multiple variables and relationships, which can be pre-tested and controlled as is the 

case for this research. Our survey contains well developed and often utilised scales, allowing 

the possibility to compare results to earlier findings in the literature. Lastly, a survey is 

appropriate if it aids in identifying an answer to how and why a certain phenomenon happens 

(Pinsonneault & Kraemer, 1993) – as is the case for this research. 

This survey research aims at describing and explaining the relationship between 

entrepreneurial behaviour and its organisational environment (see also Pinsonneault & 

Kraemer, 1993), mediated by the entrepreneurial mindset. The objective of this research is to 

identify specifically how entrepreneurial behaviour can be better predicted by studying the 

entrepreneurial mindset as a mediating variable. 

We build on the proposed suggestion of Podsakoff et al. (2003) to employ the survey 

in multiple contexts: multiple organisations (see also Pinsonneault & Kraemer, 1993). By 

focusing on a specific concept, we specified our area of organisations we could approach. We 

derived our concepts from the literature (McMullen & Kier, 2016; Shepherd et al., 2010; 

McMullen & Shepherd, 2006; McGrath & MacMillan, 2000). 

 

4.3.2 Research setting and sample selection 

The research is conducted in four organisations located in the Netherlands: ChemCo, 

ResearchCo, RecruitCo and NonProfCo. The first organisation is a Dutch pharmaceutic. In this 

case, we followed a complete sampling approach (65 employees), with a response rate of 

49.2%. The survey was introduced to the employees by utilising the organisation's intranet, by 

presenting at several internal meetings and via email. The second organisation concerns a 

Dutch research consultancy firm, which has been in existence for several decades and which 

employs approximately 70 employees. We followed a complete sampling approach, with a 

response rate of 81.4%. The third organisation concerns an international recruitment firm with 

headquarters in the Netherlands. They employ more than 10,000 employees internationally, 

with 61 participants from the Netherlands sampled in a stratified manner to participate in this 
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research. The fourth organisation concerns an entrepreneurial social not-for-profit organisation 

employing circa 60 employees in the Netherlands. Also in this instance, we followed a 

complete sampling approach, with a response rate of 31.7%. 

 

4.3.3 Data collection 

The survey was distributed via email and via a web link in English and Dutch at a single 

point in time and a weekly reminder was sent twice. For Dutch participants, the English scales 

were translated utilising a back-and-forth translation method executed by a professional 

translation agency and checked by the authors. A software named typeform was used to collect 

the data. A preliminary notice at the beginning of the survey emphasised the anonymity, 

confidentiality, and voluntariness of participation. The survey consisted of mainly closed-

ended items and at the end of the survey the participants were debriefed. 

Entrepreneurial mindset. To measure the entrepreneurial mindset, we utilised the 

Intrapreneurial Attitude Orientation Scale developed by Shetty (2004). This scale appears to 

be one of the first to measure the proclivity for entrepreneurial behaviour within an 

organisational context and is an adapted version of the well-established Entrepreneurial 

Attitude Orientation scale as developed by Robinson et al. (1991). The Intrapreneurial Attitude 

Orientation Scale appears to capture exactly what the entrepreneurial mindset comprises: the 

ability, the willingness, and the attitudes of individuals. We thus believe that this scale is the 

most appropriate to use. An example item concerns the following: “Even though I spend some 

time trying to influence events around me every day, I have little success”. All items could be 

answered by means of a five-point Likert scale ranging from “completely disagree” to 

“completely agree”. 

Organisational conditions. We measured organisational conditions, following the 

Corporate Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument (CEAI) as developed and adjusted by 

Hornsby et al. (2013). Hornsby et al. (2013) created the CEAI based on established research 

dating back to the 1990s. The CEAI has been translated into multiple languages and 

investigated amongst a large variety of firms and employees. Furthermore, Hornsby et al. 

(2013) performed several validation studies on the scale, drawing conclusions on its usefulness 

and comprehensiveness regarding measuring organisational conditions. We believe it is 

appropriate to utilise the CEAI for the present research. The four dimensions measured with 

the CEAI are work discretion, time availability, management support and rewards and 

reinforcements. 
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Entrepreneurial behaviour. To capture entrepreneurial behaviour, we surveyed 

participants on an item derived from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. The item concerns: 

“In the last three years, have you been involved in the development of new activities for 

[employer], such as developing or launching new goods or services, or setting up a new 

business unit, a new establishment, or subsidiary?”. 

Control variables. Control variables included birth year (age), organisation, gender, 

and education. The final analysis was run with 167 respondents: 97 men (58.1%) and 70 women 

(41.9%). The tenure of respondents ranged from one to 12 years.  

 

4.3.4 Data analysis 

Based on Podsakoff et al. (2003), we compared our correlations between the different 

constructs to the true variance as indicated by Cote and Buckley’s (1988) formula. Since we 

measured attitude related concepts, common method variance may bias the results by either 

inflating or deflating the correlations due to systematic measurement variance and random 

measurement variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Furthermore, to prevent respondents’ tendency 

to avoid cognitive dissonance and employ a consistency motif (Podsakoff et al., 2003), we 

utilised a combination of retrospective and prospective items. As discussed, we utilised 

established, well developed, and often used scales, lowering the possible influence of the 

consistency motif and acquiescence. Next to this, the survey was anonymised to lower the 

potential influence of social desirability (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Before conducting regression analyses, we investigated the necessary assumptions 

specific to multinomial logistic regression, binary logistic regression, linear regression, and 

mediation analysis (Field, 2013). Our data (including error terms) appeared to be normally 

distributed, with no influential cases or outliers. Furthermore, the assumptions are met to 

conduct regression analyses (Field, 2013), as the P plots indicate a linear distribution and the 

measures do not show reason to believe any significant influential cases are present. 

We conduct a multinomial logistic regression, as we work with both categorical and 

interval variables, specifically with a categorical dependent variable (i.e., entrepreneurial 

behaviour). Whilst we believe to have a strong theoretical foundation for testing the 

relationships between the discussed predictors, we do not see evidence indicating in which 

order the different organisational conditions should be added to the model as predictors of the 

entrepreneurial mindset. The results of the multinomial logistic regression show that the model 

likely has a good fit, as Pearson’s value is non-significant (χ2 = 387.781, p = .980). The 
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likelihood ratio test chi-square is significant, meaning that the final model better predicts the 

outcome variable entrepreneurial behaviour than the intercept solely (χ2 = 252.688, p = .000). 

Lastly, we utilise the Hayes and Preachers’ (2013) PROCESS macro for the mediation 

analysis (Field, 2013). The PROCESS macro can be described as an ordinary least squares 

(OLS) and logistic regression path analysis modelling tool, specifically designed for Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Hayes & Preacher, 2013). Since we expect the 

entrepreneurial mindset to mediate the relationships between the separate organisational 

conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour, Hayes and Preacher (2013) suggest using the 

PROCESS macro version 3.2 within SPSS, Model 3 (for mediation purposes only), which we 

thus utilise. The PROCESS macro includes a 5,000 bootstrapping methodology to confirm the 

robustness of the studied relationships and found results. 

 

4.4 Results 

Table 7 shows the means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations amongst the 

studied variables (Field, 2013). The correlation matrix shows no signs for multicollinearity. 

 

Table 7. Means, standard deviations (SD) and inter-correlations main variables. 

 

We first conducted a linear multiple regression analysis in SPSS version 25.0 to test 

hypotheses 1a, 2a, 3a and 4a (see also Table 8 regarding Model 1a to 1e), controlling for birth 

year, education, organisation, and gender (Field, 2013). Next, we conducted multinomial 

logistic regression analysis to investigate hypotheses 1b, 2b, 3b and 4b, using the same control 

variables. Since we are mostly interested in whether people engage in entrepreneurial 

behaviour or not, over and above whether they are still involved in entrepreneurial activities, 

we conducted a binary logistic regression (indicated in Table 9). Here, we controlled for 

education, organisation, and gender. Since both the age and the high school education variable 

have problematic cells with zero frequencies, this control variable could not be added to the 

binary logistic regression model. Lastly, we conducted a PROCESS mediation analysis to 
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investigate hypotheses 1c, 2c, 3c and 4c, controlling for the same control variables as in the 

earlier models (Hayes & Preacher, 2013). 

To analyse the data in a comparable manner, we standardised the variables into z-scores 

(Field, 2013) for the linear regression analysis. None of the standardised values indicate a cause 

for concern, nor do any of the cases appear to be influential according to the Mahalanobis score 

and leverage measure. The standardisation process does not indicate that the data is not 

normally distributed (i.e., not more than one case should exceed the residual z score of -2.58 

and +2.58). Field (2013) argues that any case with a lower covariance score than [3(k+1)n] is 

cause for further investigation, as deleting this case might improve the fit of the model. Our 

control variables (Model 1a) explain only 3.1% of the variance of the entrepreneurial mindset 

variable, and the model is non-significant. 

For the logistic regression analysis (Model 2a), it appears that from the control variables 

education is a significant predictor of entrepreneurial behaviour: The relationship between 

MBO (Vocational Upper Secondary education) educated employees and entrepreneurial 

behaviour (B = -2.593, p = .001), and HBO (higher professional education) education 

employees and entrepreneurial behaviour (B = -1.480, p = .003) is negatively significant. This 

means that MBO and HBO educated employees are less likely to engage in entrepreneurial 

activities and remain involved. However, there is no significant effect for education when 

compared to engagement in entrepreneurial behaviour in the past or no entrepreneurial 

behaviour. Furthermore, the results show that adding our predictor variables to the control 

variables model would significantly increase the model's predictive power (χ2 = 26.913, p = 

.001). 
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Table 8. Model 1: Regression and ANOVA coefficients for hypotheses 1a, 2a, 3a and 4a.  

  

 

4.4.1 Hypotheses testing 

The results for hypotheses 1a, 2a, 3a and 4a can be found in Model 1 where the effect 

sizes are included as described with r (Field, 2013; Cohen, 1992). The results for hypotheses 

1b, 2b, 3b and 4b can be found in Model 2 where the effect sizes are included as odds ratios 

(Chen et al., 2010; Cohen, 1992), and the results for hypotheses 1c, 2c, 3c and 4c can be found 

in Model 3. Regarding the effect sizes, Field (2013) considers r a good measure for effect sizes 

for a regression analysis, where .10 indicates a small effect, .30 a medium effect and .50 a large 
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effect. Chen et al. (2010) consider the odds ratio, where a stronger deviation from 1 is a sign 

of a larger effect size. Specifically, they note that an odds ratio <2 indicates a small effect size, 

whereas an odds ratio >8 indicates a large effect size, viewed per added variable (Chen et al., 

2010). 

 

Hypothesis 1: Work discretion and the entrepreneurial mindset 

Hypotheses 1a (B = .287, p = .001) and 1b (B = 1.094, p = .000) are confirmed: Model 1b 

explains 9.8% of the variance of the entrepreneurial mindset, adding a significant increase to 

the control variables solely. There is, however, no mediation effect – thus not confirming 

hypothesis 1c, neither fully nor partially (B = -.021, z = -.903, p = .367) – known after 

conducting a Sobel test. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Time availability and the entrepreneurial mindset 

Hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c are not confirmed: Time availability does not significantly relate to 

the entrepreneurial mindset (B = -.043, p. = .590), nor to entrepreneurial behaviour (B = -.105, 

p = .606). Neither is there an indirect interaction effect between time availability, the 

entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial behaviour (B = .000, z = .013, p = .990). Model 1c 

does not explain significantly more variance than the control variables (ΔR2 = .002).  

 

Hypothesis 3: Management support and the entrepreneurial mindset 

Hypothesis 3a is supported (B = .241, p = .004), with Model 1d explaining 14.8% of the 

variance of the entrepreneurial mindset. Perceived management support does not significantly 

relate to entrepreneurial behaviour (B = -.212, p = .304), nor does the entrepreneurial mindset 

mediate this relationship (B = -.014, z = -.550, p = .582) when conducting a Sobel test, thus not 

confirming hypotheses 3b and 3c. What is interesting here is that the binary logistic regression 

shows an interaction effect between perceived management support and the entrepreneurial 

mindset, with entrepreneurial behaviour as an outcome variable (B = .993, p = .037), which 

requires further exploration in post-hoc analyses.  
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Table 9. Model 2: Binary Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hypotheses 1b, 2b, 3b, and 4b. 

 

Entrepreneurial behaviour 

 B [SE] Lower CI Odds 

Ratio 

Upper CI p  R2 CS R2X 2 

Model 2a   196.353  .000 .162 .217 28.870 

Gender .110 [.373] .538 1.116 2.317 .768    

ChemCo* .686 [632] .575 1.985 6.857 .278    

NonProfCo* .107 [.612] .335 1.113 3.693 .861    

RecruitCo* .014 [.529] .359 1.104 2.861 .979    

Education MBO ** -2.593 [.754] .017 .075 .328 .001    

Education HBO ** -1.480 [.494] .086 .228 .599 .003    

Education Bachelor ** -.904 [.891] .071 .405 2.322 .310    

Model 2b   180.466  .000 .240 .321 44.757 

Gender .348 [.401] .645 1.417 3.111 .386    

ChemCo * .882 [.694] .620 2.416 9.406 .203    

NonProfCo * -.005 [.653] .276 .995 3.579 .994    

RecruitCo * .071 [.551] .364 1.073 3.161 .898    

Education MBO ** -2.582 [.781] .016 .076 .350 .001    

Education HBO ** -1.418 [.525] .087 .242 .677 .007    

Education Bachelor ** -.472 [.960] .095 .624 4.094 .623    

Work discretion 1.094 [.302] 1.653 2.987 5.397 .000    

Time availability -.105 [.203] .604 .900 1.341 .606    

Management support -.212 [.206] .540 .809 1.212 .304    

Rewards reinforcements .007 [.205] .674 1.007 1.505 .974    

Model 2c   179.443  .000 .245 .327 45.780 

Gender .316 [.403] .623 1.372 3.022 .433    

Chemco * .986 [.697] .683 2.680 10.512 .157    

NonProfCo * -.093 [.668] .246 .911 3.372 .889    

RecruitCo * .109 [.554] .376 1.115 3.301 .844    

Education MBO ** -2.605 [.785] .016 .074 .344 .001    

Education HBO ** -1.394 [.523] .089 .248 .692 .008    

Education Bachelor ** -.383 [.976] .101 .682 4.616 .695    

Work discretion 1.148 [.308] 1.722 3.151 5.766 .000    

Time availability -.109 [.204] .602 .897 1.338 .594    

Management support -.173 [.210] .557 .841 1.269 .410    

Rewards reinforcements .001 [.204] .671 1.001 1.493 .997    

Entrepreneurial mindset -.484 [.483] .239 .616 1.589 .316    

Model 2d   179.241  .000 .246 .328 45.982 

Gender .319 [.403] .624 1.375 3.031 .429    

ChemCo * .964 [.702] .662 2.621 10.384 .170    

NonProfCo * -.066 [.671] .251 .936 3.491 .922    

RecruitCo * .095 [.554] .371 1.099 3.257 .864    

Education MBO ** -2.624 [.787] .015 .073 .340 .001    

Education HBO ** -1.409 [.524] .087 .244 .683 .007    

Education Bachelor ** -.336 [.976] .106 .715 4.837 .731    

Work discretion -.278 [3.168] .002 .758 376.545 .930    

Time availability  -.104 [.203] .605 .901 1.343 .610    

Management support -.179 [.211] .553 .836 1.263 .394    

Rewards reinforcements .001 [.204] .671 1.001 1.494 .996    

Entrepreneurial mindset -2.065 [3.534] .000 .127 129.273 .559    

Entrepreneurial mindset x 

work discretion 

.294 [.653] .373 1.342 4.830 .652    

Entrepreneurial mindset x 

time availability 

-.003 [.544] .343 .997 2.893 .995    
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Entrepreneurial mindset x 

management support 

.993 [.476] 1.063 2.699 6.856 .037    

Entrepreneurial mindset x 

rewards reinforcements 

.363 [.437] .610 1.437 3.386 .407    

* As the analysis concerns a binary logistic regression, the categorical variable organisation is separated and set off against the last 

reference company, ResearchCo 

** The categorical variable education is separated and set off against the last reference category, education Master 

 

Hypothesis 4: Rewards and reinforcements and the entrepreneurial mindset 

Finally, hypothesis 4a is not supported (B = .031, p = .718). There is no significant relationship 

between rewards and reinforcements and entrepreneurial behaviour (B = .007, p = .974), thus 

not confirming hypothesis 4b. There is also not a significant mediation effect for the 

entrepreneurial mindset, thus not confirming hypothesis 4c (B = -.007, z = -.433, p = .665). 

What is interesting is that the mediation analysis shows a positive relationship between rewards 

and reinforcements and the entrepreneurial mindset (B = .166, p = .038), which needs further 

exploration. Nevertheless, including the control variables makes the model non-significant, 

corroborating with the findings from the linear regression analysis (F = 1.202 (7, 159), p 

=.305). 

 

4.4.2 Post-hoc exploration 

Conducting further analyses to better understand the results that do not comply with 

our hypotheses, we ran a multiple regression analysis. To test whether the composite of the 

separate organisational conditions relate to the entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial 

behaviour, we computed a composite variable. The composite relates positively to the 

entrepreneurial mindset (B = .256, p = .001), indicating the relevance of organisational 

conditions on the mindset. Combined with the control variables, the composite of 

organisational conditions explains 8.8% of the variance of the entrepreneurial mindset (F (7, 

159) = 2.185, p .038, R2 = .088). 

Furthermore, we included all the variables as separate model steps via a forced entry 

procedure, starting with Model 1 only including the control variables (Field, 2013). The results 

indicate that our model is a strong predictor of the entrepreneurial mindset versus mean scores. 

The main contributor to the entrepreneurial mindset is work discretion (with a medium effect 

size of the odds ratio) as part of organisational conditions, and the more organisational 

conditions we add to the model simultaneously, the more it diminishes the effect of work 

discretion. In our models, the Y intercept (i.e., constant) is always close to zero, indicating that 

without the organisational conditions and control variables there is no effect on the 
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entrepreneurial mindset. Additionally, it is interesting to mention that from a first exploration, 

work discretion and the entrepreneurial mindset seem to be correlated, as both their confidence 

intervals increase intensively in range in model 2d. Nevertheless, VIF scores do not indicate a 

problematic relationship in terms of multicollinearity (Field, 2013). Thus, despite the increased 

caution and instability (as the wider a confidence interval grows, the more unstable a prediction 

could become), other relevant statistics that inform us about possible assumptions violations or 

provide reasons to believe that there is room for misinterpretation, do not indicate that there is 

a problematic relationship undermining our interpretations.  

To fully understand the entrepreneurial mindset as a concept, we conducted a factor 

analysis in SPSS, as several relationships found (or not found) were unexpected. This resulted 

in two factors, which we named ability and willingness, based on the theory suggestions in the 

literature (see for instance Shepherd et al., 2010). After distinguishing the two factors of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, we reran the linear regression analysis to investigate hypotheses 2a 

and 4a in depth. Regarding hypothesis 4a, it appears that rewards and reinforcements relate 

positively to the entrepreneurial mindset ability (B = .190, p = .007), including the control 

variables, partially supporting hypothesis 4a. This might explain why the mediation analysis 

showed a significant positive relationship as part of the mindset and rewards and 

reinforcements are, in fact, related. Next, we reran the PROCESS mediation and results show 

that the entrepreneurial mindset ability facet negatively mediates the relationship between 

rewards and reinforcements and entrepreneurial behaviour (B = -.038), thus partially 

supporting hypothesis 4c. No direct effect was found for either ability or willingness and any 

of the other organisational conditions. 

Since the linear regression analysis did not provide us with significant results, we 

investigated whether there is a time limit on the time availability condition and whether an 

exponential growth of time relates to the entrepreneurial mindset. We computed a standardised 

squared variable of the time availability variable and though the curvilinear model proved to 

explain more variability than the linear model, the model was still non-significant, indicating 

that more time in an exponential manner might result in a decreased usage of the 

entrepreneurial mindset. 

When investigating an inverted U-shape relationship, the results remain non-

significant, and the beta coefficient remains negative. The combined model of the linear 

relationship and the curvilinear relationship is tested with an analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

and though the model remains non-significant, the F-change increases in significance. The 
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model including the inverted U-shape relationship appears to explain more variability than the 

linear relationship; nevertheless, this relationship remains insignificant.  

Moreover, the scatterplot does not indicate a possible curvi-linear relationship. Kuratko 

et al. (1990), however, build on the example of 3M, where employees can spend 15% of their 

time on entrepreneurial initiatives –believe this to be an effective approach. We therefore 

conducted a curve estimation regression in SPSS, which does not indicate a possible other, 

non-linear explanation. 

Within the binary logistic regression, the entrepreneurial mindset also does not predict 

entrepreneurial behaviour. However, the product of the entrepreneurial mindset and perceived 

management support significantly affect entrepreneurial behaviour (B = .993, p = .037). This 

likely means that how perceived management support affects entrepreneurial behaviour is 

different for people with different combinations of the entrepreneurial mindset's ability and 

willingness elements (or other characteristics for that matter). After further exploration, we 

conclude that this interaction possibly indicates a partial mediation effect, as management 

support remains a significant predictor of entrepreneurial behaviour in the same analysis (B = 

-5.074, p = .030). Note how this relationship is negative (the more perceived management 

support, the less entrepreneurial behaviour), whereas the interaction effect is positive. When 

investigating the relationship more in depth, we learn that perceived management support 

relates positively to the ability aspect of the entrepreneurial mindset, thus partially supporting 

hypothesis 3b. 

For robustness purposes, we conducted a multinomial logistic regression in SPSS to 

confirm our results for hypotheses 1b, 2b, 3b and 4b. A multinomial logistic regression analysis 

allows for investigations when the dependent variable is categorical but has more than two 

categories. Our survey allowed us to distinguish between whether people are still involved in 

entrepreneurial activities or have been in the past. These results corroborate with the found 

significant relationships for MBO education (B = -6.804, p = .007) and HBO education (B = -

.5.039, p = .024) about still being involved in entrepreneurial behaviour. Both relationships are 

negative, indicating that employees with either an MBO or HBO type of education are less 

likely to stay engaged in entrepreneurial behaviour. 

 

4.5 Discussion 

The relationship between organisational conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour 

appears to be more complex than initially thought, as the entrepreneurial mindset plays a role, 
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though this role is still not as clear and linear as one would expect up front. Organisational 

conditions are proven to be important and relevant influencers when it comes to stimulating 

the entrepreneurial mindset, and the entrepreneurial mindset, consequently, can lead, though 

not always, to entrepreneurial behaviour, yet, the how in terms of this relationship has only 

become more relevant to understand.   

As predicted, the individual elements of organisational conditions – i.e., work 

discretion, management support and rewards and reinforcements – relate to the entrepreneurial 

mindset. Our results provide evidence that the organisational conditions as indicated by 

Hornsby et al. (2013) are relevant influencers of the entrepreneurial mindset, thus possibly 

tools to stimulate employees’ entrepreneurial mindset. Specifically, work discretion is an 

important influencing variable, as it explains most of the entrepreneurial mindset's variance 

compared to the other variables. Having the freedom to do one’s job and the autonomy to do 

so is most influential on the entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial behaviour. Whereas 

De Jong et al. (2015) already took a first step to explain how job autonomy relates to 

entrepreneurial behaviour, we have discovered more in depth how this relationship works. An 

interesting aspect here is the earlier mentioned supposed correlation, which seems to appear 

from the tested models.  

A particular interesting finding is that work discretion appears to be the most influential 

aspect of the organisational conditions, in the different models. In their earlier paper, Oldham 

and Hackman (2010) describe that work discretion, i.e., what they capture in job autonomy, is 

one of the most important influencers in a work environment when it comes to internal 

motivation. Our results align with the conclusions from Oldham and Hackman (2010), taking 

research another step forward in understanding how behaviour can be influenced. Where 

Oldham and Hackman (2010) focus on internal motivation and proactive work behaviour, we 

deepen the understanding within an entrepreneurial context. 

Against expectation, time availability does not significantly relate to the entrepreneurial 

mindset, nor to entrepreneurial behaviour: The amount of time an employee believes he or she 

can spend, does not impact either the entrepreneurial mindset or the entrepreneurial behaviour. 

When investigating the correlation table, we can see that time availability does not correlate 

with other organisational conditions either. 

An explanation for the non-significant finding could be that the actual experience of 

time does not outweigh the effect of feeling autonomous as captured within work discretion. It 

could be that the feeling of freedom, either given in time or in another manner, is far more 

fundamental than the factual time aspect as is captured in time availability, whereas the feeling 
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of autonomy and responsibility indicates that one needs to make time for it. Possibly, by 

structurally separating these dimensions in different type of questions, the effect of time 

availability is diminished. 

In line with this explanation, we theorise that time availability might not serve as a 

single predicting variable but interacts as a boundary condition with other variables when 

influencing the entrepreneurial mindset. Goodale et al. (2011) have, for instance, indicated that 

it is sense making to investigate interactions and moderating relationships when it comes to the 

organisational conditions, as they do not always necessarily serve as antecedents of innovation 

and entrepreneurship. Moreover, Hornsby et al. (2009) suggest that time availability might be 

role dependent. They investigated whether the number of entrepreneurial ideas increases with 

more time availability, though more so for more senior managers than for line managers. They 

found that the number of ideas implemented decreased at a faster rate for line managers. 

Finally, we have learnt that it is important to view the entrepreneurial mindset from its 

ability and willingness facets as well, as those facets may play distinct and unique influencing 

roles within an organisation when stimulating entrepreneurial behaviour. For instance, when it 

comes to rewards and reinforcements, more rewards appear to have a small negative impact on 

the entrepreneurial mindset (i.e., less rewards and reinforcements relates to a higher 

entrepreneurial mindset ability, which relates to a higher expression of entrepreneurial 

behaviour) and, consequently, entrepreneurial behaviour. In our society, rewards and 

reinforcements are often a means to an end, whereas Pech and Slade (2007) already indicated 

that this might not be a long-lasting working approach. 

 

4.5.1 Practical implications 

Our results provide insight in useful tools that an organisation can utilise to stimulate 

employees’ entrepreneurial mindset and, in consequence, entrepreneurial behaviour. Since 

work discretion, for instance, is the most influential condition stimulating the entrepreneurial 

mindset, organisations can provide employees with more space for responsibility and freedom 

such that employees can make their own choices. 

On the other hand, our results indicate that focusing on time availability might not be 

the most useful choice. Whereas many organisations – consider for instance Google – attempt 

to stimulate entrepreneurial initiatives by allocating specific hours to developing 

entrepreneurial ideas, this may not be as fruitful as one would expect, based on our results (see 

also Holt et al., 2007). Holt et al. (2007) indicate that time availability does not relate to 
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corporate entrepreneurship, despite their expectations and what the reviewed literature has to 

say. 

Furthermore, it is important for organisations to realise that the entrepreneurial mindset 

and, consequently, the potential for an entrepreneurial initiative is pervasive throughout an 

organisation: We believe that merely focusing on the manager’s entrepreneurial mindset may 

not lead to a desired outcome for an organisation in terms of corporate entrepreneurship, as our 

research has proven that entrepreneurial behaviour and the entrepreneurial mindset are more 

widely spread. 

 

4.5.2 Limitations and future research agenda 

Though we recognise the contributions and benefits of this paper, we acknowledge that 

the paper also comprises certain limitations. Since we utilised a cross sectional survey research 

approach, we draw cross-sectional, relational conclusions of the results and suggest 

interpretation of causality with the highest caution. In particular, we do find some results – 

such as the relationship between specific organisational conditions and the entrepreneurial 

mindset influencing entrepreneurial behaviour – that require a cautious interpretation.  

Our objective was mainly to describe and analyse a population, as well as investigate 

differences between a subset of the population – and for this objective, a cross sectional survey 

approach is appropriate (Pinsonneault & Kraemer, 1993). Nevertheless, that the survey has 

only been distributed at one point in time limits the generalisability of the paper's findings. 

Future research should therefore expand our findings to further investigate the directionality 

and causality of the found relationships. One possibility could be that the entrepreneurial 

mindset is a type of phenomenon that is not easily captured in a ‘snapshot’ of a cross-sectional 

study: there may be nuances and fluctuations that capture the essence of the entrepreneurial 

mindset and it is not always certain that these nuances and fluctuations will be shown exactly 

when a survey is put in place. We believe that these findings align with more recent 

understandings of process studies (Belousova et al., 2020). Belousova et al. (2020) indicate 

that there can be different entrepreneurial mindsets at different times and that a dynamic 

concept (Lichtenstein et al., 2007) thus requires a different type of examination next to cross-

sectional examinations to fully and comprehensively obtain an understanding of the 

phenomenon in mind.  

Additionally, measuring one variable at a different point in time than the other does not 

necessarily indicate a causal relationship: It merely indicates that those two variables take place 

at a different point in time. Thus, whilst utilising a cross sectional survey design will always 
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result in associations instead of causal conclusions, this does not diminish the meaning of the 

results. After all, understanding the associations might further explain in which direction future 

research should investigate, and possibly set up experimental designs. 

With this research, we believe we have mainly set the canvas for future research to 

investigate the suggested relationships, utilising different methodological approaches, such as 

experiments and interventions. In fact, the causality could truly be more and specifically 

indicated and measured with an experiment or with intervention studies. The present research, 

in our opinion, provides reasoning and guidance to investigate the suggested relationships in 

such studies. 
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CHAPTER 5: TOWARDS A THEORY OF CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURIAL SPIKES: 

OPENING THE BLACK BOX OF ENTREPRENEURIAL EVENT OCCURRENCE WITH A 

PUNCTUATED EQUILIBRIUM PERSPECTIVE 

ABSTRACT After decades of research on the entrepreneurial mindset, the literature converges 

on a tripartite view of the concept, suggesting that an entrepreneurial mindset consists of affect, 

skills, and cognitive elements (Kuratko, 2021). However, an understanding of how these 

elements results in something as sporadic and discretionary as entrepreneurial behaviour is still 

underdeveloped. In this paper we apply a punctuated equilibrium perspective (Gersick, 1991) 

to explain how and when the entrepreneurial mindset enables individuals to initiate 

entrepreneurial activities in an organisational context. We develop a novel process-oriented 

perspective on corporate entrepreneurial behaviour by highlighting different scenarios of how 

and when varying configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset manifest. The punctuated 

equilibrium perspective allows for analysing the triggers that cause instabilities in the balance 

amongst the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset and lead to changes in behaviour. We step 

away from an evolutionary perspective on entrepreneurial mindset and propose a discontinuous 

model of entrepreneurial spikes. 

 

5.1 Introduction 

Since McGrath and MacMillan (2000) published their book on the entrepreneurial 

mindset, research has embraced this concept and the number of papers exploring the nature and 

validity of the entrepreneurial mindset has grown exponentially (Daspit, Fox & Findley, 2021; 

Kuratko, Fisher, & Audretsch, 2020; Naumann, 2017). Nowadays, after almost two decades of 

debates and discussions, researchers seem to have accepted the mindset as a valid and valuable 

concept (Hattenberg, Belousova, & Groen, 2021) and the literature starts to converge around 

the definition proposed by Shepherd, Patzelt and Haynie (2010, p. 62) (see for instance 

Hattenberg, Belousova, & Groen, 2021; Kuratko, Hornsby, & McKelvie, 2021). Shepherd et 

al. (2010) describe the entrepreneurial mindset as “the ability and willingness of individuals to 

rapidly sense, act, and mobilise in response to a judgmental decision under uncertainty about 

a possible opportunity for gain”.  

Having clearly stated and agreed-upon definitions is necessary for scientific 

understanding, explanation, and prediction of a phenomenon (Sharma and Chrisman 1999). 

Yet, although researchers seem to agree on a tripartite view of the entrepreneurial mindset and 

suggest that it consists of ability (skill and cognitive elements) and willingness (affective 
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element) (Kuratko et al., 2021; Hattenberg et al., 2021), ambiguity remains regarding the way 

these elements enable the rapid response to an opportunity, leading to entrepreneurial 

behaviour. We identify two sources of this ambiguity. First, the current knowledge about 

mindset comes either from very general discussions (e.g., Dweck, 2017; 2016), or from a 

variety of different contexts, such as education and psychology (Gollwitzer, 2012; 1991). To 

advance our understanding on the specific mechanisms enabling the entrepreneurial mindset, 

more work, specifically for entrepreneurship, is needed (Zahra 2006). Second, the available 

works within the field often treat the entrepreneurial mindset as “set”: a stable and static 

concept (Davis et al., 2016; Shetty, 2004; Robinson et al., 1991). However, how can something 

static explain entrepreneurial activity that is sporadic, discretionary, and discontinuous? We 

argue that, instead of considering the entrepreneurial mindset as set, researchers should think 

about it as a temporary state, responding to specific contextual triggers in a spiral-like form. 

We believe this now existing inconsistency calls for a novel theoretical approach to understand 

the entrepreneurial mindset.  

We develop a process-oriented theory that explains how and when the entrepreneurial 

mindset may lead to entrepreneurial behaviour in an organisational setting. In this theory we 

propose to see the entrepreneurial mindset as a temporary state and distinguish between eight 

different configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset: latent configurations, where only one 

of the elements is developed strongly; promising configurations, where two of the mindset 

elements are actively at play, and, finally, two ultimate configurations where either all or none 

of the elements are actively engaged. We argue that these configurations have different 

probabilities and conditions under which they manifest into entrepreneurial activity – moments 

that we coin as entrepreneurial spikes. We further delineate the various scenarios – triggers and 

organisational conditions – that lead each configuration to manifest.  

We contribute to the literature in three ways. First, we deepen our understanding of the 

nature of the entrepreneurial mindset and contribute to its “specification”. Our theory considers 

the intense, time-limited, and opportunity-conditioned nature of the entrepreneurial mindset to 

explain how entrepreneurial action comes about. We thus contribute to the literature by delving 

into the discontinuous process of entrepreneurial action, as opposed to existing, more 

continuous-based models, such as Ajzen’s (1990) model of entrepreneurial intentions. As we 

plead for a discontinuous, dynamic model to explain entrepreneurial action, building on a 

punctuated equilibrium perspective, we step away from existing continuous models that simply 

are not always able to comprehensively explain such action.  
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Second, we discuss scenarios and specify the triggers and organisational conditions that 

lead to diverse configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset to manifest. Our integrated 

discussions of the development of the entrepreneurial mindset on an individual level, 

influenced by and influencing contextual factors, whilst including the tripartite distinction of 

the entrepreneurial mindset configurations, contributes to the recent developments regarding 

the understanding of the entrepreneurial mindset, hence aiding in the development of the 

discussion of a phenomenon noticed into a conceptual understanding. 

Finally, we contribute to rather recent discussions regarding the spiral-like evolvement 

of the entrepreneurial mindset within its context: we add a more comprehensive explanation to 

existing spiral-based discussions by explicating when and under what conditions such spirals 

come to exist. Hence, our goal to examine the dynamic patterns and process of how and when 

the entrepreneurial mindset manifests, moving away from the current static perspective.  

 

5.2 Conceptual background 

Two decades into the development of literature on the entrepreneurial mindset have 

attracted a significant amount of attention and discussion to what the entrepreneurial mindset 

is (Naumann, 2017; Haynie et al., 2010) and whether it is a unique concept worth investigating 

(Kuratko et al., 2021; Hattenberg et al., 2021). Highlighting the importance of the mindset for 

entrepreneurial action, Hisrich and Kearney (2011, p. 7) argue that “entrepreneurship is not 

limited to a select group of people; any person with the right mindset, drive, and motivation 

can develop an entrepreneurial perspective”. Kuratko et al. (2020) suggest that the 

entrepreneurial mindset concepts allow for a better explanation of new idea generation, 

problem solving skills and the ability to take entrepreneurial actions. The idea of an 

entrepreneurial mindset, therefore, seems to offer benefits for both research and practice, and 

shifts the focus of the discussion from the “who” (Gartner, 1989) and “what” (Gollwitzer, 

2012) questions to “how and when”. Indeed, defining the entrepreneurial mindset as ability and 

willingness to judge an opportunity and respond to it in an uncertain context, research needs to 

incorporate both the individual-opportunity nexus (Shane, 2003) as well as the context into the 

discussion. Whilst other similar concepts within the field of entrepreneurship focus on 

explaining one of the aspects (e.g., individual, organisational, or opportunity), they merely 

explain a percentage of consequential individual entrepreneurial behaviour. The 

entrepreneurial mindset appears unique and valuable in that it adds to the existing body of 

research in terms of covering more ground of behavioural explanation (Hattenberg et al., 2021). 
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Recent works highlight that entrepreneurial mindset research is reaching a certain stage 

of convergence (Schildt, Zahra, & Sillanpaa, 2006) regarding the essence of what the concept 

entails. Both Hattenberg et al. (2021) and Kuratko et al. (2020) have concluded that the core 

attributes of the entrepreneurial mindset can be divided into three specific elements, namely 

affect (or emotional as Kuratko et al. (2020) refer to), skills (named by Kuratko et al. (2020) as 

the behavioural element) and cognition. Yet, although the researchers agree on the elements, 

the mindset remains an underspecified concept: As Kuratko et al. (2020, p. 8) specify, 

“attempting to understand the entrepreneurial mindset from only one of these three 

perspectives […] incurs the risk of misinterpreting and inaccurately characterizing the 

entrepreneurial mindset”. 

To properly specify the entrepreneurial mindset concept, researchers need to eliminate 

the vagueness in terms of how these elements work together: to what extent do elements of the 

mindset interact with the environment as separate elements, or one concept, leading to different 

interactions? These is an important question but answering it based on the existing assumptions 

about the concept of the entrepreneurial mindset seems impossible. We identify two possible 

sources of this vagueness. These concern the embeddedness of the mindset in its context and 

the existing assumptions regarding the possibility of the mindset to change over time.  

First, what is evident from research at this point, is that the entrepreneurial mindset is a 

specific case of a mindset for an entrepreneurial context, explaining that what makes 

entrepreneurs entrepreneurial and what makes one person more entrepreneurial than the other 

(Krueger, 2017; McMullen & Kier, 2016). The existing literature, however, brings together an 

eclectic array of investigated contexts such as educational (Täks, Tynjälä, Toding, Kukemelk, 

& Venesaar, 2014), organisational (McGrath & MacMillan, 2000), psychological (Davis, Hall, 

& Mayer, 2016), behavioural (Krueger, 2000), and (corporate) entrepreneurial (Shepherd, 

Patzelt, & Haynie, 2010) contexts. This diversity makes it difficult to find a solid basis to 

comprehensively guide us in answering our quest for a theoretical approach to how and when 

the entrepreneurial mindset manifests in an organisational context. Understanding the 

entrepreneurial mindset, therefore, requires a further exploration of its content and contextual 

placing. 

Second, there is another, more important barrier regarding the understanding of the 

nature of the entrepreneurial mindset. For several decades, the mindset has been discussed in 

research as a static – stable and predictable – concept, indicating how individuals “normally” 

function and what to expect of them in terms of behaviour. However, understanding different 
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interactions amongst the elements is impossible if one considers the entrepreneurial mindset a 

stable and static – “set” – concept. We argue that, instead of considering entrepreneurial 

mindset as set, researchers should think about it as a temporary state. Indeed, one does not 

always remain in the same state of mind. Some researchers theorized that depending on where 

one currently is within an action (deciding about the action, performing it, or reflecting on it) 

the actor finds him- or herself in a different phase of their mindset (Gollwitzer, 2012). 

Belousova et al. (2020) show the existence of multiple different entrepreneurial mindsets 

within a single department of a large organisation, as opposed to one all-defining mindset 

capturing all entrepreneurial behaviour. We see these works as an indication that the mindset 

in fact concerns a temporary state, yet evolutionary and threshold-based models are not offering 

sufficient explanation for how and why the mindset changes, and how and when specific 

variations of the mindset result in entrepreneurial behaviour within the entrepreneurial process.  

We posit that a novel theoretical approach is needed, capturing the possible diversity in 

mindsets, anchored in the interactions amongst its foundational elements; a higher-level 

interaction of the entrepreneurial mindset with its context, reflecting the discontinuous nature 

of the entrepreneurial process. This framework could help lay the groundwork for a systematic 

investigation of the entrepreneurial mindset. The key point to understanding a dynamic concept 

is in fact to observe it using a process lens. Such a lens refers in our case to perceiving the 

entrepreneurial mindset as an ongoing and fluctuating process, rather than something static.  

To establish such a process-oriented approach, we build on punctuated equilibrium 

theory (Gersick, 1991), assuming that a state of equilibrium is – knowingly or unknowingly – 

searched for, though only reached through stages of change and uncertainty. Gersick (1991) 

developed a multilevel perspective on broader organisational change patterns and following 

her theory we develop the notion of entrepreneurial spikes, defined as moments of a – 

temporary – optimal individual–opportunity balance. These spikes represent a specific type of 

organisational change that reflects the dynamic interplay of entrepreneurial mindset with its 

context (Hisrich and Kearney (2011), sometimes moving away from an equilibrium (Van de 

Ven, 1992). In our terms, entrepreneurial spikes are the manifestations of an entrepreneurial 

mindset in response to an opportunity and the context of the entrepreneurial action. 

Notably, that this process of an entrepreneurial mindset manifestation is a complex and 

multilevel one has already been stressed by Shepherd et al. (2010). In their work, these authors 

develop the notion of deviation-amplifying loops where the organisational context an 

individual resides in can either promote or stifle the activation of the entrepreneurial mindset 
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of that individual. The mindset itself needs to be receptive to certain triggers to be manifested 

in entrepreneurial action, leading, eventually, to reinforcement of the entrepreneurial spirit of 

the organisational context (Shepherd et al., 2010). We, therefore, propose that the varying 

configurations of elements of the entrepreneurial mindset manifest through different scenarios: 

triggers and organisational stimuli that people respond to by engaging in entrepreneurial 

behaviours. The following sections dive deeper in developing our theoretical approach that 

allow for a joint consideration of internal stimulating practices and contextual pressures, 

resulting in entrepreneurial spikes (or not). With this theory, we aim to create a leeway for 

developing potential tools and resources to stimulate behaviour to act on opportunities, as this 

process approach continues to be of interest in research (Garud & Giuliani, 2013). 

 

5.3 The theory of corporate entrepreneurial spikes 

5.3.1 The punctuated equilibrium perspective 

It is not surprising that evolutionary and threshold-based growth models that assume 

predictable and linear growth cannot fully explain a dynamic, episodic, and unpredictable 

entrepreneurial activity. Whilst the general understanding of a growth process usually 

encompasses a gradual linear curve (Hayes et al., 2007), this is actually quite unnatural: science 

has shown that most forms of natural change follow a punctuated equilibrium path of 

turbulence and instability (i.e., natural disasters, humanitarian movements) (True, Jones, & 

Baumgartner, 1999; Gersick, 1991). In reality (corporate) entrepreneurial behaviour seems to 

require a tension – a deviation from the linear pathway – for it to emerge (Belousova & Gailly, 

2013; Groen, Wakkee, & De Weerd-Nederhof, 2008; Lichtenstein, Carter, Dooley, & Gartner, 

2007). In line with this idea of a tension, Boyd (2015) explicates how indeed discomfort leads 

to growth and whilst this aspect is particularly interesting, it is yet unknown what this 

discomfort entails.  

Punctuated equilibrium is understood as the opposite of gradualism and focuses on 

spikes of growth and rather rapid changes rather than on stasis: a continuing form of stability. 

It was originally defined as an alternation between long periods when stable infrastructures 

permit only incremental adaptations, and brief periods of revolutionary upheaval (Gersick, 

1991) and is consonant with Miller and Friesen's (1984) model of momentum and revolution 

in organisational adaptation. Gersick (1991) theorized about punctuated equilibrium within 

organisations and states that changes in organisations are essential, necessary and inevitable, 

and at the same time often do not have ‘pre-set ends’, nor follow an expected linear path. These 
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organisational changes can evolve from lower states to higher states, and vice versa, they can 

demonstrate both longer periods of rests, or equilibrium, and quickly following deviations from 

a state of equilibrium.  

Van de Ven (1992, p. 178), inspired by Gersick (1991), applies punctuated equilibrium 

theory in an entrepreneurial setting and discusses how “influences in the external environment 

or within the entity itself may create instabilities that push it to a new developmental path or 

trajectory”, naming it either a teleology (i.e., planned change focused on consensus) or 

dialectic (i.e., conflictive change focused on diversity and conflict) process theory (Van de Ven 

& Sun, 2011). Both types of change are constructive as opposed to prescribed. A form of chaos 

seems necessary for a change but results often in a new stabilization with peaks of 

entrepreneurial expressions, which we call spikes. Van de Ven (1992, p. 169) describes these 

spikes as essential for understanding a process: “a sequence of events that describes how things 

change over time”, for which inferences are necessary as those changes are not always 

observable themselves (Huff, 1990). There are multiple roads that can all be equally effective 

leading to an end goal of ‘rest’, yet these alternative roads can be equally chaotic and disruptive. 

The chaos is often captured in the road towards the end goal, the so-called “systems theory 

assumption of equifinality” (Van de Ven, 1992, p. 178). 

We, therefore, theorize about corporate entrepreneurial spikes as a type of punctuations 

(Gersick, 1991), that disrupt the status-quo of incremental adaptation within an organisation 

and lead to initiation of entrepreneurial activities by the employees in association with this 

organisation (Sharma, Chrisman 1999) and in response to an organisational tension – either 

dialectic opposition or a planned and prescribed advancement towards a new goal. These 

tensions, however, although they affect the entire organisation, do not trigger a response from 

all and every employee. Rather, only a few individuals within an organisation observe and 

respond to these challenges and opportunities. We argue that for a manifestation of an 

entrepreneurial spike to occur, there should be a fit between the organisational tension (trigger), 

its context and the entrepreneurial mindset of the individual. The following sections present 

the elements and configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset and explain the scenarios 

(trigger and context combinations) under which this mindset may manifest into an 

entrepreneurial spike.  
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5.3.2 Defining entrepreneurial mindset elements 

In the literatures discussing the entrepreneurial mindset and mainly its definition and elements, 

we come across two streams of conclusions that, in our finding, are not exclusive of one 

another. These concern the ability, willingness and judgment definition highlighted by 

Shepherd et al. (2010) and the triadic distinction of the mindset (i.e., affect, skills and cognition) 

highlighted by Kuratko et al. (2020).  

Ability, willingness, and judgment. The main understanding of the entrepreneurial 

mindset elements comes forth out of the definition by Shepherd et al. (2010, p. 62): “the ability 

and willingness to rapidly sense, act and mobilise, in response to a judgmental decision under 

uncertainty about a possible opportunity for gain”. From this definition we derive that the 

entrepreneurial mindset concerns an individual ability regarding what one can do, a cognitive 

element regarding what one is willing to do, and a judgmental response to an opportunity: 

whether one acts or not. Ability and willingness are the main defining properties of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, and they are intertwined, following a judgment call regarding an 

opportunity. Yet, willingness, ability, and judgment are difficult to recognize as they can be 

further nuanced separately in more distinct elements and thus lead to varying configurations of 

the entrepreneurial mindset. This results in the question, ‘what is the conjunction between 

ability, willingness and judgment?’.  

Dweck (2002) articulates how ability and willingness are difficult to distinguish from 

one another, and both are impacted by one’s perception of one’s ability and willingness. Whilst 

Dweck (2002) focused mainly on children’s education, she concludes that what one believes 

one is capable of, influences how willing one is to engage in specific behaviour, as it influences 

how capable one truly is, and vice versa. In line with the former, one should consider the 

judgment decision regarding the opportunity, mainly referring to the estimate an individual 

needs to make as not all information is available to deal with uncertainty (Yaniv & Foster, 

1997; Simon, 1955). One can thus interpret such a judgmental decision as a means of ruling 

options out (Gersick, 1991), by trusting on certain (entrepreneurial) rules of thumbs or 

heuristics (Sarasvathy, 2009). Nevertheless, whilst a time component might seem apparent 

from the definition of Shepherd et al. (2010), the judgment itself is again based on influential 

factors such as one’s perspective on one’s own ability and willingness.  

It is thus not strange how Shepherd et al. (2010) came to the notion of interdependency. 

The distinction between affect, skills and cognition can prove valuable here, as it is a finer 

nuance allowing for a better understanding of the conjunction between elements, and 
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consequently, of the entrepreneurial mindset. Hattenberg et al. (2021) investigated the 

uniqueness of the entrepreneurial mindset concept and concluded on a similar triadic 

perspective as Kuratko et al. (2020) did. Yet, what Hattenberg et al. (2021) specifically 

considered was how this distinction fitted well within the most widely accepted definition of 

the entrepreneurial mindset, namely the ability, willingness, and judgment perspective.  

In the following sections, we discuss affect as interchangeable with willingness (i.e., 

the will to engage in entrepreneurial initiatives, which can cover multiple aspects), and skills 

and cognition as elements of ability (i.e., whether one is capable). Ability is often used to 

describe capabilities, where capabilities refer to an aptitude for something, even without any 

prior experience – thus the potential within one’s capacity – regarding using that specific 

capability. Capability is a term often used for an ability that is still in development and thus, 

when one has not yet mastered a particular ability. It is different from for instance a 

competence, as a competence is a rather static viewpoint regarding how capable one is 

(particularly when considering a functional competence – whether one’s competence is 

functional for the specific purpose it should serve (Le Deist & Winterton, 2005)), whereas the 

capability perspective is dynamic, allowing for growth.  

Willingness - Affect. Willingness to engage in entrepreneurial initiatives refers to both 

the general will to engage as well as the more specific affective relationship with a certain idea 

or activity. Hattenberg et al. (2021) propose, based on an extensive literature review, that affect 

is a more fine-grained understanding of the willingness – though sometimes interchangeably 

used - to engage in entrepreneurial action as an opportunity arises, elaborating on the agency 

perspective: the importance of the will of the individual to engage or not based on feeling 

connected to an opportunity (Dana, 2008; Gartner, 1989). Moreover, agency here refers to the 

importance of the individual judgment, often based on a form of gut feeling or rules of thumbs, 

when complete information is not readily available (Sarasvathy, 2009). Affect in 

entrepreneurship has been researched quite widely and is notably seen as an important element 

(Campos, et al., 2017) for entrepreneurial (Belousova et al., 2020) or innovative behaviour 

(Mehmet, 2020; Amabile et al., 1996), hence, specifically the willingness to act (Isen, 2001).  

The translation of willingness to affect is thus not a strange, nor a new one in the field of 

entrepreneurship.  

Ability - Skills. Within the entrepreneurial mindset definition, skills capture those 

abilities that allow an individual to use available resources and tangibly address an opportunity. 

Skills are recognized as a necessity for behaviour to occur and are often interchangeably used 
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with abilities (Kearney, 2020). According to Kearny (2020) specifically for opportunity 

identification and enactment, skills are required. Hattenberg et al. (2021) analysed the literature 

on relevant skills with regard to the entrepreneurial mindset and show how the literature 

converges on an elaborate, though not exhaustive nor limited, skillset, such as planning, 

exploiting profit (McMullen & Kier, 2016), taking calculated risks (Shams & Kaufmann, 2016) 

and strategic decision-making skills (Wright, Hoskisson, & Busenitz, 2001). Skills are a 

trainable aspect of the entrepreneurial mindset and allow entrepreneurs to grow from novices 

to experienced or habitual entrepreneurs. Skills often require training from others – though one 

can grow skills by oneself - and often within the specific context that one intends to use them, 

for the strongest transferability from one person teaching another.  

Ability - Cognition. Mitchell, Busenitz, Lant, McDougall, Morse and Smith (2002, p. 

97) define entrepreneurial cognition as “the knowledge structures that people use to make 

assessments, judgments, or decisions involving opportunity evaluation, venture creation and 

growth”. As its own concept, entrepreneurial cognition has gained considerable attention over 

the years as it appears an extremely relevant element in predicting entrepreneurial behaviour 

(Frederiks, Englis, Ehrenhard & Groen, 2019; McMullen & Kier, 2016; Krueger, 2000). 

Shepherd et al. (2010) explain how the cognitive element of the entrepreneurial mindset allows 

for the adaptation to a risen uncertainty, discussing it as a way to think about an entrepreneurial 

opportunity (Haynie & Shepherd, 2009), specifically in terms of mental models (Kuratko et al., 

2020). The perspective of mental models and actual (tacit) knowledge drives many 

entrepreneurial mindset researchers in their work (Davis, Hall, & Mayer, 2016), and similar to 

the literature on skills, these researchers acknowledge the adaptive and trainable fashion of the 

mindset (Noble, 2015). Whilst many researchers consider the cognitive element to be the main 

contributor to the entrepreneurial mindset (Kaffka & Krueger, 2018), there is still lack of clarity 

regarding its role in the manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset, as our theory addresses. 

 

5.4 Configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset 

We now proceed to our analysis of the combined elements of the entrepreneurial 

mindset, as presented in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. Venn Diagram Indicating the Combinations of the Entrepreneurial Mindset Elements. 

 

We first detail the entrepreneurial mindset configurations that emerge from the 

combinations of the different elements, namely, affect, skills and cognition. There are eight 

entrepreneurial mindset configurations: three characterized by a strong presence of only one 

element, three characterized by the strong presence of two elements, and two ultimate 

configurations with either none or all three elements actively engaged. Although we recognize 

that the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset are not dichotomous, we also believe that it 

would be difficult to determine whether one either has or does not have the cognitive or skill 

ability for developing or pursuing an entrepreneurial opportunity. Some argue that every 

individual employee should be considered as capable of both managerial and entrepreneurial 

activity at the same time (Birkinishaw, 1997). However, what is important for our theorizing 

is how strong this ability or willingness element is within an individual’s mindset. For instance, 

we acknowledge that one can be somewhat willing to address an opportunity, instead of either 

being completely willing or completely reluctant. This is reflected in our assumption 1. 
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Assumption 1: The elements are placed on a continuum but for a formation of an 

entrepreneurial spike, we distinguish between weak and strong presence of each 

element.  

 

Recognizing this, we assume that it is more likely that multiple elements of the 

entrepreneurial combined will result in an entrepreneurial spike, rather than just one element. 

As we will discuss in the following sections, the latter is not impossible, yet we assume a 

cumulative positive relationship. Assumption 2, additionally, explains a minimum presence 

requirement of one element of the entrepreneurial mindset for an entrepreneurial spike to occur. 

Whilst this may seem overt, it implies that the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset matter 

for our understanding of the meaning of entrepreneurship.  

 

Assumption 2: The probability that an entrepreneurial mindset configuration manifests 

in an entrepreneurial spike is positively related to the cumulative number of entrepreneurial 

mindset elements – affect, skills, and cognition – within that configuration. If no element is 

present, the entrepreneurial mindset configuration will not manifest in an entrepreneurial spike 

(hence, an ultimate configuration of no manifestation). 

 

5.4.1 Configurations 

We define configurations 1, 2 and 3 – the one element configurations –, as latent 

configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset. Configurations with one ‘active’ element are the 

least likely ones of the entrepreneurial mindset to result in an entrepreneurial spike. They are 

thus the least likely to break the equilibrium. However, it is not an impossible scenario. The 

configurations containing two elements, namely configurations 4, 5 and 6, are discussed as 

promising configurations. Following assumption 1, it is more likely that the combination of 

two elements results in an entrepreneurial spike as compared to the configurations with one 

element. The combination of all three elements and their interactions is defined as one of the 

ultimate configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset (configuration 7). We have named each 

configuration to facilitate a discussion, though the name is not as important as the theory it 

represents. 

 Next, we present our discussion of the entrepreneurial mindset configurations, and we 

discuss how and when they result in entrepreneurial spikes. Figure 5 illustrates the named 
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individual-level configurations.2 The latent configurations (only one element of the 

entrepreneurial mindset is present) are (1) the dream configuration, (2) the proficient 

configuration, and (3) the intellectual configuration. The promising configurations (two 

elements –any two out of three – are present) concern (4) the ability configuration, (5) the 

proficient x dream configuration and (6) the intellectual x dream configuration. Lastly, 

individuals possessing all the three elements of the entrepreneurial mindset are named (7) 

entrepreneurs in residence. If no elements are active, we define this as (8) no manifestation.  

 

 

Figure 5. Venn Diagram Indicating the Different Configurations of the Entrepreneurial Mindset. 

 

5.4.2 Latent configurations 

Latent configurations are those expressions of the entrepreneurial mindset where only 

one element is in play. Thus, an individual is either willing, or cognitively able, or skilled to 

engage in an entrepreneurial initiative. Though not completely unlikely, these configurations 

are the least likely to peak in momenta of entrepreneurial engagement and thus, the least likely 

to produce an entrepreneurial spike. As Kuratko et al. (2020) similarly indicated, the 

 
2 We first discuss the manifestations from an individual perspective, yet, always accounting for contextual triggers and boundaries, serving 

the multilevel perspective that we will come back to in the discussion section. 
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entrepreneurial mindset elements are viewed as hybrid functional characteristics, since they 

continuously interact with one another.  

 Additionally, as the context plays an important role in the configuration of an 

entrepreneurial mindset, we need to discuss if there are conditions under which a contextual 

trigger may or may not ignite a spike in individuals with a latent entrepreneurial mindset. As 

the context can serve a trigger function for the entrepreneurial mindset to manifest as well as 

its separate elements, it might be for instance that in general, an individual is not pro-active to 

engage in entrepreneurial activities. However, if a specific trigger takes place (for example, a 

co-worker asks someone to join in on an entrepreneurial endeavour, or the company is 

launching an innovation challenge), the willingness of that individual might be sparked to 

manifest. We thus propose: 

 

Proposition 1a: An organisational contextual trigger serving as an opportunity 

positively influences an entrepreneurial mindset manifestation, thus, more likely to 

result in an entrepreneurial spike 

 

Proposition 1b: An organisational contextual trigger serving as a boundary can inhibit 

an entrepreneurial mindset manifestation and thus, decrease the likelihood of an 

entrepreneurial spike to occur 

 

 In the next paragraphs we provide examples of each configuration separately and 

discuss scenarios under which they may manifest into entrepreneurial spikes.  

 The dream configuration. The most salient element of the dream configuration is 

affect, otherwise discussed as willingness. By some affect is seen as the most emotional 

attribute of the entrepreneurial mindset. The dream configuration illustrates how someone feels 

engaged with an idea or initiative, a sense of belonging and a certain eagerness to participate: 

someone thus experiences a form of affect and is willing to engage. This configuration 

characterizes individuals who are willing to act upon an opportunity but lack the cognitive and 

skills-based abilities to do so.  

An illustration of a dream manifestation is a person who is excited about an 

entrepreneurial opportunity, someone who is eager – to a degree desperate – to become an 
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entrepreneurial actor. Yet s/he has no clue where and how to start. The eagerness of this 

individual does allow, if other support is there, for joining an entrepreneurial initiative if s/he 

is taken by the hand and invited to join. Moreover, as this individual is so willing and feels 

ready to jump in, there is a possible steep learning curve (as compared to other individuals and 

configurations) regarding his/her abilities. This person could thus benefit from learning from 

others and gaining experience and, whilst less likely than if this individual would have 

possessed multiple entrepreneurial mindset elements, s/he is able to peak in terms of 

entrepreneurial spikes as the willingness is the main contributing factor for this individual.  

 Those individuals with a dream configuration of the entrepreneurial mindset can benefit 

greatly from organisational contextual triggers, as well as support from others. Similarly, 

Hornsby, Kuratko, Holt and Wales (2013) speak of the importance of management support – 

namely, for it to be one of the key mechanisms that management can use to promote 

entrepreneurial engagement. Thus, the organisational context is incredibly important to the 

individuals with a dream configuration of the entrepreneurial mindset, as there is a high 

potential for them to acquire and add a second and even third element to their configuration of 

the entrepreneurial mindset. Furthermore, it is relevant for organisations and in particular 

managers to provide training and support to these individuals and their respective teams, as 

they potentially can grow relatively easily into those entrepreneurial actors that they wish to 

become and inspire others in doing so.  

 In terms of implications for our theory of entrepreneurial spikes, these individuals can 

foster their entrepreneurial mindset in such a manner that they will move away from the 

equilibrium and manifest their entrepreneurial mindset configuration. With their steep learning 

curve possibilities, they can eventually grow into other configurations over time, up to the 

entrepreneur in residence (configuration 7), if only given the time and resources (though 

depending per individual how much and which ones).  

 The proficient configuration. The most salient expressed element of the 

entrepreneurial mindset within the proficient configuration, concerns skills. Individuals with 

this configuration show the factual and tangible capabilities needed to address a specific 

opportunity. This configuration requires an organisational contextual trigger, as it depends per 

opportunity whether an individual can address it or not, assuming s/he spotted the opportunity. 

This configuration, moreover, characterizes individuals who possess enough skills to engage 

in a specific opportunity, though this does not necessarily incline that those skills cannot grow 

or be fostered to a further extent. Inherently, individuals with this configuration of the 



 

108 
 

entrepreneurial mindset are not willing, or emotionally (i.e., affectively) involved, to engage in 

an entrepreneurial initiative; the opportunity does not resonate with them to a level that they 

feel their skills are needed to address the specific opportunity. In addition, they will not always 

connect the dots even if an opportunity is presented to them, as they lack the cognitive ability 

to do so.  

An illustration of this configuration is that of an individual who has received skills-

based training - for instance before starting one’s first job - enabling him/her to use (basic) 

useful skills and resources. Another example is a graduate who for instance has finished an 

entrepreneurial education, such as an entrepreneurial university minor, where s/he has been 

taught specific entrepreneurial skills and has realized that the entrepreneurial path is not the 

one for him/her (hence, lacking the willingness to engage in an entrepreneurial initiative or 

even unwilling to engage).  

Those individuals with the proficient configuration do not benefit from contextual 

triggers as much as those with the dream configuration do: only if the opportunity truly 

resonates with them and the willingness of these individuals is triggered after all – more so for 

the ones lacking the willingness than those being unwilling – it is more likely that 

entrepreneurial engagement is initiated. In addition, this initiation likely goes faster for those 

with a proficient configuration than for dreamers as dreamers still must learn, supported by 

earlier performed empirical work from the authors. Note, however, how individuals with the 

proficient configuration of the mindset at this point lack the cognitive ability to recognize an 

opportunity that easily. Thus, in terms of entrepreneurial spikes resulting from the proficient 

configuration, the context rather serves a boundary purpose and only when in need of solving 

a gap by building on an opportunity (hence, a dialectic perspective), an entrepreneurial spike 

could take place through a form of a conflict within the individual regarding the cognitive 

abilities. Yet, the likelihood remains limited.  

To conclude this section, individuals with the proficient configuration are less likely to 

foster their entrepreneurial mindset regarding a specific entrepreneurial opportunity, resulting 

in an entrepreneurial spike. Optionally, for an entrepreneurial spike to occur, the individual 

with the proficient mindset configuration is asked to join an entrepreneurial initiative and to 

him/her it does not feel as s/he needs to be the initiator: the willingness is not required – as 

much - but his/her pure skills are needed on the matter.  

The intellectual configuration. The most salient element of this configuration is 

cognition. Individuals with the intellectual configuration show the ability to understand an 
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opportunity as one, recognize them, and they may even be able produce the mental models 

needed to address an opportunity: by connecting the (entrepreneurial) dots (Baron, 2006). Like 

the proficient configuration, for the intellectual configuration to result in an entrepreneurial 

spike, an organisational contextual trigger is required. We thus propose: 

 

Proposition 2a: For a proficient and intellectual configuration to result in an 

entrepreneurial spike, a contextual trigger is necessary, whereas a dream configuration 

could benefit from a contextual trigger, but does not require it  

  

 Like the proficient configuration, individuals with the intellectual mindset 

configuration are in essence not willing (or lack the willingness) to engage in entrepreneurial 

activities and hence, an entrepreneurial spike is unlikely to occur. Nevertheless, in research it 

is often discussed that there is a “productive marriage” between cognition and affect 

(specifically emotions) (Dalgleish & Power, 1999, p. xix). Lazarus (1991) states that we in 

research tend to distinguish between cognition and a form of willingness (which he captures in 

motivation or affect), whilst in practice, they are highly interrelated within the mind. This, 

unlike the skills needed to address an opportunity, which can more easily be distinguished from 

both affect and cognition. In terms of our theoretical development, we propose that: 

 

Proposition 2b: An individual with the intellectual mindset configuration is more likely 

to acquire willingness (affect) than those individuals with the proficient mindset 

configuration and it is thus more likely that an entrepreneurial spike will occur because 

of an intellectual configuration 

 

Moreover, as opposed to the specific search for opportunities, one may also consider 

the importance of alertness. Whilst someone may not be willing – thus not searching – to 

engage in an entrepreneurial initiative, an individual can indeed be very capable if an 

opportunity comes along. The richness of information in the environment – providing more 

opportunities – will nudge the intellectual configuration. We thus propose: 
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Proposition 2c: The richer the organisational context is regarding internal and 

external information, the more opportunities an individual with an intellectual 

configuration will be able to spot and hence engage in entrepreneurial activities 

(occurrence of an entrepreneurial spike) 

 

 An illustration of the intellectual configuration would be someone who for instance has 

obtained specific context-related knowledge but lacks the subsequent skills to address 

opportunities. What differentiates these individuals from earlier discussed configurations is the 

seniority in terms of mental models and understanding of an opportunity. For the intellectual 

configuration to result in an entrepreneurial spike, a contextual trigger in the form of an 

opportunity is necessary: this individual will likely not search for an opportunity by 

him/herself, but when faced with one, s/he should be able to put the cognitive element of the 

entrepreneurial mindset to work. Possibly, this individual could be engaged in an 

entrepreneurial activity of – more willing – others and collabourate with them.  

 

5.4.3 Promising configurations 

Combining two out of the three elements of the entrepreneurial mindset, results in 

different configurations with a higher likelihood of entrepreneurial spikes to occur. As this 

likelihood increases, specifically for those combinations where willingness plays a central role, 

we expect a change from latent configurations to more promising ones. In the following 

paragraphs, we discuss these three entrepreneurial mindset configurations (ability, proficient x 

dream, and intellectual x dream).  

 The ability configuration. Individuals with this configuration possess both the skills 

and cognitive abilities enabling them to address an opportunity when it arises. Yet, they are not 

willing (or lacking the willingness) to engage in an entrepreneurial activity. They are likely to 

choose not to act on an opportunity, despite being so able to do so. Within an organisational 

environment, these individuals will be seen as relevant and important, so we expect, as others 

can pick their brain on what to do during which event.  

 An individual with the ability mindset configuration could act as a matchmaker in an 

organisation. The matchmaker or broker (Hargadon, 2002) is an individual able to access 

information and transform it into an action, by delivering the “new information to the innovator 

and to draw information for use elsewhere in the broker’s network” (Hayton & Kelley, 2006, 
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p. 416). These individuals seem to be central in a social network, as they can be the connecting 

factor stimulating creative and innovative interactions between others (Perry-Smith, 2006): the 

‘weak tie function’ of information gatekeeper and passer (Granovetter, 1973), connecting 

others who are more willing to engage in entrepreneurial endeavours.  

 Whilst an individual with only ability elements of the entrepreneurial mindset is not 

willing to engage in entrepreneurial activities him/herself, it is his/her effort that could make a 

significant difference resulting in an entrepreneurial spike. In our theory, this individual will 

not likely act entrepreneurial him/herself, but, his/her effort joining and stimulating others, will 

likely result in an entrepreneurial spike of others, thus an effect of a team effort, so to speak, 

more so than the productive marriage within the individual.  

 The proficient x dream configuration. Individuals with proficient x dream mindset 

configuration are characterized by a weak cognitive ability to come up with ideas, and identify 

or reframe opportunities, but who are skilled and willing to engage in an entrepreneurial 

activity. We argue that affect is the most salient element of the entrepreneurial mindset, with 

the highest likelihood of an entrepreneurial spike to occur. Whilst these individuals lack the 

use of the cognitive element of the entrepreneurial mindset, they do have specific skills fitting 

the opportunity that may arise and feel attracted to act on the opportunity. 

 An example of this configuration is someone who tends to start and initiate an 

entrepreneurial endeavour in a heartbeat, without thinking through what the risks, upsides or 

downsides of the endeavour are. In other words, this individual may not have a clear outlook 

regarding the market opportunity that s/he jumps into, with the perspective on future value 

creation. An entrepreneurial spike is a possible result of their behaviour, yet, with a likely 

mismatch between the needs of the market and the offering developed. Thus, a possible 

entrepreneurial failure. At the same time, the possibility exists that specifically this endeavour 

leads to disruptive innovations not started by an immediate market demand (Walsh et al., 2002).  

 We theorize that individuals fitting this configuration require a contextual trigger as the 

opportunity needs to fit to their skills, and vice versa. Not every opportunity requires the same 

skills set and this exemplifies why the context simultaneously could serve as a boundary 

condition for this configuration. Hence, we believe that this configuration will likely result in 

an entrepreneurial spike, though the outcome of the entrepreneurial endeavour could go both 

ways: either the initiative could be successful (hence, the possibility for disruptive innovation), 

or not.  
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 The intellectual x dream configuration. The intellectual x dream configuration of the 

entrepreneurial mindset is characterized by strong cognitive and affective elements, with a 

relatively high (hence, promising) likelihood of entrepreneurial spikes. Individuals with this 

configuration of the mindset are willing and (cognitively) able to come up with ideas and 

identify or reframe opportunities. Yet, they lack the implementation skills to act on an 

opportunity when it arises. They rely on others in terms of support and require, so we posit, the 

presence of compatible human capital and access to networks. Whilst it is clear what 

differentiates these individuals from those fitting the proficient x dream configuration, the 

results might be significantly different as well, as what the individuals fitting the intellectual x 

dream configuration lack, is precisely the enactment skills regarding an opportunity. For this 

reason, we propose: 

 

Proposition 3a: The intellectual x dream configuration is more likely to lead to an 

entrepreneurial spike than the proficient x dream configuration 

  

Individuals with the intellectual x dream configuration do not benefit as greatly from a 

contextual trigger, as they seem to lack generic entrepreneurial skills in that matter. In a similar 

vein, they are less constricted by the context, as the cognitive element of the entrepreneurial 

mindset could be more broadly applied (i.e., recognizing an opportunity for one) than for 

instance skills can be applied. We thus propose: 

 

Proposition 3b: A contextual trigger or boundary affects the intellectual x dream  

configuration more strongly than the proficient x dream configuration 

 

 Thus, in our theory we propose that it is less likely that these individuals with the 

intellectual x dream mindset configuration will initiate an entrepreneurial spike, however, it is 

not impossible. If for instance the willingness or affective bonding to the opportunity is 

relatively high – the opportunity resonates with them highly – these individuals may feel 

motivated to overcome the skills that they lack. An example can be found in the orphan drug 

development literature, where cases are reported of parents who lack entrepreneurial skills, but 

to cure the illness of their child, experience the need and necessity of an entrepreneurial 
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endeavour and are affectively highly involved and thus engage in creating a solution for the 

problem (Belousova, Groen, & Ouendag, 2020; Wood, Sames, Moore, & Ekins, 2013).  

 

5.4.4 Ultimate configurations 

One of the ultimate configurations concerns the combination of all three elements of the 

entrepreneurial mindset and this configuration has the highest likelihood of producing 

entrepreneurial spikes when congruent with opportunities. As the other ultimate configuration 

results in no manifestation, we particularly focus this section on configuration 7. Thus:  

 

Proposition 4a: When there is a perceived congruence between the identified 

opportunity and an individual’s cognition, skill and affect (i.e., the entrepreneurial 

mindset), an entrepreneurial spike will occur 

 

Entrepreneur in residence. An entrepreneur in residence is characterized by the 

explicit presence of all three elements of the entrepreneurial mindset. These individuals are 

thus the one most likely to exhibit entrepreneurial behaviour as they are both able and willing 

to enact opportunities.  

There are several illustrations of the entrepreneur in residence, for instance the 

corporate (Lewis, 1937) or habitual entrepreneur (Westhead & Wright, 2015) or those start-up 

entrepreneurs creating so-called unicorn companies (Simon, 2016). What is interesting to note, 

is that not all of these configurations result in the same entrepreneurial spikes: individuals 

fitting the entrepreneur in residence configuration could be relying highly on a contextual 

trigger. If there is no organisational contextual trigger, these individuals are likely to solve 

problems when they arise, but they do not have to necessarily act on an opportunity per se. 

Whilst it is of course likely that these individuals will search for opportunities, it is not 

necessarily required of them. In this sense, the scenario under which this configuration results 

in a spike could follow both a teleology (planned change) or dialectic (conflictive change) 

pathway. What makes the entrepreneur in residence unique, is his/her capability of bringing 

change despite what the company norms (Shane & Venkataraman, 1996) require them to do, 

as they can manifest all their entrepreneurial mindset elements to produce an entrepreneurial 

spike. Additionally, the entrepreneur in residence could both discover or create an opportunity. 

Whilst we do not wish to engage in the discovery vs. creation discussion per se, we do find it 
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important to note that the entrepreneur in residence, of all configurations, has the possibility to 

not just respond to contextual triggers as opportunities, but ‘despite all odds’ create them 

themselves. Howell and Higgins (1990) coined such an approach a renegade approach. We 

thus propose: 

 

Proposition 4b: The context serving a boundary condition does not affect a ‘renegade’ 

entrepreneur in residence 

 

5.5 Research and management consequences of a punctuated equilibrium perspective of 

entrepreneurial spikes 

In our analysis, we have proposed that individuals possess some combination of three elements 

of the entrepreneurial mindset: affect, skills and cognition, and we produced different scenarios 

of entrepreneurial mindset configurations which can - each in their own way – result in an 

entrepreneurial spike. We predict that chances of an occurrence of an entrepreneurial spike is 

low if only one element of the entrepreneurial mindset is present, moderate if two elements are 

present, and high if all three are present, influenced by the contextual triggers and boundaries 

that individuals experience. More so, we theorize that ‘how the entrepreneurial mindset 

manifests’ is answered through the explicated scenarios using a punctuated equilibrium 

viewpoint, whereas the ’when the entrepreneurial mindset manifests’ is answered through the 

discussed contextual triggers and boundaries.  

 

5.5.1 A process approach to the entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial spikes 

Our theory enables us to explain the entrepreneurial mindset systematically. Mainly, 

our approach shows the need and urgency for perceiving the entrepreneurial mindset and its 

consequential manifestation in an entrepreneurial spike through a process-oriented perspective, 

using a punctuated equilibrium viewpoint. As individuals can be triggered or held back by 

different opportunities, be bounded, or stimulated by their context and can vary in their 

configurations, a process-oriented research perspective is sensible. At the same time, taking the 

time to focus on the underlying deep structure – the equilibrium from which is transitioned into 

punctuation (Gersick, 2020) – is essential. The how and when questions to the manifestation 

of the entrepreneurial mindset in a corporate environment were thus far left unanswered, and a 

process-oriented focus is arguably sensible and useful in this case. Moreover, a process-
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oriented perspective provides room for meaning-giving to the manifestation of the 

entrepreneurial spikes and the role of opportunities, as explained in the provided scenarios. Our 

findings have several implications for management, research, and for the future of 

entrepreneurial mindset investigations. We detail three specific aspects of the theory, 

simultaneously diving into the future research avenues.   

 

5.5.2 Implications of the entrepreneurial mindset elements 

Several implications apply to the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset in this theory 

about dynamics regarding the manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial 

spikes in an organisational context. First, each element is recognized in the literature as a 

variable on its own, meaning that affect, skills, and cognition all have meaning in the 

entrepreneurship literature on itself. This implies that the elements can function independently 

of one another and, whilst there is a highly relational atmosphere, the elements can vary on 

their own in different scenarios, resulting in entrepreneurial spikes (or not). Additionally, like 

many other theories developed, the degree to which an element is present is, in the end, based 

on a constructed reality, perceived by individuals. This implies a variation of character 

expressions and spikes of the entrepreneurial mindset manifestation.  

Next to this, whilst we concern ourselves with the perception of available elements, it 

does not necessarily indicate that people are always consciously aware of the presence of the 

specific elements. Whilst this sounds difficult to grasp, it entails that there is a variety of 

expressions in entrepreneurial spikes available and the entrepreneurial mindset can thus 

manifest in a variety of ways – following a punctuated equilibrium reasoning. Regarding 

willingness for instance, it is more likely that the element ranges in a widespread fashion – a 

continuum -, rather than a ‘0 or 1’ approach: one could be somewhat willing but hesitant to 

engage in an entrepreneurial activity for instance, and other variables might influence whether 

one will become more or less willing to do so. Skills, like willingness, can be more fitting to 

one opportunity than to another, and they can grow. Cognition should not be viewed as a ready-

state element as it can change and adapt to a specific situation and person too. In terms of 

entrepreneurial spikes, this means that a spike does not always occur nor is it always as strong 

as at another point in time. Thus, we need the boundary conditions or implications to aid us for 

future avenues. The boundary conditions allow for understanding when a profile will ‘spike’ 

in one place and not another.  
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 These three implications, namely (1) the variable perspective, (2) degree of presence, 

and (3) consciousness, thus serve as avenues for future works on the dynamic nature of the 

entrepreneurial mindset and a punctuated equilibrium theory of entrepreneurial spikes. 

Acknowledging these implications emphasizes the use and value of the dynamic and process-

oriented perspective needed to not only understand the meaning of the entrepreneurial mindset, 

but specifically how and when it manifests in its context. In this theory, the implications serve 

as assumptions on which the theory is build, as certain assumptions need to be made to nuance 

our understanding further. Without these assumptions, the theory would lose its value in terms 

of its building stones, anchored in existing literature.  

 

5.5.3 The role of the individual in our theory 

Entrepreneurial and innovative acts are often valued at a macro-, strategic level, as to 

emphasize its impact in a certain context (Ireland, Hitt, & Sirmon, 2003; McGrath & 

MacMillan, 2000). Yet, even large corporate initiatives essentially start from an entrepreneurial 

individual  (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999). Sharma and Chrisman (1999) explain how corporate 

entrepreneurship in general describes the “entrepreneurial efforts of individuals”, which can 

take place in many different contexts such as a corporate entrepreneurship one  (Burgelman, 

1983), a strategic one (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990) or any other form of venturing (Hornsby, 

Naffziger, Kuratko, & Montagno, 1993). These works suggest that the perspective of the 

individual is vital. We propose to mainly focus on the individual as the actor regarding the 

manifestations of the entrepreneurial mindset whilst we do recognize the perpetuating spiral 

with one’s organisational environment and the exogenous triggers that can move over or 

through multiple levels of analysis, in turn resulting in multilevel effects.  

 The question might then rise, if individuals are so central to this theory on the 

manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial spikes, what role do their own 

characteristics play? After all, the variety of the different elements of the entrepreneurial 

mindset are also influenced by endogenous characteristics, within the individual. Although the 

focus of this paper may not include a full systematic analysis and development of the individual 

characteristics beyond the entrepreneurial mindset ones that may play a role, we acknowledge 

these endogenous factors as important influencers regarding the scenarios and relationships 

presented. Individuals can vary greatly in their willingness, ability, or judgmental capacity to 

engage in an entrepreneurial activity due to a mixture of personality traits, preferences, needs 

and values, for instance, and for this reason, we suggest for future research to delve into the 
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endogenous characteristics as a variable and we suggest emphasizing its importance in the 

manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset and consequently entrepreneurial spikes.  

 

5.5.4 The role of context  

Entrepreneurship does not take place within a vacuum (Zahra, 2007), and neither does 

an entrepreneurial mindset manifestation. The interaction between the entrepreneurial mindset 

and a specific context is so important, because understanding it provides significant valuable 

information about knowing how an entrepreneurial act comes to be. However, an 

understanding of the context is largely still an unfilled gap in entrepreneurship research, as 

Zahra (2007, p. 445) emphasizes the importance of the “substance, magnitude or dynamics of 

the research context”, thus leaving a huge gap in our understanding (see also Welter, Baker & 

Wirsching, 2019).  

We suggest in our theory that the organisational context serves the manifestation of the 

entrepreneurial mindset – and consequently entrepreneurial spikes - in two ways. Birkinshaw 

(2003) investigated several organisations in his study, and for instance within BP he found that 

an organisational environment can either stimulate, stifle, or escalate entrepreneurial initiatives 

– thus, a balance between contextual boundaries and space for entrepreneurial freedom is 

necessary. We come to a similar finding in our research. On the one hand, the context can be 

operationalised as an opportunity: the context thus serves as an exogenous trigger for an 

entrepreneurial act to come to be and manifest; say, a reason to initiate entrepreneurial 

engagement and show in terms of an entrepreneurial spike. This perspective fits with how 

Shepherd et al. (2010) explain the strong relationship between the adaptation of the 

entrepreneurial mindset and its context and results in a promoted mindset. On the other hand, 

the context provides the boundaries of the entrepreneurial mindset manifestations and 

inherently bounds the peaking of the entrepreneurial spikes, thus, resulting in a stifled mindset. 

As previous research shows, teams displaying different mindsets – despite working within the 

same business unit for instance – prefer different contexts to bring their ideas to fruition 

(Belousova, Hattenberg, & Gailly, 2020). These teams would not engage in entrepreneurial 

behaviour under different conditions.   

We acknowledge the impact of both the exogenous triggers as well as the boundary 

conditions provided by the context, as important factors in our theory and suggest future 

research to dive deeper into these triggers. As True et al. (1999) grasp with their interpretation 

of the punctuated equilibrium perspective (see also Gersick, 1991), the context plays a 
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significant role in the (in)stability and emergence of, in this case, the entrepreneurial mindset, 

whether it be from a teleology and/or dialectic process theory perspective or both, as they can 

be complimentary but not necessarily need to be (Van de Ven, 1992).  

Teleology builds on the foundational assumption that a “developing entity is purposeful 

and adaptive”, and dialectics assume that “the developing entity exists in a pluralistic world 

of colliding events, forces, or contradictory values” (Van de Ven, 1992, p. 178). From a 

teleology process theory perspective, the context in where the entrepreneurial mindset 

manifests, provides a social construction to reach an end state as one envisions. Teleology 

perceives punctuation (hence, entrepreneurial spikes) to reach an equilibrium (hence, a specific 

goal). There are multiple roads towards this end goal and each path could be as equally effective 

(a perspective of the earlier discussed equifinality): whether it be the combination of one, two, 

or three elements of the mindset. A teleology process perspective thus underlines our viewpoint 

on exogenous triggers from the context. Dialectic process theory underlines our contextual 

boundaries viewpoint, as change only occurs when there is a pressing need for it, hence, earlier 

balances are disturbed. Vice versa is similarly true: if the balance is restored, the status quo has 

been reached and colliding forces, as Van de Ven (1992) names them, even out. Of course, we 

realize that both perspectives can be complimentary rather than opposed to one another: both 

viewpoints can result in a stifled or stimulated mindset. From a complimentary viewpoint, the 

teleology perspective concerns what the mindset manifestation entails, and the dialectic 

perspective concerns how the mindset manifestations work.  

 

5.5.5 What benefit does a theory of corporate entrepreneurial spikes of the entrepreneurial 

mindset offer? 

To this point, we have discerned scenarios to learn how and when the entrepreneurial 

mindset does or does not express itself in entrepreneurial spikes. Furthermore, we particularly 

focused on the organisational setting. We also notice that understanding the mindset as not one 

overarching concept but rather a concept that has multiple variations, results in a more powerful 

explanatory, new perspective of how and when the entrepreneurial mindset manifests. A direct, 

linear relationship to expressions of behaviour is now – based on our theoretical analysis - 

much less likely. Elaborating on this perspective, combined with the triadic operationalisation 

of the entrepreneurial mindset elements (affect, skills and cognition), allowed us to develop a 

new theory recognizing entrepreneurial spikes as manifestations of the various configurations 

of the entrepreneurial mindset. Our new theory can bridge existing mindset theories from a 
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multitude of fields and particularly (corporate) entrepreneurship. Moreover, beyond the 

integration of disparate literatures, this theory provides insights in the non-linear manifestation 

process of the entrepreneurial mindset, following a punctuated equilibrium viewpoint. 

Departing from the corporate entrepreneurship literature viewing the entrepreneurial 

mindset as an individual (micro)level concept interacting with organisational (macro)level 

aspects, it is particularly helpful to explore the mechanism enabling the manifestation of the 

entrepreneurial mindset (Kuratko et al., 2020; Kouamé & Langley, 2018). In psychology and 

behavioural literature, we find helpful information on integration and further development of 

the entrepreneurial mindset in an organisational context, accounting for the dynamic and hybrid 

(i.e., a deeper understanding of the individual – opportunity nexus regarding hybrid) 

interactions. Organisational theory provided us with starting points to deviate from a traditional 

linear developmental perspective by deepening the understanding of the contextual interaction 

moments, specifically from a punctuated equilibrium viewpoint (True et al., 1999; Gersick, 

1991): a phenomenon of stability formed by a (or multiple) contextual trigger(s), resulting in 

our theory in entrepreneurial configurations and spikes. Gersick (2020, p. 10) captures the 

essence of the punctuated equilibrium: “Is the system in the midst of a stable period and 

resistant to change, or is its equilibrium failing, in need but unable to make a transition 

happen?”.  

The discussed existing theories teach us why the manifestations of the entrepreneurial 

mindset could and should be viewed from a punctuated perspective as certain configurations 

of the mindset elements will not result in any form of manifestation, or a different form. 

However, the previously discussed theories by no means have applied the triadic perspective 

of the entrepreneurial mindset into such a process-oriented approach, thus other means are 

necessary to come to further detailed understandings. 

Particularly in corporate entrepreneurship theories, we find helpful notes on the possible 

implications of the entrepreneurial mindset, as certain theories allow for the distinction between 

focused and dispersed behaviour (Burgelman, 1983). Belousova et al. (2020, p. 226) state 

regarding the entrepreneurial mindset: “as varying others converge on the fact that the 

entrepreneurial mindset is dynamic and should not be seen as independent of the environment 

it engages with, it is logical to consider multiple phases in this process of establishing 

corporate entrepreneurship and developing an entrepreneurial activity or initiative, as has 

also been suggested for new venture development by Lichtenstein, Carter, Dooley and Gartner 

(2007)”. From a dispersed corporate entrepreneurship perspective, this means that every 
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individual is essentially capable of performing both entrepreneurial and work-related tasks 

simultaneously, as opposed to the focused perspective where an individual focuses on either 

one or the other (Birkinshaw, 1997). What this literature tells us is that the context is thus an 

essential aspect to take into consideration for understanding how and when the entrepreneurial 

mindset manifests.  

In summary, we can be well informed about existing theories regarding the meaning and 

content of the mindset, as well as the acceptance to take a process perspective regarding the 

manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset. At the same time, none of the existing theories 

thus far offer systematic answers to questions about how and when the entrepreneurial mindset 

manifests in the specific organisational context. In line with this, the triadic nature of the 

entrepreneurial mindset has only recently come into focus of research and empirical 

validations, or comprehensive theoretical underpinnings, are still underrepresented in existing 

research.  

Additionally, the understanding of multiple ways that the entrepreneurial mindset 

manifests (Belousova et al., 2020), or multiple scenarios where the mindset manifests, to a 

certain extent, or not, is a new perspective that has not had much acknowledgement in the 

literature to this day, but appears to be of value to understand exactly those answers to how and 

when an entrepreneurial mindset manifests and particularly how individuals (be it 

entrepreneurs, corporate entrepreneurs, and so on) can be stimulated and where to, though not 

all exhaustively answered in this paper. These new additions to existing research – 

implementation of the triadic distinction and the scenario-based manifestation perspective – 

are critical for both academic and practical purposes to eventually measure and stimulate the 

entrepreneurial mindset and reap the benefits of its existence. Therefore, we suggest that to 

better understand the entrepreneurial mindset and its manifestations, we need to evaluate the 

process of change of the phenomenon systematically. We do so in terms of the relative absence 

or presence of all or some of the identified elements and to what extent the elements are related 

to one another.  

 

5.5.6 Implications for management, research, and future research avenues 

We do expect certain refinements of the theory in the future. Currently, research appears 

to focus on statically (even in such terms as statistically or continuously distributed) processes 

illustrating whether individuals are entrepreneurial or not (Shepherd et al., 2010). Nonetheless, 

these efforts often result in conclusions about averages drawn over larger periods of time which 
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regularly do not say much about the occurrence pattern and the micro configurations leading 

to an entrepreneurial event. The approach we introduce in our paper has the potential to 

improve upon this current practice. Adding to the focus of statically emphasizing the 

entrepreneurial individual, we suggest diving into the manifestations of the entrepreneurial 

mindset configurations. Second, our model suggests using a process-oriented perspective that 

allows for dynamic changes and influences (such as the contextual triggers and the “first-

person” or “third-person” opportunity perspectives (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006)). Third, we 

suggest zooming in on the dynamic relationship between the individual and the opportunity to 

such an extent, that entrepreneurial spikes can be observed in different moments in time, by 

manifesting different elements of the entrepreneurial mindset; hence, resulting in different 

scenarios in an organisational context.   

Our model enables a more systematic sorting of the entrepreneurial mindset elements 

that can be manifested by individuals. This specific finding contributes to the potential 

effectiveness of entrepreneurial individuals as they respond to an opportunity, or not, or not by 

themselves solely. We hope our refinements to existing models find their way into accepted 

practice for which we then envision subsequent rounds of refinements and tests of further 

details and improvements of the model. We thus propose that, after further methodological and 

empirical research is conducted and published soon, the entrepreneurial mindset can be 

measured reliably. 

Our theory of a punctuated equilibrium perspective on corporate entrepreneurial spikes, 

so we believe, could be the key to more effective management of entrepreneurial individuals 

and a more useful, comprehensive theory of entrepreneurs in organisations and more generally, 

society. Focusing on the entrepreneurial mindset elements and how they result in 

entrepreneurial spikes appears to be a productive strategy for researchers and managers. The 

propositions we have developed are responsive to empirical testing which can prove valuable 

to entrepreneurship and management literature regarding the understanding of how and when 

entrepreneurial individuals manifest their mindset. 

Following our work, we call for empirical research to answer questions about the 

different entrepreneurial mindset manifestations and illustrations, and how and when they, in 

fact, result in forms of entrepreneurial spikes. Moreover, we call for empirical research on the 

entrepreneurial mindset elements and their interrelationship and adequacy, and whether our 

inferences match reality in empirical testing. Whilst there are, limited, empirical measures 
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available, we foresee that for answering our questions and those alike, further calibrations and 

measurement developments are necessary.  

In addition, we call specifically for empirical investigations within the different fields 

of entrepreneurship. As we have established that the context where the individual resides in 

matters, it matters where an individual finds oneself in. One of those fields of interest should 

be that of corporate entrepreneurship, as the essence of corporate entrepreneurship lies at the 

individual level, though with significant impact on multiple levels (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999). 

Corporate entrepreneurship, and thus an organisational environment, can be saliently different 

from a more generic environment, in terms of how opportunities arise, how they are sensed, 

and whether they can be acted upon with different available resources. Moreover, the field of 

corporate entrepreneurship allows for a more nuanced perspective on the different roles and 

manifestations of the entrepreneurial mindset, in relation to others; hence, a team effort of 

entrepreneurship, for instance. As we discussed the ability configuration of an entrepreneurial 

mindset, a combined effort with an individual expressing the willingness element of the 

entrepreneurial mindset could just as well likely result in an entrepreneurial spike and causing 

change from a teleology (planned change) perspective.  

In a similar vein, we believe that there are other endogenous and exogenous triggers to 

the individual entrepreneurial mindset that are beyond the scope of this research and have thus 

not been discussed. For instance, we discussed in earlier sections how individual characteristics 

such as personality traits, needs and motivations (Davis, Hall, & Mayer, 2016), may play a role 

in the manifestation of entrepreneurial mindset elements. On an exogenous level, for instance 

culture in the broadest sense of its meaning – either organisational (Shepherd, Patzelt, & 

Haynie, 2010), national (Rarick & Han, 2015), individual vs. collective (Hofstede, 1980), 

family (Ejupi-Ibrahimi, Ramadani, & Ejupi, 2020), and so on – might play an interesting role 

in the manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset manifestation. We call upon future research 

to extend our theory by accounting for such factors. 

Lastly, our model builds on several assumptions that for the sake of development of a 

theory, were necessary, but still require further evaluations. For instance, we present the three 

elements of the entrepreneurial mindset as distinct and separate from one another, however, 

would there be a possibility that some of the elements are in fact on different ends of the same 

spectrum? Additionally, we discuss the willingness of individuals as one element of the 

entrepreneurial mindset and whilst we emphasize that there can be a variation in willingness, 

this variation could be essential to the subsequent entrepreneurial spike and the move from the 
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equilibrium orbit as Van de Ven (1992) discusses. Thus, the nature and variation of the 

willingness needs further investigation. These are some issues that require additional research 

to enrich and build the theory, adding to its usefulness in general.  

 

5.6 Conclusion 

Many entrepreneurship scholars attempt to find an answer to the ever-old question, who is 

an entrepreneur, and whilst this is an interesting question (Carland et al., 1988), it may be “the 

wrong question” to ask (Gartner, 1988). In fact, we suggest that earlier research may have 

discounted the importance of specific elements that matter to this question, reframing it to 

another one, namely, how, and when an individual acts entrepreneurial, specifically in certain 

contexts like an organisational one. 

The theory developed in this article in no way attempts to discredit any other searches for 

identifying entrepreneurial initiatives and individuals manifesting their entrepreneurial 

mindset. Our aim is to expand the current understanding beyond the current approaches to 

entrepreneurial individuals and their entrepreneurial mindset in an organisational context. 

Moreover, we aim to provide insight in the process of an entrepreneurial manifestation 

resulting in an entrepreneurial spike, beyond the search for the meaning of the entrepreneurial 

mindset. We incorporate different configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset in our theory, 

to emphasize the dynamism of the entrepreneurial mindset. In our opinion, this will make a 

critical difference for management and researchers when investigating means to stimulate and 

foster entrepreneurial behaviour. We thus offer this preliminary theory to understand how and 

when the entrepreneurial mindset results in an entrepreneurial spike.  

To summarize, our process-oriented theory must account for the dynamic interplay between 

the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset, as well as the manifestation of a specific 

configuration of the mindset into entrepreneurial spikes, building on a punctuated equilibrium 

perspective. Additionally, we consider scenarios consisting of mainly a contextual trigger for 

manifestations to take place (hence, if there is no trigger this may result in no manifestation), 

and as a boundary condition to what extent a manifestation is likely to take place. This 

combination leads to the spiky character of entrepreneurial events as predicted in punctuated 

equilibrium theory.  
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CHAPTER 6: GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

The focal objective of this dissertation concerned the entrepreneurial mindset as a 

phenomenon and its placing in context. The goal is to progress research on this matter, adding 

to the literature of management, entrepreneurship, and corporate entrepreneurship specifically, 

as we delved deeper into the development (how and when?) and use of the entrepreneurial 

mindset. For this task, we rely on our thorough analysis of multiple definitions and 

operationalisations, starting with the understanding that the mindset concerns an ability, 

judgment and willingness concept mobilised in response to an opportunity (see also Shepherd 

et al., 2010). We focus on an organisational setting, as particularly in this setting the 

entrepreneurial mindset has not been thoroughly researched yet (Robinson et al., 2016). To 

place the entrepreneurial mindset in an organisational context, we build on corporate 

entrepreneurship literature (Belousova & Gailly, 2013; Hornsby et al., 2013; Shepherd et al., 

2010; Burgelman, 1983c). The goal of the dissertation is formulated through the following 

main research question:  

 

Main research question: How can organisations utilise employees’ entrepreneurial mindset 

to stimulate entrepreneurial initiatives? 

 

Three sub-themes constitute the body of this dissertation and lead to the answer to the 

main research question. Firstly, we focus on the value of the entrepreneurial mindset (chapter 

2). Secondly, we focus on the mindset in its context (chapter 3 and 4). Thirdly, we develop a 

suitable theoretical approach to the entrepreneurial mindset and its manifestation. 

 

6.1 Overview of findings 

6.1.1 Defining the entrepreneurial mindset and discussing its distinctiveness in 

entrepreneurship research 

In chapter 2, we reviewed the literature on the entrepreneurial mindset. To conduct such 

a systematic literature review, we deepened our understanding of the method by firstly 

reviewing other systematic literature reviews on similar topics (i.e., Fischer et al., 2017; 

Naumann, 2017; De Bruijn-Smolders et al., 2016; Frese & Gielnik, 2014; O’Reilly III & 

Tushman, 2008; Talke, 2007). Secondly, we reviewed papers explaining methods to conduct 

systematic literature reviews (Booth et al., 2016; Frank & Hatak, 2014; Le-Pine & Wilcox-

King, 2010; Neergaard & Ulhoi, 2007) and we “set the hook” for this research (Grant & 
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Pollock, 2011; Low & MacMillan, 1988). This search allowed for a thorough analysis of the 

entrepreneurial mindset concept in terms of how much research is available and finding a 

perspective and definition that would distinguish the entrepreneurial mindset as a separate 

concept with predictive power. McGrath and MacMillan (2000) were the first researchers to 

solely focus on the entrepreneurial mindset, and from that point on, research on the topic 

increased exponentially. In our work, after conducting the systematic literature review, we 

focus specifically on finding a feasible definition and proving the entrepreneurial mindsets’ 

distinctiveness from other research topics. For this chapter, we developed the following 

research question: 

 

Research question 1: is the entrepreneurial mindset a valid, distinct concept? 

 

Existing research assumes that the entrepreneurial mindset is a concept that has yet to reveal 

its full potential as it has been named often, but studies remained on an abstract level 

(Naumann, 2017). To uncover the differences of the entrepreneurial mindset concept from 

other, often used, and well-established entrepreneurship concepts, it is important to decide on 

its definition by analysing what is known in the literature, and to understand what makes it 

different from other concepts. This, to overcome issues of proliferation (Podsakoff et al., 2016). 

For this chapter, we identified five contributions to the literature, namely: 

1. Identifying the prominent definitions in the field and arguing why the literature should 

converge around the definition as provided by Shepherd et al. (2010) 

2. Showing the incremental validity of the entrepreneurial mindset and how this concept 

is more far-reaching than other existing entrepreneurship concepts 

3. Employing a novel methodology to the literature analysis  

4. Discussing multiple measurement approaches of the entrepreneurial mindset 

5. Suggesting future research avenues 

 

In the method section, we explain our methodological approach. The first literature audit 

resulted in the analysis of 98 articles discussing the entrepreneurial mindset in any form, and 

we moved on to a content analysis of the definitions as well as of qualified measurement tools. 

For the manual content analyses, we utilise Atlas.ti 7 – specifically, the word-crunch tool - to 

find textual similarities and overlap in the articles, definitions, and measurement instruments. 

To prevent subjective bias as much as possible, the analysis is supported by a snowball 
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technique analysis: We analysed all references cited by the articles that popped up in the 

literature audit.  

We find that there appear to be multiple definitions of the entrepreneurial mindset, 

however, most research circles back to one common definition, which is best captured by 

Shepherd et al. (2010). There is no doubt about the necessity of the entrepreneurial mindset 

(Mitchell, 2007) as it has been and still is applied in multiple settings, at least theoretically, 

such as education (Robinson et al., 2016; Täks et al., 2014), an organisational environment 

(Shepherd et al., 2010), and even in extreme circumstances (McMullen & Kier, 2016). We thus 

believe that the first contribution to the literature has been provided, as the most cited 

definitions are brought together and converge around the three-part structure as we suggest, 

namely, the ability and willingness of individuals to engage in entrepreneurial behaviour as a 

response to an opportunity captured in affect, skills, and cognition.  

Moreover, we find that what makes the entrepreneurial mindset distinct from other 

concepts, is its combined willingness and ability, embedded in its context as a judgmental 

response to opportunity. It is exactly this combination of willingness, judgment and ability that 

is not found in other, seemingly similar, concepts and what makes the entrepreneurial mindset 

both unique and valuable in the entrepreneurship field. We draw this conclusion based on 

thorough analyses using multiple approaches, such as the literature audit and the manual 

content analysis of the literature and instruments, to underline a comprehensive understanding 

of the entrepreneurial mindset. In doing so, we contribute to the literature by showing the 

incremental validity of the entrepreneurial mindset and how this concept is more far-reaching 

than other existing entrepreneurship concepts, as well as by employing a novel methodology 

to the literature analysis (i.e., the meta-synthesis). 

Lastly, the research we conducted opens up a pathway to future research, by suggesting 

future research avenues, hence the fourth and final contribution. Mainly, the future research 

avenues contain suggestions on understanding the development of the entrepreneurial mindset, 

allowing the following chapters to build on the present research.  

With this chapter, we thus answer the first research sub-question of this dissertation, as 

indeed, the entrepreneurial mindset concerns a valid distinct concept in the field of 

entrepreneurship. The main take-away is, therefore, that there is not only an understanding for 

why research on this topic has exponentially grown over the past two decades, but also what 

makes the entrepreneurial mindset distinct and valuable. This provides handles to move 

research on the topic further than merely focusing on its definition. This chapter aimed to move 

beyond the “what is it” discussion into a, “how do we use it?’ future research avenue.  
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The chapter is more than a literature review solely. It focuses on the entrepreneurial 

mindset’s incremental validity in the entrepreneurship research field, by a manual content 

analysis of the literature and research instruments. Especially the latter provides an extra 

dimension to the conclusion of the chapter and an emphasis on argumentation for the 

distinctiveness of the concept, as the chapter highlights the measurement tools used in research. 

This chapter serves as a basis for the following chapters, and, moreover, provides a clear 

definition of the elements that the entrepreneurial mindset consists of.  

 

6.1.2 Configurations of an entrepreneurial mindset in a corporate environment 

Little empirical research exists regarding the manifestation and development of the 

entrepreneurial mindset (Ruiz-Alba et al., 2019; Pfeifer et al., 2016). Certain questions remain 

unanswered: how and when ability and willingness interact, whether every employee has the 

potential for an entrepreneurial mindset, and whether there are different configurations to the 

aspects of the entrepreneurial mindset. Answers to these questions are vital (Doern et al., 2019), 

as new and innovative ways to maintain a competitive advantage and implement strategic 

changes for an organisation are necessary. Without answering the former questions, 

organisations will not be able to advance their competitive advantage and strategic changes. 

Our research explores different manifestations of the entrepreneurial mindset, resulting in four 

different archetypes of the entrepreneurial mindset.  

Methodologically, we build on the work of Bingham and Eisenhardt (2011) and 

Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) regarding case study analysis. Though not starting this 

research with a-priori formed assumptions, propositions or hypotheses, the literature did 

provide us with a first idea on what we could find in our exploratory search. For this research, 

we identified the following contributions to the literature: 

1. The first empirical, explorative investigation of the entrepreneurial mindset in a 

corporate environment 

2. An operationalisation of the opportunity-individual-organisation nexus 

3. Viewing the entrepreneurial mindset as a dynamic rather than stable factor, thus 

viewing the manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset through entrepreneurial 

spikes, i.e., a spiky process 

4. Understanding the entrepreneurial mindset through four archetypes  

 

For this study, we developed the following research question: 
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Research question 2: How does the entrepreneurial mindset manifest? 

 

In this research we assume that the entrepreneurial mindset is open to change and 

development, rather than viewing the entrepreneurial mindset concept as fixed or ‘set in stone’. 

Specifically, we take the perspective in this research that people can grow their entrepreneurial 

mindset, foster it, and develop it to a certain extent, within a certain context, given certain 

resources and triggers.  

To answer our research question, we build on chapter 2, utilising the found and 

established definition of the entrepreneurial mindset, as we explore the entrepreneurial mindset 

in a corporate context. Contextualizing such a novel and complex concept required a 

multimethod and longitudinal approach. The literature argues in favour of using an in-depth 

case study for theory development (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 1994) and instantiation (emergence 

of an entity from its components) processes (Kouamé & Langley, 2018). Furthermore, as we 

were interested in the interaction of the different aspects of the mindset within an organisation, 

we have chosen for a longitudinal approach as it allows for observing “the sequences of 

individual and collective events, actions and activities unfolding over time in context” 

(Pettigrew, 1997, p.338).  

The chapter has an ethnographic foundation (Gioia et al., 2013), using diary studies 

(Breevaart et al., 2016; Breevaart et al., 2012a; Bolger et al., 2003), observations (Zuzul & 

Edmondson, 2017) and interviews for a case study analysis (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; 

Eisenhardt, 1989). We adopted this novel approach by integrating in the respective company 

for 2 days a week for almost a year (specifically, the first author), with the purpose of obtaining 

multiple sources and a rich data set. As we established a good relationship with the firm owner, 

access to the firm in the form of the presence of the first author was not an issue and the firm 

owner introduced us to all employees, taking away the boundary of researcher-subject distance 

which may lead to the bias of desired answers during interviews or diary studies. 

We anchor the entrepreneurial mindset in the corporate entrepreneurship literature (Sharma 

& Chrisman, 1999). To be more precise, we take a dispersed corporate entrepreneurship 

perspective (Belousova & Gailly, 2013; Burgelman, 1983c), as we adopt the idea that 

individuals can develop entrepreneurial initiatives simultaneously whilst performing their daily 

jobs. This perspective allows for viewing the entrepreneurial mindset as something every 

employee ‘owns’ and utilises, in the sense of manifestations within a corporate environment as 

expressed through entrepreneurial initiatives. This perspective allows us to focus on how and 
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when someone acts entrepreneurial (Gartner, 1988). We advance the literature in two principal 

ways: first, we add the equifinality perspective to research (i.e., people can be entrepreneurial 

in different ways) and thus step away from the one-scale approach to measure 

entrepreneurialness for all. Second, we add a temporal dimension: a person can be 

entrepreneurial at some moment in time when the entrepreneurial mindset is activated. 

However, this same person might not show entrepreneurialness in another moment in time.   

We find that the entrepreneurial mindset is indeed open to alterations in the form of 

development and change. Interestingly, this development shows through manifestations in the 

form of entrepreneurial spikes: momenta where employees show their entrepreneurial self 

through initiatives where there appears to be an optimum between opportunity, individual 

willingness, judgement, and ability (hence, the mindset) and organisational resources.  

This finding of a spiky process has multiple implications. Firstly, this means that assuming 

that entrepreneurship is a continuous process may lead to misinformation and 

misinterpretations, or, in other words, not seeing the full picture. This chapter shows that a 

snapshot survey of entrepreneurs and/or corporate entrepreneurs regarding their 

entrepreneurial mindset and initiatives does not provide a full indication of the spiky process 

as observed in this chapter. If there is not an optimum reached between the opportunity, 

individual and organisation, a (corporate) entrepreneurial individual may not ‘reveal’ him- or 

herself as, simply put, the timing was not right, nor was the (corporate) entrepreneurial 

individual in the right place at the right time. This chapter underlines the existence of the 

entrepreneurial mindset in potentially all employees, emphasizing the importance of adopting 

a dispersed corporate entrepreneurship perspective. 

Next to the spiky process, we find that four distinguishable archetypes emerge in a 

corporate entrepreneurship setting, which we name (1) the superhero, (2) the matchmaker, (3) 

the organiser, and (4) the intern. Notably, these names are not conveying any absoluteness in 

their label per se but are used to initiate a conversation with the academic field in terms of their 

description and use. Finding and discussing these four archetypes enables future research with 

a novel pathway to deepen our understanding of the entrepreneurial mindset, as manifestations 

of the entrepreneurial mindset. Discussing again the opportunity-individual-organisation 

nexus, we argue that these archetypes provide further understanding of the individual in this 

tripartite optimum that appears to result in manifestations of the entrepreneurial mindset, 

specifically as they appear different from existing role definitions in entrepreneurship.  
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6.1.3 The corporate entrepreneur: exploring the mediating role of the entrepreneurial mindset 

in organisations 

In chapter 4, we mainly focus on the individual in a corporate entrepreneurship context. 

We have selected multiple questionnaires to, during a one-wave study, capture the relationship 

between organisational conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour via the entrepreneurial 

mindset, through a general perspective rather than an in-depth one. As ample research has been 

done about organisational conditions, we have chosen to focus on those specified by Hornsby 

et al. (2013), namely, (1) work discretion, (2) management support, (3) time availability, and 

(4) rewards and reinforcements. Entrepreneurial initiatives are measured using one item from 

the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), whereas the entrepreneurial mindset at this time 

is measured through an attitude-based scale from Shetty (2004).  

As explained in the chapter, we use measurements to capture the proclivity of 

entrepreneurial individuals to engage in entrepreneurial behaviour, specifically bounded in a 

corporate context. For this research, we developed the following research question: 

 

Research question 3: How do organisational conditions impact the entrepreneurial mindset 

and consequentially, entrepreneurial behaviour? 

 

In this chapter we assume that there is a relationship between organisational conditions 

and entrepreneurial behaviour (see for instance Hornsby et al., 2013), and our chapter furthers 

existing research by exploring the mediating effect of the entrepreneurial mindset, specifically 

focusing on the ability and willingness elements. As stated in the chapter, numerous conditions 

leading to entrepreneurial initiatives have been named and investigated in the literature 

(Hornsby et al., 2013; Hornsby et al., 2009a; Patterson et al., 2005; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 

2004; Hornsby et al., 2002; Pinchot & Pellman, 1999; Birkinshaw, 1999; Birkinshaw, 1997; 

Hornsby et al., 1993; Kuratko et al., 1990; Sathe, 1985; Souder, 1981; Von Hippel, 1977). As 

there appears to be a void in understanding why sometimes organisational conditions lead to 

entrepreneurial initiatives and at other times, they do not, we implement the entrepreneurial 

mindset as a potential mediator to explain the variance that is still left unexplained.  

We find that under certain conditions, the entrepreneurial mindset influences the 

relationship between the organisational conditions and entrepreneurial initiatives, either 

fostering or inhibiting the initiatives. It took further post-hoc explorations, beyond the 

suggested regression analyses, to understand the supported mediation effects and interaction 

effects found. For instance, an effect was found for the ability element of the entrepreneurial 
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mindset negatively mediating the relationship between rewards and reinforcements and 

entrepreneurial initiatives. At the same time, we found an interesting relationship when all 

organisational conditions and the entrepreneurial mindset were added to the regression, 

particularly as the entrepreneurial mindset and work discretion – one of the organisational 

conditions – seem to increase in confidence intervals. Nevertheless, while this does result in 

more cautious interpretations, other statistics did not indicate reasons to worry for problematic 

relationships or violations.  

More so, employees appeared to use their ability less when more rewards and 

reinforcements came into play, and vice versa, show more of their ability leading to 

entrepreneurial initiatives when rewards and reinforcements still appeared to be gained. 

Moreover, the effect of managerial support appears to differ between employees, likely 

depending on their entrepreneurial mindset. These results thus on the one hand indicate the 

importance of considering boundary conditions when stimulating entrepreneurial behaviour, 

and on the other hand the importance of the individual character as his or her abilities and 

willingness matter. Lastly, the results show an argument against a one-size -its-all perspective, 

as not every organisational condition will stimulate every individual in a company.  

This chapter provides an answer to the sub-research question laid out for this research, 

underlining the important organisational conditions to stimulate entrepreneurial behaviour, 

specifically via the entrepreneurial mindset. From this chapter we conclude that work 

discretion, management support and rewards and reinforcements influence the entrepreneurial 

mindset, whereas time availability does not appear to be a significant addition. In terms of 

configurations, this matters mostly for the rewards and reinforcements condition, and 

surprisingly, a disbalance in the rewards and reinforcements provided to an employee, can 

inhibit the effect of the ability aspect of the entrepreneurial mindset in consequential 

entrepreneurial behaviour.  

 

6.1.4 Towards a theory of corporate entrepreneurial spikes: opening the black box of 

entrepreneurial event occurrence with a punctuated equilibrium perspective  

In chapter 5, we aim to understand the way entrepreneurial events come to existence 

and how the entrepreneurial mindset can contribute to this understanding. We discuss the 

findings of the previous chapters in the light of the broader literature, and we develop a process 

model, inspired by a punctuated equilibrium perspective. This chapter provides a new process-

oriented perspective on the entrepreneurial mindset and more generally insights in how and 
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when the entrepreneurial mindset manifests. As the previous chapters show a distinctive path 

in terms of the development of the entrepreneurial mindset, as we find a spiky process as 

opposed to a linear growth process, this chapter deepens this finding and proposes a new 

theoretical approach. In particular, the chapter grabs back to existing theoretical models such 

as punctuated equilibrium (True et al., 1999; Gersick, 1991), highlighted in different scenarios 

of how and when the entrepreneurial mindset manifests through a variety of configurations.  

The purpose of this chapter thus concerns the placing of the entrepreneurial mindset in 

a new theoretical light, to not only understand the meaning of the concept, but to understand 

under what circumstances the entrepreneurial mindset manifests, and in what way. Therefore, 

we have created eight scenarios regarding the configurations of the entrepreneurial mindset 

resulting in manifestations (or not). Whilst the definition, as researched in chapter 2, is an 

important element to conceptualise a concept (Podsakoff et al., 2016), more is needed to fully 

grasp the meaning and use of the entrepreneurial mindset. As Podsakoff et al. (2016, p. 161) 

indicate, concepts are “cognitive symbols (or abstract terms) that specify the features, 

attributes, or characteristics of the phenomenon in the real or phenomenological world that they 

are meant to represent”. From a higher level, Goertz (2006, p. 27) states that “concepts are 

about ontology, to develop a concept is more than providing a definition: it is deciding what is 

important about an entity”. This chapter adds to the ontological understanding of the 

entrepreneurial mindset concept: a general model of entrepreneurial spikes. For this research, 

we developed the following research question: 

 

Research question 4: How can we model the process of the entrepreneurial mindset 

manifestation? 

 

The research assumes that the entrepreneurial mindset does not develop through linear 

out-set stages. Instead, the entrepreneurial mindset manifests in entrepreneurial spikes. Whilst 

non-linear behaviour is often described in terms of equifinality (or the what) (Katz & Kahn, 

1978; Von Bertalanffy, 1967), we rather shift focus to a punctuated equilibrium perspective 

(i.e., the how), as this perspective allows for understanding behaviour by viewing an outcome 

as a result from triggers causing instabilities and thus changes in behaviour. Of course, 

equifinality and punctuated equilibrium are not per se opposed to one another, but rather 

complementary, and we underline the punctuated equilibrium perspective, as Katz and Kahn 

(1978) mainly highlight ‘how many roads lead to Rome’. In this chapter, we discussed certain 

conditions that bound the entrepreneurial mindset and whereas indeed ‘multiple roads lead to 
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Rome’, there is a finality in which and how many roads do so. Moreover, based on the current 

findings, it is difficult to judge whether each combination or configuration resulting in 

entrepreneurial spikes is equally successful.  

The chapter provides readers with a new perspective on the entrepreneurial process, 

with three main implications. The chapter argues for stepping away from a gradual perspective 

on mindset and entrepreneurship development, proposing a process-model of entrepreneurial 

spikes. Furthermore, this argument implies a new perspective on measuring entrepreneurial 

initiatives, as earlier findings already indicated that a snapshot does not provide the full 

spectrum picture of entrepreneurship and may result in misaligned information. Thirdly, the 

chapter provides insights in specific – namely, eight – scenarios of entrepreneurial mindset 

configurations, thus providing an understanding of how and in what shape and form the mindset 

can manifest.  

Research question 4 is answered in this chapter, as the chapter provides a model with 

propositions for future research, thus hands-on tools for future research to build on. The 

definition of the entrepreneurial mindset still holds strong and is now contextualised in a 

corporate environment and embedded in a developmental growth process, as manifested in 

entrepreneurial spikes.  

Regarding the main research question, this chapter is an important final addition to the 

previous chapters, as it provides the theoretical perspective to answer the main research 

question. To know the answer to how to utilise people’s entrepreneurial mindset to stimulate 

entrepreneurial initiatives (i.e., the main research question), we find it important to create 

possible scenarios of entrepreneurial mindset configurations resulting in possible 

manifestations. These scenarios enable a conversation regarding what exactly people are 

stimulated to be or do. The chapter argues for a new perspective about the entrepreneurial 

process and emphasises the importance for accounting for the process rather than the initiative 

or outcome.  

 

6.2 Contributions to initial research objective 

In this dissertation our primary objective was to comprehensively understand the 

entrepreneurial mindset and develop a new fitting theoretical approach. To this end, we 

developed four studies answering four research questions, namely: (1) is the entrepreneurial 

mindset a valid, distinct concept, (2) how does the entrepreneurial mindset manifest, (3) how 

do organisational conditions impact the entrepreneurial mindset and consequentially, 
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entrepreneurial behaviour, and (4) how can we model the process of the entrepreneurial 

mindset manifestation? 

Chapter 2 of this dissertation focused mainly on the definition and value of the 

entrepreneurial mindset. In this chapter we present evidence that the entrepreneurial mindset is 

a unique concept, valuable and researchable in the field of entrepreneurship, building on 

existing literature. We addressed multiple, seemingly similar, entrepreneurial concepts and 

utilising a manual conceptual and empirical comparison, we argue for the distinctiveness of the 

entrepreneurial mindset in the entrepreneurship research field. By establishing the three 

elements (i.e., affect, skills and cognition) we have identified the entrepreneurial mindset as a 

valid and distinct concept, offering potential for future research. Another interesting aspect of 

this research concerns the rather novel methodological approach to distinguish the uniqueness 

of the entrepreneurial mindset concept. For the main research question of the dissertation, this 

chapter serves the purpose of finding an answer to understanding the meaning of employees’ 

entrepreneurial mindset. 

Chapter 3 and 4 focused mainly on understanding the development process of the 

entrepreneurial mindset, where chapter 5 focused on proposing a new theoretical approach to 

model the manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset. These chapters provide the evidence 

that there is a diversity in entrepreneurial mindsets within one environment, each responding 

to their own opportunities and motivations. Moreover, the entrepreneurial mindset relates to 

entrepreneurial behaviour and can be stimulated by specific organisational conditions. For this 

we developed a new approach to understanding the entrepreneurial process, namely in terms 

of entrepreneurial spikes. Together, the chapters indicate certain triggers for the entrepreneurial 

mindset and especially how the entrepreneurial manifests in a corporate environment.  

The entrepreneurial mindset has been investigated using empirical snapshots in chapter 

4 (i.e., the Entrepreneurial Mindset Profile from Davis et al., 2016, and the measurement scale 

from Shetty, 2004), enriched in chapter 3 by a longitudinal qualitative methodology in terms 

of interviews, observations, and diary entries and by rigorous logistic regressions again in 

chapter 4. From this section of the dissertation, we learn that approaching the entrepreneurial 

mindset requires a multifaceted and multilevel perspective, as organisational level conditions 

experienced by individuals trigger the entrepreneurial mindset, and the expressions can affect 

the corporate environment again on multiple levels in terms of entrepreneurial manifestations. 

These chapters aid in answering the main research question by explaining how the 

entrepreneurial mindset manifests, and thus a first handle for organisations to focus on when 

attempting to stimulate entrepreneurial initiatives. They show in what situations, through which 
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roles and activities, the entrepreneurial mindset develops and grows. Our findings indicate a 

spiky process over a continuous, linear process.  

The fifth chapter of this dissertation focuses on answering how and when the 

entrepreneurial mindset results in entrepreneurial spikes, particularly within a corporate 

entrepreneurship context. The notion of spikes is not that new (Brown & Mason, 2017; Florida, 

2005; Neck et al., 2004): Brown and Mason (2017) underline the importance of understanding 

the ‘entrepreneurial spiky bits’, and Neck et al. (2004) emphasize the importance of 

understanding the complexity over a snapshot approach. However, a further understanding of 

this spiky process, especially from a multilevel perspective as we build on punctuated 

equilibrium theory, remained limited, as much research came across the wall of complexity. 

The tripartite structure of the entrepreneurial mindset is allowing us to understand the complex 

process in an elegant yet systematic manner. A new model theoretically explored and 

developed in the present dissertation is, therefore, improving our understanding and focus on 

the process-oriented development of entrepreneurial spikes.  

 

6.3 Theoretical contributions 

For this dissertation, we draw on multiple theoretical perspectives to deepen our 

understanding of the entrepreneurial mindset and to push research further in future explorations 

of this concept. We started our research with the definition of Shepherd et al. (2010, p. 62) 

regarding the entrepreneurial mindset: “the ability and willingness to rapidly sense, act and 

mobilise, in response to a judgmental decision under uncertainty about a possible opportunity 

for gain”. From this starting point, our research develops a detailed conceptual and 

methodological understanding of the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset (namely, the 

willingness – affect - and the cognitive and skills-related abilities) and their operationalisation 

and role in the process of initiating entrepreneurial behaviour within an organisational context. 

Whilst other research provides definitions of the entrepreneurial mindset, as specified in 

chapter 2, the definition of Shepherd et al. (2010) appeared most appropriate and supported by 

the literature. It also fulfils the characteristics that Podsakoff et al. (2016) highlight as necessary 

aspects for a definition to hold.  

This dissertation contributes theoretically to the research on corporate entrepreneurship 

in general and dispersed corporate entrepreneurship specifically. It provides a nuanced 

understanding of the opportunity-individual-organisation nexus, with the intent of finding an 

optimum between these three elements so essential for creating a fruitful environment for 
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corporate entrepreneurship activities. This dissertation thus enhances the understanding of the 

entrepreneurial individual in a corporate setting, showing configurations as the ‘ways that lead 

to Rome’. Indirectly, this allows us to answer parts of some of the long-lasting entrepreneurship 

questions such as “who is an entrepreneur” (Gartner, 1988), “are opportunities objective or 

subjective” (McBride & Wuebker, 2020), “what do we know about the individual-opportunity 

nexus” (Davidsson, 2004) and “can entrepreneurs be made” (Sarasvathy et al., 2020). What 

will now follow is three theoretical explorations about the elements of the opportunity-

individual-organisational nexus.  

 

6.3.1 The individual 

Whereas Gartner (1988) suggested that asking “who is the entrepreneur” is the wrong 

question, we believe this statement requires some nuancing. According to Ramoglou ert al. 

(2020), asking this question is still the wrong question, something McKenzie et al. (2007) are 

not so sure of. Ramoglou et al. (2020) posit that the question infers some uniqueness to 

entrepreneurs as opposed to non-entrepreneurs, as though they possess some form of an 

entrepreneurial gene (see also Alvarez & Barney, 2007). Searching for the entrepreneur is, 

according to Kilby (1971, p. 1), as a “hunt for Heffalump”, a fictive character in children’s 

books. Searching for the Heffalump will be unfruitful, as there is no entrepreneurial gene. 

Instead, specifically Gartner (1988) suggests investigating behaviours of entrepreneurs and 

non-entrepreneurs as there will be, according to him, differences to be found in this spectrum. 

But still, even in their behaviours researchers will not find an optimum definition, as there is 

not one (Brockhaus & Horwitz, 1986).  

The question then rises, does it make sense to look at people individually, if indeed, 

asking who is an entrepreneur is the wrong question to ask? Additionally, if there is not one 

definition to guide us, how can we as researchers ever tell that someone is, in fact, 

entrepreneurial? Gartner (1988) rightfully suggests going back to the original question: why 

does a person behave entrepreneurial? He draws on earlier work, recognising that the 

entrepreneur is one of the key factors in the entrepreneurial process, but not the sole factor: 

entrepreneurship is a complex process, influenced by the contextualized entrepreneur.  

Discussing the contextualized entrepreneur is exactly where the entrepreneurial 

mindset comes in. The nature of the mindset concepts allows for capturing both stable as well 

as situational characteristics, and it allows for development and growth. Hence, the 

entrepreneurial mindset has the potential for answering why one person engages in 

entrepreneurial initiatives at one point in time and in response to some opportunity, whereas 
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not to another. Moreover, the entrepreneurial mindset may explain why for instance an 

unskilled employee grows into an entrepreneurial one over time. In this dissertation, we 

theorise and explore empirically the manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset. The spikes 

present an optimum - at that point in time and under those conditions - reached regarding the 

opportunity-individual-organisation nexus. Thus, it is not just about the qualities of the 

entrepreneur.  

Thus, if the context triggers certain people – and not others – to engage in 

entrepreneurial initiatives, the distinction between entrepreneurial vs. non-entrepreneurial 

people becomes an invalid and irrelevant one. Hence, this dissertation boldly assumes that 

every individual can engage in entrepreneurial activities simultaneously to work activities. We 

understand this is rather different than Kilby’s (1970) argument, but we believe that the 

assumption of dispersed corporate entrepreneurship allows for creating archetypes of the 

entrepreneurial mindset. This means that any archetype is context-related: as discussed, the 

archetypes are hybrid rather than functional as for instance the Hayton and Kelly (2006) 

framework indicates.  

The question “who is an entrepreneur” is, thus, not per se the wrong question, but rather, 

one that does not make as much as sense as asking the why, when, and how questions. We 

argue that everyone is, in potential entrepreneurial, yet it depends on the individual-

opportunity-organisation nexus optimum why, when, and how such a person can manifest 

entrepreneurial acts. A point that Gartner (1988), but also Carland et al. (1988) intended to 

make with their work (see for a similar discussion Ramoglou et al., 2020).  

Again, however, this standpoint requires some nuances. Ramoglou et al. (2020) point 

out the fallacy of acknowledging the opportunity-entrepreneur nexus (Shane, 2003; Shane & 

Venkataraman, 2001) paradigm as according to them the paradigm again assumes that 

entrepreneurs are fundamentally different from non-entrepreneurs and Ramoglou et al. (2013) 

rather believe the main distinguishing factor between these ‘two types of people’ to be the 

environment. We agree with Gartner (1988) and Ramoglou et al. (2020) that entrepreneurs 

usually never operate under similar conditions, however, this does not make the purpose of 

understanding the entrepreneur epistemologically incorrect. Indeed, Ramoglou (2013) 

indicates that non-entrepreneurs could in potential act entrepreneurial if certain conditions were 

like those of entrepreneurs. Our additional view is they also could not. Indeed, entrepreneurship 

is not a simple formula with just one determining key factor, it is a complex interplay of 

multiple factors which may or may not lead to entrepreneurial initiatives (Ajzen, 1991).  
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In this dissertation, we bring the questions “who is an entrepreneur” and “can 

entrepreneurs be made” back to the table and provide the detailed argumentation to support 

their relevance. Although these questions have so far led to inconclusive results and deep 

epistemological discussions regarding the role of context in understanding and defining the 

entrepreneurial individual, we argue that they are still relevant and that the entrepreneurial 

mindset offers a strong potential for answering them. The main research question of this 

dissertation, how can organisations utilise employees’ entrepreneurial mindset to stimulate 

entrepreneurial initiatives, assumes a functionalistic approach to utilising someone’s mindset. 

Moreover, our main research question illustrates how that “who is an entrepreneur” question is 

not wrongly asked, rather, it is the approach to an answer that needs critical realignment. By 

exploring what makes the entrepreneurial individual, i.e., the mindset, this dissertation 

contributes to the literature by examining the key aspects of any individual to engage in 

entrepreneurial initiatives and allows for contextual boundaries to foster the key entrepreneurial 

aspects of individuals.   

 

6.3.2 The opportunity 

The opportunity concept is seen as a cornerstone within the research field of 

entrepreneurship as plenty of work has been done regarding this concept (i.e., Davidsson, 2015; 

Mitchell et al., 2011; Zahra et al., 2006; Davidsson, 2004; Shane & Venkataraman, 2001; Shane 

& Venkataraman, 2000; Venkataraman, 1997). The discussion regarding its purpose, use and 

meaning is still ongoing, as some for instance doubt its value in its current understanding 

(Ramoglou & Tsang, 2016). Whilst this dissertation does not partake in the discussion on the 

origins of an opportunity (i.e., the discovery vs. creation debate, see also Alvarez & Barney, 

2007) - it specifically focuses on the individual-opportunity-organisation nexus – we would 

like to pay specific attention to the role of opportunity in this nexus.  

Davidsson and Honig (2003) indicate that individual human capital, specifically certain 

tacit and explicit knowledge, leads to opportunity recognition; a finding that this dissertation 

expands in the corporate entrepreneurial setting. According to Shane (2003), it is the emphasis 

on the nexus that allows for an understanding of entrepreneurship that it is not just the most 

entrepreneurial individuals that will act on opportunities. In this dissertation, we adopt a similar 

perspective, as an entrepreneurial mindset allows every individual to act on entrepreneurial 

opportunities within their context. Nevertheless, where Shane (2003) emphasises the 

importance of opportunities over individuals, we argue that it is the optimum fit between the 

individual and the opportunity that allows for entrepreneurial activities. Remarkably, Shane 
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(2003, p. 18) describes a similar process in his book, as he defines an entrepreneurial 

opportunity as “a situation in which a person can create a new means – ends framework for 

recombining resources that the entrepreneur believes will yield a profit”. In this citation, a clear 

indication is shown on the important and significant fit between the individual and the 

opportunity, as the one cannot exist without the other. In addition, the entrepreneurial mindset 

assumes a form of agency – steering the wheel - beyond the consideration of economic values 

such as profit as Shane (2003) highlights.  

Our understanding of an optimum fit thus appears similar to the notion of Baron (2006) 

on entrepreneurs connecting the dots. In his work, Baron (2006) explains that connecting the 

dots can be done in different ways – by both novice and experienced entrepreneurs and by 

purposeful searching for information as well as by being alert to information. The central 

argument in his work is not focusing on specific qualities of an individual per se, but rather 

shift the focus to the uniqueness of the set of dots to each individual. Whereas Baron (2006) 

considers those qualities a skill owned by unique individuals with an eye for such opportunities, 

we believe this is not necessarily what Kirzner meant in his original works – Kirzner (2009, p. 

147) articulates he believed an entrepreneur is “driving the process of equilibration” and 

particularly, that there is uniqueness to the entrepreneur or the skills one has: one had to be 

alert. More so, even when the Kirznerian entrepreneurs are not creating anything – hence are 

not connecting any dots – Kirzner (2009) still sees them as responsible for moving away from 

the equilibrium or maintaining the equilibrium due to the absence of chaos and change. In this 

dissertation, we argue for the idea that every individual can recognise these opportunities and 

possibly, this unique eye could be translated in everyone’s entrepreneurial mindset.  

The opportunity thus cannot exist without the individual (Zahra & Dess, 2001; 

Venkataraman, 1997), and discussing the opportunity allows for research to move beyond the 

trait discussion of entrepreneurs (Davidsson, 2004) into the entrepreneurial mindset 

acknowledgement. Moreover, accepting the opportunity as an important element interacting 

with the individual, allows for investigating outcomes at levels beyond the individual level of 

research, such as at the organisational level (Shane & Venkataraman, 2001). Yet, the individual 

level aspect is essential to opportunities, as entrepreneurship requires agency – an 

entrepreneurial mindset -, where opportunities lack them in itself (Shane, 2003).  

 

6.3.3 The organisation 

This dissertation, furthermore, theoretically contributes to the corporate 

entrepreneurship literature, also emphasizing the organisational aspect within the individual-
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opportunity-organisation nexus. Already in 2013, Tietz (2013) discusses in his essay the 

importance of understanding this optimum, as less attention has been spent on this gap in the 

literature. In their analysis over the past five decades, Glintanova, Bouncken, Tiberius and 

Ballester (2021) also underline the growing focus on organisational entrepreneurial agency.  

Within the corporate entrepreneurship literature, this research specifically focuses on 

the dispersed corporate entrepreneurship perspective. Penrose (1968) believed that 

organisational growth is always dependent on the individuals in a corporate environment, as 

their autonomous behaviour leads to strategic changes (see also Chandler & Krajcsak, 2021; 

Mirabeau & Maguire, 2014; Hamel, 2009). Burgelman (1983c) similarly ascribes autonomous 

behaviour to entrepreneurial individuals in the organisation. Yet, how these individuals initiate 

and express this autonomous behaviour, has not been a topic of interest in the entrepreneurship 

field that much thus far, though some note this form as agency as a risk factor for corporate 

entrepreneurship (Shimizu, 2012). Where Mintzberg (1978) accounted for the stream of 

decisions by different people in the firm before a strategy is changed and/or implemented, more 

recent literature opposes Mintzberg’s view that entrepreneurial modes can only be adopted by 

leaders (i.e., Kuratko, 2012).  

Yet, similar to the perspective in this dissertation regarding the individual-opportunity-

organisation nexus, Mintzberg (1978) describes a strategic interplay between the environment, 

bureaucracy (i.e., organisational structure) and a leader. With bureaucracy, he describes the 

continuous search for stability in the organisation, whereas the irregular changes in the 

environment represent spikes and pushes of change: hence, an early comparison to the 

punctuated equilibrium perspective we adopt regarding the entrepreneurial process and the 

entrepreneurial mindset in the organisation. This idea of change is underlined by Zahra et al. 

(1999), who argue that corporate entrepreneurship is essential for building new and revitalizing 

existing competencies of individuals within an organisation. Where they argue for the upside 

to increasing autonomous entrepreneurial behaviour (Burgelman 1983c) of entrepreneurial 

individuals through facilitating learning opportunities, we provide an explanation of the 

specific learning element (namely, the entrepreneurial mindset) and the process (namely, the 

entrepreneurial spikes), which have multilevel and multidimensional aspects. 

On a multilevel aspect, Zahra et al. (1999) discuss the impact of corporate 

entrepreneurship influenced by and influencing learning processes, and we deepen this 

discussion by explaining how the entrepreneurial mindset grows, allowing individuals to 

increase and improve their autonomous behaviour – building on a dispersed corporate 

entrepreneurship perspective – resulting in organisational improvements as organisations are 
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able to break their chains from the past and engage in frame breaking learning. Growth does 

not happen overnight, thus, focusing on the individual fosters a companywide improvement. 

After all, a company exists out of the individuals working in it.  

On a multidimensional aspect, we contribute to the literature by theorizing how the 

mindset is defined and how the process of growing the mindset is different for different people 

(the four archetypes of the entrepreneurial mindset). The entrepreneurial spikes might allow 

here for the profiles to grow, as these spikes show peak moments of a fitting ‘opportunity-

individual-organisation' nexus.  

 

6.4 Practical contributions 

Next to theoretical contributions, the projects also bring forth practical contributions. 

These practical contributions mainly fall into two categories, which we discuss in the following 

section: (i) facilitating the entrepreneurial individual in a corporate environment and (ii) 

adjusting the perspective on entrepreneurial processes.  

 

6.4.1 Facilitating the entrepreneurial individual in a corporate environment 

In line with the emerging issues in corporate entrepreneurship (Chandler & Krajcsak, 

2021; Dess et al., 2003), academics and practitioners have called for a better understanding of 

the role of the individual in the corporate entrepreneurial process, and more specifically, the 

facilitation of the entrepreneurial individual. We contribute to solving these issues, in several 

important ways. In chapter 2, we found evidence for the uniqueness of the entrepreneurial 

mindset, unravelling a potentially essential element in the entrepreneurial process, key to 

understanding the facilitation and role of the entrepreneurial individual, more so than any other 

earlier discussed entrepreneurial concept. Hence, we encourage practitioners to focus on 

recognizing and fostering the entrepreneurial mindset of individuals, specifically captured in 

the ability, judgement, and willingness to engage in entrepreneurial activities, rather than a 

plethora of entrepreneurial elements that dilute the type of focus that the combined and 

interacting elements bring – as captured in the entrepreneurial mindset. We, with the finding 

of this chapter, provide practitioners with a very focused and tangible aspect of the individual 

employee to enhance and facilitate. Whilst others have worked on multiple aspects capturing 

the skills and motivations of employees for innovation and entrepreneurship – research that has 

proven to be insightful and useful in many ways – our findings add to this knowledge as we 

have drawn a more comprehensive and at the same time nuanced picture of how to probe a 

potential entrepreneurial individual. Thus, not just from one element, but multiple combined, 
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showing – more so in the later chapters – that different potentials can be stimulated in different 

ways, rather than using a one-size-fits-all approach that is more often accepted.  

Chapter 3 and 4, moreover, provide specific tangible advice on how to facilitate 

employees through management practices (chapter 4) and by focusing on archetypes of the 

entrepreneurial mindset (chapter 3). One approach for practitioners to use this new knowledge 

is by designing employee – entrepreneurship specific workshops and stimulating programs. 

Yet, this approach could be costly, both for SMEs with limited budgets as well as MNEs who 

may house thousands of potential entrepreneurs. The insights we offer regarding the 

entrepreneurial mindset archetypes allow for a more effective and elegant approach to 

distinguish between different levels of readiness of employees for entrepreneurial engagement, 

and different types of mastery of particular skills and (cognitive) capabilities to spot or respond 

to (organisational) opportunities. Moreover, our insights allow practitioners to shift between 

different approaches to motivate the entrepreneurial mindset archetypes, by addressing the 

organisational conditions as laid out in chapter 5.  

 

6.4.2 Adjusting the perspective on entrepreneurial processes 

In this dissertation, we consistently find that initiating entrepreneurial activities are 

captured in spiky entrepreneurial processes and that the development of this process – via the 

entrepreneurial mindset - does not follow a linear curve but rather, it is placed in a punctuated 

equilibrium paradigm (True et al., 1999; Gersick, 1991). In chapter 2, we found evidence for 

the uniqueness of the entrepreneurial mindset and laid out the foundations of the concept in 

subdivided elements, already providing a first indication in the growth and facilitation 

perspective as Dweck (2017) and Gollwitzer (2012) once described for more general action-

oriented mindsets. Chapter 3 deepens this understanding of an elements-based mindset, and we 

find four archetypes of entrepreneurial individuals that each respond differently to 

entrepreneurial stimuli and function differently in entrepreneurial environments, interacting 

with entrepreneurial opportunities. Thus, we advise practitioners to on the one hand consider 

the difference between people, and on the other hand, to entrepreneurial mindset development 

path: not everyone develops in the same manner, to the best extent, at the same time, in a similar 

environment.  

We argue that chapter 5 provides a guiding tool regarding this entrepreneurial 

development process and the emergence of entrepreneurial spikes. Practitioners should 

carefully attend to the entrepreneurial process interacting with the individual, as an individual 

resides or embeds in its environments, and thus should not be seen as the sole predictor of 
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entrepreneurial activities. Specifically, regarding policy makers this is an interesting and 

important finding, as currently, national policies are often focused on the serial entrepreneur, 

nonaccounting for the environment this entrepreneur resides in. More and more policy 

programs focus on entrepreneurial environments and intend to stimulate corporate 

entrepreneurship by co-financing and co-developing facilitator programs. Our findings could 

aid these programs by bringing more focus to them.  

 

6.5 Methodological contributions 

In this dissertation, we used state-of-the-art empirical methods to analyse rich 

qualitative and quantitative data sets, regarding the entrepreneurial mindset of employed 

individuals in a corporate entrepreneurial setting. In the first three projects as discussed in 

chapter 2, 3 and 4, we introduced several innovative research methods and designs, which we 

discuss in this section.  

In chapter 2, we performed a synthetic word crunch analysis in Atlas.ti 7, adding to a 

systematic literature review (Booth et al., 2016) and the first steps of a conceptual analysis 

(Podsakoff et al., 2016). To identify the uniqueness of the entrepreneurial mindset concept as 

opposed to established, comparable concepts, we decided to compare definitions and 

measurements scales on a description basis, hence, a word crunch analysis in Atlas.ti 7. This 

analysis allowed for a nuanced understanding of the unique dimensions of the entrepreneurial 

mindset concept and provide an argument for its value in future research and in practice. We 

thus added a theoretical and empirical comparison component to the chapter. Such a method is 

not uncommon in anthropological and social studies for instance (Bernard & Ryan, 1998; 

Lacity & Janson, 1994), yet, not often implemented in other fields. The method used allows 

for a unique linguistic pattern analysis, that other methods cannot provide (Bernard & Ryan, 

1998).  

In chapter 3, we made contributions to longitudinal corporate entrepreneurial studies. 

We obtained a rich data set as we were able to immerse in the organisation for nearly a year. 

This allowed us to collect unique data (Tran et al., 2018; Glaser, 1978). Utilising the unique 

data observations as one of the main data sources is rather new and unique for the 

entrepreneurial field (Chatterjee et al., 2021), and impactful as it allows for a thorough, nuanced 

blueprint of an organisation. Compared to a snapshot picture of the organisational reality as 

usually is the case with for instance questionnaire-based research, observation studies allow 

for understanding the social context of the phenomenon in question (Van Maanen, 1979).  
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If only the focus would have been laid on the twice filled in questionnaires, we as 

researchers would have missed the entrepreneurial episodes taking place between these two 

snapshot moments. Combining the baseline questionnaires with other primary and secondary 

data such as the interviews, observations, and diary studies, allowed for understanding nuances 

that otherwise would have gone lost in time. At the same time, the study oversteps a rather 

regular case study (Davis & Eisenhardt, 2011), as we integrated the qualitative and quantitative 

methods used, as well as first-person and third-person applications: some elements, such as the 

questionnaires and diary studies, were written from the perspective of the participants, whereas 

other methods, such as the observations, were written from the perspective of the researchers. 

Lastly, the interviews and diary study also contained questions regarding other people in the 

organisation (regarding innovative behaviours of others and social networks), allowing for 

verifications and 360-degree feedback on the collected data. As our method is relatively time 

consuming, it deviates from other case study and/or longitudinal work, though it provides the 

benefit of increased enrichment and nuancing opportunities (Chatterjee et al., 2021). Chapter 

3 thus provides a large contribution to the literature, emphasizing the importance, value and 

depth of process studies (Kaandorp et al., 2020). To summarize, combining the qualitative 

measure and questionnaires, resulted in observing entrepreneurial spikes that otherwise would 

have gotten lost in time. The 360-degree feedback information allowed for contextualizing the 

entrepreneurial spikes and manifestations of the entrepreneurial mindset, as it gave a broader 

insight from multiple perspectives.  

 

6.6 Future research avenues 

In this section, we provide and discuss several potential research directions that seem 

promising for future research on the entrepreneurial mindset within an organisational context, 

thus from a process perspective, that emerged from our results.  

First, chapter 2 has established the unique value of the entrepreneurial mindset, by 

delving into the theoretical and empirical literature available and comparing the entrepreneurial 

mindset concept on both a theoretical and empirical level. In this chapter, we found strong 

indications for the unique combination of the elements of the entrepreneurial mindset, as well 

as the most often used and proper definition and conceptualization of the entrepreneurial 

mindset. Where we move forward from the discussion of ambiguity revolving around the 

entrepreneurial mindset concept (Naumann, 2017) and the possible content in terms of 

elements of the concept (Kuratko et al., 2020), we find evidence for a tangible definition and 

usability of the entrepreneurial mindset.  
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Future studies could and should build on these findings, in at least two ways. Firstly, 

we recommend future studies to consider other entrepreneurial concepts and possibly conduct 

a similar thorough analysis on a conceptual and empirical level, to further distinguish the 

unique value of the entrepreneurial mindset concept. Whilst we consider it an impossible 

exercise to capture and compare all different concepts, we do believe in the strength of 

identifying and verifying the unique capacity of the entrepreneurial mindset, as it allows other 

researchers for further understanding the purpose of the entrepreneurial concept and knowing 

when to use it and in which context. Second, we believe that this chapter provides enough 

opening to develop a new measurement tool, that is uniquely designed for the entrepreneurial 

mindset concept. As Podsakoff et al. (2016) explain, it is difficult if not impossible to create a 

measurement tool if a conceptual analysis has not yet been thoroughly done. With our chapter, 

we believe to have completed this part of the nomological network, and therefore, we suggest 

future research to take this research to the next level by developing a uniquely focused 

empirical measurement tool to capture the entrepreneurial mindset.  

Next, in chapter 3 we have established mainly two findings, namely, the four archetypes 

of the entrepreneurial mindset and the spikey process through which the entrepreneurial 

mindset manifests itself. Future research could dive further into the archetypes by delving into 

their interaction (for instance, is there a temporal growth component, meaning that one of the 

archetypes can develop into another, or is it possible that one individual fits into multiple 

archetypes depending on the context one resides in?). From our research it is yet unclear how 

the archetypes may relate to one another or indeed interact with one another. This relationship 

is interesting and even essential to further investigate, as to give the archetypes more meaning 

in their context. Additionally, we suggest to future research to extend the observation period to 

further explore details about the archetypes over a longer period.  

Another future research avenue stemming from the findings of chapter 3 and 5, 

concerns the discovered entrepreneurial spikey process through which the entrepreneurial 

mindset appears to manifest itself. Both chapters indicate the importance of the entrepreneurial 

spikes. Moreover, chapter 5 theoretically explores and explains how the entrepreneurial spikes 

form in a process, taking a punctuated equilibrium perspective (True et al., 1999; Gersick, 

1991). Future research could further investigate and elaborate on the entrepreneurial spikes, as 

our work appears to be one of the first to dive deeper into the manifestations of the 

entrepreneurial mindset. We believe that our research shows a novel way of perceiving and 

investigating the entrepreneurial process, specifically regarding the entrepreneurial individual 

embedded in or triggered by its context, and this novel perspective deserves further exploration 
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in both a conceptual and empirical manner. In particular, as we have developed propositions 

regarding the how and when of the entrepreneurial mindset manifestations and the 

combinations of the entrepreneurial mindset elements affect, skills and cognition. We suggest 

future research to investigate our propositions by testing them empirically.  

Next, chapter 4 of this dissertation established the mediating role of the entrepreneurial 

mindset in a corporate context, and how (strategic) managers can influence entrepreneurial 

behaviour of employees through stimulating (or stifling) their entrepreneurial mindset. 

Whereas the relationship between organisational conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour has 

been researched and established before (Hornsby et al., 2013; Kuratko et al., 1990), the rather 

complex mediation process of the entrepreneurial mindset is added in this chapter as a novel 

addition to the relationship between organisational conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour. 

More specifically, in this chapter, we have been able to distinguish between the effect of the 

ability aspect and the willingness aspect of the entrepreneurial mindset, as one of the first 

investigations who have empirically tested the entrepreneurial mindset to this extent. As we 

are one of the first to do so, we advise future research to firstly confirm our findings, but more 

so even investigate the effect of the ability and willingness components to a more elaborate 

extent. For instance, regarding time availability, we found an ambiguous relationship that 

requires further attention, specifically modelling a non-linear approach.   

As a note, we emphasize that the main research question and inherently its answer, will 

not provide the one way for organisations to push entrepreneurship forward, as there is no one 

all-encompassing answer (Isenberg, 2010). As Isenberg (2010) indicates, there are only best 

practices and imperfect road maps, and whilst this dissertation provides a thorough overview 

of research, it has of course its limitations, as will be discussed in the final concluding chapter 

of this dissertation. 

 

6.7 Concluding thoughts 

In this dissertation, we showed that defining and developing a concept such as the 

entrepreneurial mindset, does not necessarily follow a linear path, but rather, a spiky one. It 

does not just take one’s willingness to conclude, nor one’s ability to connect all the dots. In all 

sincerity, both elements are necessary to get the (entrepreneurial) job done. Moreover, we 

showed in this dissertation that, whilst people can be entrepreneurial next to their daily job due 

to their entrepreneurial mindset, they do not need to be entrepreneurial all the time. Indeed, a 

manifestation of the entrepreneurial mindset depends on the opportunity-individual-

organisation nexus.  
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In chapter 2, we showed that the entrepreneurial mindset is a concept that is valuable 

and valid to use and further investigate within the field of entrepreneurship and corporate 

entrepreneurship. Moreover, we established a definition as was already provided in the 

literature, and thus verified its usability in research and practice. In addition to this, we 

discussed and analysed the Entrepreneurial Mindset Profile (Davis et al., 2016) as a fitting scale 

to measure the entrepreneurial mindset, at this moment. We feel that this chapter underlines 

how it cannot be ignored that the entrepreneurial mindset is a valuable concept within the field 

of entrepreneurship. 

In chapter 3, we showed that the entrepreneurial mindset can indeed be found within 

every individual, following a dispersed corporate entrepreneurship perspective, and that it 

manifests itself in a spiky manner rather than linear. Thus, a nuanced process approach seems 

more fitting and appropriate, when investigating where entrepreneurial behaviour as an 

expression of the entrepreneurial mindset comes from. Furthermore, this chapter showed that 

the entrepreneurial mindset can specifically manifest itself through specific archetypes or so-

called profiles. Especially for practitioners, this a relevant insight, as it provides a good 

indication of how to stimulate employees in their entrepreneurial behaviour, as the archetypes 

indicate the different characteristics of specific employees. This chapter thus emphasizes the 

essentiality of a process perspective on entrepreneurial individuals.  

In chapter 4, we showed that specific organisational conditions as identified by Hornsby 

et al. (2013), stimulate the entrepreneurial mindset, which in turn can result in entrepreneurial 

behaviour. In this chapter, we emphasize how the relationship between organisational 

conditions and entrepreneurial behaviour is rather complex as in certain cases, the 

entrepreneurial mindset facilitates this behaviour, where in other cases, it stifles the relationship 

or causes instability resulting in the need for cautious interpretation. Additionally, the 

complexity can also be found in the interaction between certain organisational conditions and 

the entrepreneurial mindset. With this chapter, we thus show that the entrepreneurial mindset 

takes an important and unique place in the corporate entrepreneurial process, one that cannot 

and should not be ignored.  

In chapter 5, all findings of the former chapter in fact come together, as we create a 

theoretical understanding of the entrepreneurial mindset residing in its corporate environment. 

We specifically focus on the entrepreneurial spikes as a process approach to understanding the 

influence of the entrepreneurial individual through its mindset. We conclude in this chapter on 

a theoretical framework, building on an entrepreneurial punctuated equilibrium perspective 
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(True et al., 1999; Gerisck, 1991), which we propose as a new paradigm to encounter the 

entrepreneurial mindset, and contextualize it in its organisational environment.  

We hope that our findings provide interesting and relevant starting points for future 

research on the entrepreneurial mindset, with specific attention to its organisational 

embeddedness in the environment. Additionally, we are hopeful that our findings provide 

practitioners and policy makers with starting points and hands-on tools to stimulate 

entrepreneurial employees in their entrepreneurial behaviour, by focusing on their 

entrepreneurial mindset. We advise practitioners to not only recognize the entrepreneurial 

mindset of their employees, but nurture it, facilitate it, stimulate it, and harvest the 

entrepreneurial results, if done right. We are hopeful that this dissertation provides just those 

tangible tools to practitioners needed to do just that for their employees and consequently, their 

organisation.  

  



 

149 
 

 

  



 

150 
 

CHAPTER 7. REFERENCES 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behaviour. Organisational behaviour and human  

decision processes, 50(2), 179-211. 

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1988). Theory of reasoned action-Theory of planned behaviour. 

University of South Florida, 2007, 67-98. 

Ajzen, I. (1985). From intentions to actions: A theory of planned behaviour. In J. Kuhl, & J. 

Beckmann, Action control (pp. 11-39). Berlin, Germany: Springer.  

Alvarez, S. A., & Barney, J. B. (2007). Discovery and creation: Alternative theories of 

entrepreneurial action. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 1(1‐2), 11-26.  

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996). Assessing the work 

environment for creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 39(5), 1154-1184.  

Bacq, S., Ofstein, L. F., Kickul, J. R., & Gundry, L. K. (2017). Perceived entrepreneurial 

munificence and entrepreneurial intentions: A social cognitive perspective. International 

Small Business Journal, 35(5), 639-659. 

Bandura, A. (2006). Toward a psychology of human agency. Perspectives on Psychological 

Science, 1(2), 164-180.  

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: the exercise of control. New York, US: Worth Publishers.  

Barney, J., & Felin, T. (2013). What are microfoundations? Academy of Management 

Perspectives, 27(2), 138-155. 

Baron, R. A. (2006). Opportunity recognition as pattern recognition: How entrepreneurs 

“connect the dots” to identify new business opportunities. Academy of Management 

Perspectives, 20(1), 104-119. 

Baron, J. N., & Hannan, M. T. (2002). Organisational blueprints for success in high-tech start-

ups: Lessons from the Stanford project on emerging companies. California Management 

Review, 44(3), 8-36. 

Bechara, J. P., & Van de Ven, A. H. (2007). Engaged Scholarship, 36-70. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press.  

Belousova, O., & Gailly, B. (2013). Corporate entrepreneurship in a dispersed setting: Actors, 

behaviours, and process. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 9(3), 

361-377.  

Belousova, O., & Gailly, B. (2012). Promoting corporate entrepreneurship within a large 

company: an in-depth case study. In F. Welter, D. Smallbone, & A. Van Gils, 



 

151 
 

Entrepreneurial Processes in a Changing Economy (pp. 159-176). Edward Elgar 

Publishing. 

Belousova, O., Groen, A. J., & Ouendag, A. M. (2020). Opportunities and barriers for 

innovation and entrepreneurship in orphan drug development. Technological Forecasting 

and Societal Change, 161, 1-11.  

Belousova, O., Hattenberg, D. Y., & Gailly, B. (2020). Corporate Entrepreneurship: From  

Structures to Mindset. In V. Ramadani, L. P. Dana, A. Caputo, R. Palalíc, & N. F. 

Krueger, Organisational Mindset of Entrepreneurship (pp. 211-233). Cheltenham, UK: 

Springer. 

Bernard, H. R., & Ryan, G. (1998). Text analysis. Handbook of methods in cultural 

anthropology (pp. 595-613). Canada: University of Toronto.  

Bhaskar, R. (2013). A realist theory of science. UK: Routledge. 

Bhaskar, R. (1975). Forms of realism. Philosophica, 15. 

Bingham, C. B., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2011). Rational heuristics: the ‘simple rules’ that 

strategists learn from process experience. Strategic Management Journal, 32(13), 

1437-1464. 

Bingham, C. B., Eisenhardt, K. M., & Furr, N. R. (2007). What makes a process a capability? 

heuristics, strategy, and effective capture of opportunities. Strategic Entrepreneurship 

Journal, 1(1-2), 27-47.  

Bird, B., Schjoedt, L., & Baum, J. R. (2012). Editor's introduction. entrepreneurs’ behaviour: 

Elucidation and measurement. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 36(5), 889-913.  

Birkinshaw, J. (1999). The determinants and consequences of subsidiary initiative in 

multinational corporations. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 24(1), 9-36. 

Birkinshaw, J. (1997). Entrepreneurship in multinational corporations: The characteristics of 

subsidiary initiatives. Strategic Management Journal, 1, 207-229.  

Birkinshaw, J., Hood, N., & Young, S. (2005). Subsidiary entrepreneurship, internal and 

external competitive forces, and subsidiary performance. International Business Review, 

14(2), 227-248. 

Blenker, P., Korsgaard, S., Neergaard, H., & Thrane, C. (2011). The questions we care about: 

Paradigms and progression in entrepreneurship education. Industry and Higher Education, 

25(6), 417-427.  

Bolger, N., Davis, A., & Rafaeli, E. (2003). Diary methods: Capturing life as it is lived. Annual 

Review of Psychology, 54(1), 579-616.  



 

152 
 

Booth, A., Sutton, A., & Papaioannou, D. (2016). Systematic approaches to a successful 

literature review. London, UK: Sage. 

Boyd, D. (2015). The growth mindset approach: A threshold concept in course redesign. 

Journal on Centers for Teaching and Learning, 6, 29-44.  

Boyer, E. L. (1996). The scholarship of engagement. Bulletin of the American Academy of Arts 

and Sciences, 49(7), 18-33. 

Brandstätter, H. (2011). Personality aspects of entrepreneurship: A look at five meta-analyses. 

Personality and individual differences, 51(3), 222-230. 

Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Derks, D. (2016). Who takes the lead? A multi‐

source diary study on leadership, work engagement, and job performance. Journal of 

Organisational Behaviour, 37(3), 309-325. 

Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E. (2012a). Psychometrische eigenschappen van 

meetinstrumenten in dagboekonderzoek: Illustratie aan de hand van bevlogenheid. Gedrag 

en Organisatie, 25(4), 419.  

Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Hetland, J. (2012b). The measurement of state 

work engagement. European Journal of Psychological Assessment. 

Brockhaus, R. H. (1980). Risk taking propensity of entrepreneurs. Academy of Management 

Journal, 23(3), 509-520. 

Brockhaus, R. H., & Horwitz, P. S. (1986). The art and science of entrepreneurship. The 

Psychology of the entrepreneur, 2(11), 25-48.  

Brown, R., & Mason, C. (2017). Looking inside the spiky bits: a critical review and 

conceptualisation of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Small Business Economics, 49(1), 11-30. 

Burgelman, R. A. (1994). Fading memories: A process theory of strategic business exit in 

dynamic environments. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39(1), 24-56.  

Burgelman, R. A. (1983a). Corporate entrepreneurship and strategic management: Insights 

from a process study. Management Science, 29(12), 1349-1364. 

Burgelman, R. A. (1983b). A process model of internal corporate venturing in the diversified 

major firm. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28(2), 223-244. 

Burgelman, R. A. (1983c). A model of the interaction of strategic behaviour, corporate context, 

and the concept of strategy. Academy of Management Review, 8(1), 61-70.  

Burgelman, R. A., & Grove, A. S. (2007). Let chaos reign, then rein in chaos—repeatedly: 

Managing strategic dynamics for corporate longevity. Strategic Management Journal, 

28(10), 965-979. 



 

153 
 

Burt, R. S. (2000). The network structure of social capital. Research in organisational 

behaviour, 22, 345-423. 

Busenitz, L. W., & Barney, J. B. (1997). Differences between entrepreneurs and managers in 

large organisations: Biases and heuristics in strategic decision-making. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 12(1), 9-30.  

Bygrave, W. D. (2007). The entrepreneurship paradigm. In H. Neergaard, & J. P. Ulhoi, 

Handbook of Qualitative Research Methods in Entrepreneurship (pp. 17-48). Cheltenham, 

UK: Edward Elgar Publishing.  

Campos, F., Frese, M., Goldstein, M., Iacovone, L., Johnson, H. C., McKenzie, D., & 

Mensmann, M. (2017). Teaching personal initiative beats traditional training in boosting 

small business in West Africa. Science, 357(6), 1287-1290. 

Carland, J. W., Hoy, F., & Carland, J. A. (1988). “Who is an entrepreneur?” is a question worth 

asking. American Journal of Small Business, 12(4), 33-39.  

Chandler, N., & Krajcsák, Z. (2021). Intrapreneurial Fit and Misfit: Enterprising Behaviour, 

Preferred Organisational and Open Innovation Culture. Journal of Open Innovation: 

Technology, Market, and Complexity, 7(1), 61. 

Chang, C., Yao, S., Chen, S., King, J., & Liang, C. (2016). Imagining garage start-ups: 

Interactive effects of imaginative capacities on entrepreneurial intention. Creativity 

Research Journal, 28(3), 289-297.  

Chatterjee, I., Cornelissen, J. P., & Wincent, J. (2021). Social entrepreneurship and values 

work: The role of practices in shaping values and negotiating change. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 36(1), 1-23.  

Chen, H., Cohen, P., & Chen, S. (2010). How big is a big odds ratio? Interpreting the 

magnitudes of odds ratios in epidemiological studies. Communications in Statistics—

Simulation and Computation®, 39(4), 860-864. 

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155. 

Corbin, J. M., & Strauss, A. (1990). Grounded theory research: Procedures, canons, and 

evaluative criteria. Qualitative Sociology, 13(1), 3-21.  

Cornelissen, J. P. (2013). Portrait of an entrepreneur: Vincent van Gogh, Steve Jobs, and the 

entrepreneurial imagination. Academy of Management Review, 38(4), 700-709.  

Costa, S. F., Caetano, A., Frederiks, A. J., & Santos, S. C. (2017). Connecting the literature 

dots: A literature review on prototypes in entrepreneurship research. In S. C. Santos, A. 

Caetano, C. Mitchell, H. Landström, & A. Fayolle, The emergence of entrepreneurial 



 

154 
 

behaviour: Intention, education and orientation (pp. 15-43). London, UK: Edward Elgar 

Publishing. 

Cote, J. A., & Buckley, M. R. (1988). Measurement error and theory testing in consumer 

research: An illustration of the importance of construct validation. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 14(4), 579-582. 

Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1991). A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm behaviour. 

Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 16(1), 7-26.  

Crant, J. M. (1996). The proactive personality scale as a predictor of entrepreneurial intentions. 

Journal of Small Business Management, 34(3), 42-49. 

Cronbach, L. J., & Meehl, P. E. (1955). Construct validity in psychological tests. Psychological 

Bulletin, 52(4), 281. 

Culkin, N., & Mallick, S. (2011). Producing work-ready graduates: The role of the 

entrepreneurial university. International Journal of Market Research, 53(3), 347-368. 

Dalgleish, T., & Power, M. (1999). Handbook of cognition and emotion. New York, US: John 

Wiley & Sons.  

Dana, L. P. (2008). Handbook of research on European business and entrepreneurship: 

Towards a theory of internationalization. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Davidsson, P. (2015). Entrepreneurial opportunities and the entrepreneurship nexus: A re-

conceptualization. Journal of Business Venturing, 30(5), 674-695. 

Davidsson, P. (Ed.). (2004). What is entrepreneurship? (55th ed.). Switzerland: Springer 

International Publishing. 

Davidsson, P., & Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human capital amongst nascent 

entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(3), 301-331.  

Davis, J. P., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2011). Rotating leadership and collabourative innovation: 

Recombination processes in symbiotic relationships. Administrative Science Quarterly, 

56(2), 159-201.  

Davis, M. H., Hall, J. A., & Mayer, P. S. (2016). Developing a new measure of entrepreneurial 

mindset: Reliability, validity, and implications for practitioners. Consulting Psychology 

Journal: Practice and Research, 68(1), 1-29.  

De Bruijn-Smolders, M., Timmers, C. F., Gawke, J. C., Schoonman, W., & Born, M. P. (2016). 

Effective self-regulatory processes in higher education: research findings and future 

directions. A systematic review. Studies in Higher Education, 41(1), 139-158. 



 

155 
 

De Jong, J. P., Parker, S. K., Wennekers, S., & Wu, C. (2015). Entrepreneurial behaviour in 

organisations: does job design matter? Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 39(4), 981-

995.  

De Massis, A., & Rondi, E. (2020, in press). COVID‐19 and the future of family business 

research. Journal of Management Studies. 

Dess, G. G., Ireland, R. D., Zahra, S. A., Floyd, S. W., Janney, J. J., & Lane, P. J. (2003). 

Emerging issues in corporate entrepreneurship. Journal of Management, 29(3), 351-378. 

Devece, C., Peris-Ortiz, M., & Rueda-Armengot, C. (2016). Entrepreneurship during economic 

crisis: Success factors and paths to failure. Journal of Business Research, 69(11), 5366-

5370. 

Doern, R., Williams, N., & Vorley, T. (2019). Special issue on entrepreneurship and crises: 

business as usual? An introduction and review of the literature. Entrepreneurship & 

Regional Development, 31(5-6), 400-412. 

Down, S., & Warren, L. (2008). Constructing narratives of enterprise: Clichés and 

entrepreneurial self-identity. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & 

Research, 14(1), 4-23.  

Dweck, C. (2017). Mindset-updated edition: Changing the way you think to fulfil your 

potential. London, UK: Hachette UK. 

Dweck, C. (2016). What having a “growth mindset” actually means. Harvard Business Review, 

13, 213-226.  

Dweck, C. (2002). The development of ability conceptions. In Dweck, C., Development of 

achievement motivation (pp. 57-88). New York, US: Academic Press. 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of Management 

Review, 14(4), 532-550.  

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. (2007). Theory building from cases: Opportunities and 

challenges. Academy of management journal, 50(1), 25-32. 

Ejupi-Ibrahimi, A., Ramadani, V., & Ejupi, D. (2020). Family businesses in North Macedonia: 

evidence on the second generation motivation and entrepreneurial mindset. Journal of 

Family Business Management, in press.  

Feldman, M. P. (2001). The entrepreneurial event revisited: firm formation in a regional 

context. Industrial and Corporate Change, 10(4), 861-891.  

Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics. UK: Sage Publications. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief. Attitude, Intention and Behaviour: An Introduction to 

Theory and Research, 578. 



 

156 
 

Fischer, T., Dietz, J., & Antonakis, J. (2017). Leadership process models: A review and 

synthesis. Journal of Management, 43(6), 1726-1753. 

Florida, R. (2005). The world is spiky. Globalization has changed the economic playing field, 

but hasn't leveled it. Atlantic monthly, 296(3), 48. 

Floyd, S. W., & Lane, P. J. (2000). Strategizing throughout the organisation: Managing role 

conflict in strategic renewal. Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 154-177.  

Frank, H., & Hatak, I. (2014). Doing a research literature review. In How to get published in 

the best entrepreneurship journals. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Frederiks, A. J., Englis, B. G., Ehrenhard, M. L., & Groen, A. J. (2019). Entrepreneurial 

cognition and the quality of new venture ideas: An experimental approach to comparing 

future-oriented cognitive processes. Journal of Business Venturing, 34(2), 327-347.  

Freeman, L. C. (1977). A set of measures of centrality based on betweenness. Sociometry, 

40(1), 35-41. 

Frese, M., & Gielnik, M. M. (2014). The psychology of entrepreneurship. Annu. Rev. Organ. 

Psychol. Organ. Behav., 1(1), 413-438. 

Fuller, S. (2013). ‘Never let a good crisis go to waste’: moral entrepreneurship, or the fine art 

of recycling evil into good. Business Ethics: A European Review, 22(1), 118-129. 

Gaglio, C. M., & Katz, J. A. (2001). The psychological basis of opportunity identification: 

Entrepreneurial alertness. Small business economics, 16(2), 95-111. 

Gartner, W. B. (1989). Some suggestions for research on entrepreneurial traits and 

characteristics. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 14(1), 27-38.  

Gartner, W. B. (1988). “Who is an entrepreneur?” is the wrong question. American Journal of 

Small Business, 12(4), 11-32. 

Gartner, W. B., & Shane, S. (1995). Measuring entrepreneurship over time. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 10(4), 283-301.  

Garud, R., & Giuliani, A. P. (2013). A narrative perspective on entrepreneurial opportunities. 

Academy of Management Review, 38(1), 157-160.  

Garud, R., & Van De Ven, A. H. (1992). An empirical evaluation of the internal corporate 

venturing process. Strategic Management Journal, 13(S1), 93-109. 

Gawke, J. C., Gorgievski, M. J., & Bakker, A. B. (2017). Employee intrapreneurship and work 

engagement: A latent change score approach. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 100, 88-

100.  

Gersick, C. J. (1991). Revolutionary change theories: A multilevel exploration of the 

punctuated equilibrium paradigm. Academy of Management Review, 16(1), 10-36. 



 

157 
 

Gibson, C. B., & Birkinshaw, J. (2004). The antecedents, consequences, and mediating role of 

organisational ambidexterity. Academy of Management Journal, 47(2), 209-226.  

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2013). Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive 

research: Notes on the Gioia methodology. Organisational Research Methods, 16(1), 15-

31. 

Glaser, B. G. (1978). Theoretical sensitivity. Advances in the methodology of grounded 

theory. Mill Valley, CA: Sociology Press.  

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). Grounded theory: the discovery of grounded theory. 

Sociology the Journal of the British Sociological Association, 12(1), 27-49.  

Goertz, G. (2006). Assessing the trivialness, relevance, and relative importance of necessary 

or sufficient conditions in social science. Studies in comparative international 

development, 41(2), 88-109. 

Gollwitzer, P. M. (2012). Mindset theory of action phases. In P. A. Van Lange (Ed.), Theories 

of Social Psychology (pp. 526-545). Los Angeles, US: Sage publications. 

Gollwitzer, P. M. (1990). Action phases and mind-sets. In H. Heckhausen, Handbook of 

theories of social psychology (pp. 526-545). Los Angeles, US: Sage publications.  

Goodale, J. C., Kuratko, D. F., Hornsby, J. S., & Covin, J. G. (2011). Operations management 

and corporate entrepreneurship: The moderating effect of operations control on the 

antecedents of corporate entrepreneurial activity in relation to innovation performance. 

Journal of operations management, 29(1-2), 116-127. 

Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 78(6), 

1360-1380. 

Grant, A. M., & Pollock, T. G. (2011). Publishing in AMJ—Part 3: Setting the hook. Academy 

of Management Journal, 54(4), 873-879.  

Grégoire, D. A., Noel, M. X., Déry, R., & Béchard, J. P. (2006). Is there conceptual 

convergence in entrepreneurship research? A co–citation analysis of frontiers of 

entrepreneurship research, 1981–2004. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(3), 

333-373. 

Grimpe, C., Murmann, M., & Sofka, W. (2019). Organisational design choices of high‐tech 

startups: How middle management drives innovation performance. Strategic 

Entrepreneurship Journal, 13(3), 359-378. 

Gupta, A. K., & Govindarajan, V. (2002). Cultivating a global mindset. Academy of 

Management Perspectives, 16(1), 116-126. 



 

158 
 

Guth, W. D., & Ginsberg, A. (1990). Guest editors' introduction: Corporate entrepreneurship. 

Strategic Management Journal, 11(SI) 5-15. 

Hamel, G. (2009). Moon shots for management. Harvard Business Review, 87(2), 91-98.  

Hargadon, A. B. (2002). Brokering knowledge: linking learning and innovation. Research in 

Organisational Behaviour, 24, 41-85.  

Hattenberg, D. Y., Belousova, O., & Groen, A. J. (2021). Defining the entrepreneurial mindset 

and discussing its distinctiveness in entrepreneurship research. International Journal of 

Entrepreneurship of Small Business.  

Hattenberg, D. Y., Belousova, O., & Groen, A. J. (2020a). Organisational conditions 

stimulating the entrepreneurial mindset. In E. Laveren, R. Blackburn, C. Ben-Hafaïedh, 

C. Diaz-Garcia, & A. Gonzalez-Moreno, Sustainable Entrepreneurship and 

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems (pp. 158-176). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Hattenberg, D. Y., Belousova, O., & Groen, A. J. (2020b). Configurations of an Entrepreneurial 

Mindset in a Corporate Environment. Academy of Management Proceedings. 1, p. 

14724. Vancouver: Academy of Management. 

Hayes, A. M., Laurenceau, J. P., Feldman, G., Strauss, J. L., & Cardaciotto, L. (2007). Change 

is not always linear: The study of nonlinear and discontinuous patterns of change in 

psychotherapy. Clinical Psychology Review, 27(6), 715-723.  

Hayes, A. F., & Preacher, K. J. (2013). Conditional process modelling: using structural 

equation modelling to examine contingent causal processes. In G. R. Hancock & R. O. 

Mueller, Quantitative methods in education and the behavioural sciences: issues, 

research, and teaching. Structural equation modelling: a second course. (pp. 219-266). 

Information Age Publishing.  

Haynie, J. M., & Shepherd, D. A. (2009). A measure of adaptive cognition for entrepreneurship 

research. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 695-714.  

Haynie, J. M., Shepherd, D. A., Mosakowski, E., & Earley, P. (2010). A situated metacognitive 

model of the entrepreneurial mindset. Journal of Business Venturing, 25(2), 217-229.  

Hayton, J. C., & Kelley, D. J. (2006). A competency-based framework for promoting corporate 

entrepreneurship. Human Resource Management, 45(3), 407-427.  

Hisrich, R., & Kearney, C. (2011). Corporate entrepreneurship: How to create a thriving 

entrepreneurial spirit throughout your company. New York, US: McGraw Hill 

Professional. 

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture and organisations. International Studies of Management & 

Organisation, 10(4), 15-41. 



 

159 
 

Holt, D. T., Armenakis, A. A., Feild, H. S., & Harris, S. G. (2007). Readiness for organisational 

change: The systematic development of a scale. The Journal of Applied Behavioural 

Science, 43(2), 232-255. 

Hornsby, J. S., & Kuratko, D. F. (1990). Human resource management in small business: 

Critical issues for the 1990's. Journal of Small Business Management, 28(3), 9. 

Hornsby, J. S., Kuratko, D. F., Holt, D., & Wales, W. (2013). Assessing a measurement of 

organisational preparedness for corporate entrepreneurship. Journal of Product 

Innovation Management, 30(5), 937-955. 

Hornsby, J. S., Kuratko, D. F., Shepherd, D. A., & Bott, J. (2009a). Managers' corporate 

entrepreneurial actions: Examining perception and position. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 24(3), 236-247.  

Hornsby, J. S., Kuratko, D. F., & Zahra, S. (2002). Middle managers' perception of the internal 

environment for corporate entrepreneurship: Assessing a measurement scale. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 17(3), 253-273.  

Hornsby, J. S., Naffziger, D., Kuratko, D. F., & Montagno, R. (1993). An interactive model of 

the corporate entrepreneurship process. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 17(2), 29-

37.  

Hornsby, J. S, Kuratko, D. F., Shepherd, D. A., & Bott, J. (2009b). Managers' corporate 

entrepreneurial actions: Examining perception and position. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 24(3), 236-247. 

Huff, A. S. (1990). Mapping strategic thought. New York, NY, US: Wiley. 

Ireland, R., Covin, J., & Kuratko, D. (2009). Conceptualizing corporate entrepreneurship 

strategy. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(1), 19-46. 

Ireland, R., Hitt, M., & Sirmon, D. (2003). A model of strategic entrepreneurship: The construct 

and its dimensions. Journal of Management, 29(6), 963-989.  

Isen, A. M. (2001). An influence of positive affect on decision making in complex situations: 

theoretical issues with practical implications. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 11(2), 75-

85.  

Isenberg, D. J. (2010). How to start an entrepreneurial revolution. Harvard Business Review, 

88(6), 40-50. 

Jelinek, M., & Litterer, J. A. (1995). Toward entrepreneurial organisations: Meeting ambiguity 

with engagement. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 19(3), 137-168. 

Jing, R., & Van de Ven, A. H. (2016). Being versus becoming ontology of paradox 

management. Cross Cultural & Strategic Management, 23(4), 558-562.  



 

160 
 

Kaandorp, M., Van Burg, E., & Karlsson, T. (2020). Initial networking processes of student 

entrepreneurs: The role of action and evaluation. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 

44(3), 527-556. 

Kaehr Serra, C., & Thiel, J. (2019). Professionalizing entrepreneurial firms: Managing the 

challenges and outcomes of founder‐CEO succession. Strategic Entrepreneurship 

Journal, 13(3), 379-409. 

Kaffka, G., & Krueger, N. F. (2018). The entrepreneurial ‘mindset’: Entrepreneurial intentions 

from the entrepreneurial event to neuro-entrepreneurship. In G. Jacadian, V. K. Gupta, D. 

K. Dutta, G. C. Guo, A. E. Osorio, & B. Ozkazanc-Pan, Foundational Research in 

Entrepreneurship Studies: Insightful Contributions and Future Pathways (pp. 203-224). 

Cheltenham, UK: Palgrave MacMillan.  

Kanter, R. M. (1982). The middle manager as innovator. Harvard Business Review, 60(4), 95-

105.  

Karimi, S., Biemans, H. J. A., Lans, T., Chizari, M., & Mulder, M. (2016). The impact of 

entrepreneurship education: A study of Iranian students' entrepreneurial intentions and 

opportunity identification. Journal of Small Business Management, 54(1), 187-209.  

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organisations (Vol. 2, p. 528). New 

York: Wiley. 

Kearny, C. (2020). Entrepreneurial leadership and its impact on the emergence of 

entrepreneurial ventures. In V. Ramadani, R. Palalíc, L. P. Dana, N. F. Krueger, & A 

Caputo, Organisational Mindset of Entrepreneurship (pp. 9-24). Switzerland: Springer.  

Kellermanns, F. W., & Eddleston, K. A. (2006). Corporate entrepreneurship in family firms: 

A family perspective. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 30(6), 809-830. 

Kilby, P. (1971). Entrepreneurship and economic development. Free Press.  

Kimberly, J. R. (1979). Issues in the creation of organisations: Initiation, innovation, and 

institutionalization. Academy of Management Journal, 22(3), 437-457. 

Kirzner, I. M. (1997). Entrepreneurial discovery and the competitive market process: an 

Austrian approach. Journal of Economic Literature, 35(1), 60-85.  

Kirzner, I. M. (1982a). Uncertainty, discovery, and human action: a study of the entrepreneurial 

profile in the Misesian system. In Method, Process, and Austrian Economic-Essays in 

Honor of Ludwig von Mises. Washington DC, US: Lexington Books. 

Kirzner, I. M. (1982b). Competition, regulation, and the market process: an" Austrian" 

perspective. Washington DC, US: Cato Institute. 



 

161 
 

Knafl, K. A., & Howard, M. J. (1984). Interpreting and reporting qualitative research. Research 

in Nursing & hHealth, 7(1), 17-24. 

Kouamé, S., & Langley, A. (2018). Relating microprocesses to macro-outcomes in qualitative 

strategy process and practice research. Strategic Management Journal, 39(3), 559-581.  

Krohn, M., Petersen, F., Hochmuth, D., & Herstatt, C. (2021, June). A taxonomy of mindsets 

[paper presentation]. Innovation and Product Management Conference, Naples, Italy.  

Krohn, M., Petersen, F., Hochmuth, D., & Herstatt, C. (2020). The Deliberative Frugal 

Mindset: A model of managerial opportunity recognition for frugal innovation (No. 

109). Working Paper. 

Krueger, N. F. (2017). Entrepreneurial intentions are dead: Long live entrepreneurial 

intentions. In M. Brännback, & A. Carsrud, Revisiting the entrepreneurial mind (pp. 13-

34). New York, US: Springer International Publishing.  

Krueger, N. F. (2007). What lies beneath? the experiential essence of entrepreneurial thinking. 

Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 31(1), 123-138.  

Krueger, N. F. (2000). The cognitive infrastructure of opportunity emergence. 

Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 24(3), 5-24.  

Krueger, N. F., Reilly, M. D., & Carsrud, A. L. (2000). Competing models of entrepreneurial 

intentions. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(5-6), 411-432.  

Krueger, N. F., & Sussan, F. (2017). Person-level entrepreneurial orientation: Clues to the 

'entrepreneurial mindset'? International Journal of Business and Globalisation, 18(3), 

382-395.  

Kuratko, D. F. (2012). Corporate entrepreneurship. In Handbook on organisational 

entrepreneurship. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Kuratko, D. F., Fisher, G., & Audretsch, D. B. (2020). Unraveling the entrepreneurial mindset. 

Small Business Economics, in press, 1-11.  

Kuratko, D. F., Hornsby, J. S., & Covin, J. (2014). Diagnosing a firm's internal environment 

for corporate entrepreneurship. Business Horizons, 57(1), 37-47. 

Kuratko, D. F., Ireland, R. D., Covin, J., & Hornsby, J. S. (2005). A model of middle‐level 

managers’ entrepreneurial behaviour. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 29(6), 699-

716.  

Kuratko, D. F., McMullen, J., Hornsby, J. S., & Jackson, C. (2017). Is your organisation 

conducive to the continuous creation of social value? Toward a social corporate 

entrepreneurship scale. Business Horizons, 60(3), 271-283.  



 

162 
 

Kuratko, D. F., Montagno, R., & Hornsby, J. S. (1990). Developing an intrapreneurial 

assessment instrument for an effective corporate entrepreneurial environment. Strategic 

Management Journal, 11, 49-58. 

Kyrgidou, L. P., & Petridou, E. (2011). The effect of competence exploration and competence 

exploitation on strategic entrepreneurship. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 

23(6), 697-713.  

Laalo, H., & Heinonen, J. (2016). Governing the entrepreneurial mindset: Business students’ 

constructions of entrepreneurial subjectivity. European Educational Research Journal, 

15(6), 696-713. 

Lacity, M. C., & Janson, M. A. (1994). Understanding qualitative data: A framework of text 

analysis methods. Journal of Management Information Systems, 11(2), 137-155. 

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Cognition and motivation in emotion. American Psychologist, 46(4), 

352.  

LePine, J. A., & Wilcox-King, A. (2010). Editor's comments: Developing novel theoretical 

insight from reviews of existing theory and research. The Academy of Management 

Review, 35(4), 506-509.  

Lewis, B. W. (1937). The corporate entrepreneur. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 51(3), 

535-544. 

Lichtenstein, B. B., Carter, N. M., Dooley, K. J., & Gartner, W. B. (2007). Complexity 

dynamics of nascent entrepreneurship. Journal of business venturing, 22(2), 236-261. 

Liñán, F. (2008). Skill and value perceptions: How do they affect entrepreneurial intentions? 

International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 4(3), 257-272.  

Liñán, F., & Chen, Y. (2009). Development and Cross‐Cultural application of a specific 

instrument to measure entrepreneurial intentions. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 

33(3), 593-617.  

Ling, Y. A. N., Simsek, Z., Lubatkin, M. H., & Veiga, J. F. (2008). Transformational 

leadership's role in promoting corporate entrepreneurship: Examining the CEO-TMT 

interface. Academy of Management Journal, 51(3), 557-576. 

Low, M. B., & MacMillan, I. C. (1988). Entrepreneurship: Past research and future challenges. 

Journal of management, 14(2), 139-161. 

Makimurto-Koivumaa, S., & Belt, P. (2016). About, for, in or through entrepreneurship in 

engineering education. European Journal of Engineering Education, 41(5), 512-529.  

March, H. A., & Simon, J. G. (1958). Organisations. New York, US: Wiley.  



 

163 
 

Masucci, M., Parker, S. C., Brusoni, S., & Camerani, R. (2020, in press). How are corporate 

ventures evaluated and selected? Technovation. 

McBride, R., & Wuebker, R. (2020, in press). Social objectivity and entrepreneurial 

opportunities: Implications for entrepreneurship and management. Academy of 

Management Review.  

McBride, R., & Wuebler, R. (2013). The ontology of entrepreneurial opportunity. Academy of 

Management Proceedings, 1, p. 16582. Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510: Academy of 

Management. 

McDonald, R. M., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2020). Parallel play: Startups, nascent markets, and 

effective business-model design. Administrative Science Quarterly, 65(2), 483-523. 

McGrath, R. G., & MacMillan, I. C. (2000). The entrepreneurial mindset: Strategies for 

continuously creating opportunity in an age of uncertainty. Cambridge, MA, US: Harvard 

Business Press. 

McKenzie, B., Ugbah, S. D., & Smothers, N. (2007). " Who Is an Entrepreneur?" Is It Still the 

Wrong Question?. Academy of Entrepreneurship Journal, 13(1). 

McMullen, J. S., & Kier, A. (2017). You don’t have to be an entrepreneur to be entrepreneurial: 

The unique role of imaginativeness in new venture ideation. Business Horizons, 60(4), 

455-462.  

McMullen, J. S., & Kier, A. (2016). Trapped by the entrepreneurial mindset: Opportunity 

seeking and escalation of commitment in the Mount Everest disaster. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 31(6), 663-686.  

McMullen, J. S., & Shepherd, D. A. (2006). Entrepreneurial action and the role of uncertainty 

in the theory of the entrepreneur. Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 132-152.  

Mehmet, B. (2020). Exploring the effects of learning organisation on innovative work 

behaviours of white-collar workers: sample from Turkey. In V. Ramadani, R. Palalíc, L. 

P. Dana, N. F. Krueger, & A. Caputo, Organisational Mindset of Entrepreneurship (pp. 

79-100). Cheltenham, UK: Springer.  

Miles, M. P., & Arnold, D. R. (1991). The relationship between marketing orientation and 

entrepreneurial orientation. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 15(4), 49-66. 

Miller, D. (1983). The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms. Management 

Science, 29(7), 770-791.  

Mintzberg, H. (1978). Patterns in strategy formation. Management Science, 24(9), 934-948. 

Mintzberg, H., Ahlstrand, B., & Lampel, J. (2005). Strategy safari: a guided tour through the 

wilds of strategic management. New York, US: The Free Press.  



 

164 
 

Mirabeau, L., & Maguire, S. (2014). From autonomous strategic behaviour to emergent 

strategy. Strategic Management Journal, 35(8), 1202-1229. 

Mitchell, G. R. (2007). Instill the entrepreneurial mindset. Research-Technology Management, 

50(6), 11-13.  

Mitchell, R. K., Busenitz, L. W., Bird, B., Gaglio, C. M., McMullen, J. S., Morse, E. A., & 

Smith, J. B. (2007). The central question in entrepreneurial cognition research 2007. 

Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 31(1), 1-27.  

Mitchell, R. K., Randolph-Seng, B., & Mitchell, J. R. (2011). Socially situated cognition: 

Imagining new opportunities for entrepreneurship research. Academy of Management 

Review, 36(4), 774-776. 

Morris, M. H., Zahra, S. A., & Schindehutte, M. (2000). Understanding factors that trigger 

entrepreneurial behaviour in established companies. Entrepreneurship and economic 

growth in the American economy, 12, 133-59. 

Myers, K. A. (2011). Metanoia and the Transformation of Opportunity. Rhetoric Society 

Quarterly, 41(1), 1-18. 

Naumann, C. (2017). Entrepreneurial mindset: A synthetic literature review. Entrepreneurial 

Business and Economics Review, 5(3), 149-172.  

Neck, H. M., Meyer, G. D., Cohen, B., & Corbett, A. C. (2004). An entrepreneurial system 

view of new venture creation. Journal of small business management, 42(2), 190-208. 

Neergaard, H., & Ulhøi, J. P. (2007). Handbook of qualitative research methods in 

entrepreneurship. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Noble, C. (2015). Mindsets, mind sets and mind sense. Prometheus, 33(4), 411-420. 

Oldham, G. R., & Hackman, J. R. (2010). Not what it was and not what it will be: The future 

of job design research. Journal of organisational behaviour, 31(2‐3), 463-479. 

O’Reilly III, C. A., & Tushman, M. L. (2008). Ambidexterity as a dynamic capability: 

Resolving the innovator's dilemma. Research in organisational behaviour, 28, 185-206. 

Palalić, R., Branković, A., & Bičo, A. (2020). Entrepreneurial Mindset and SMEs’ 

Sustainability. In V. Ramadani, L. P. Dana, A. Caputo, R. Palalíc, & N. F. Krueger, 

Organisational Mindset of Entrepreneurship (pp. 53-77). Cheltenham, UK: Springer.  

Patel, S., & Mehta, K. (2016). Systems, design, and entrepreneurial thinking: Comparative 

frameworks. Systemic Practice and Action Research, 30(5), 515-533. 

Patterson, M., Warr, P., & West, M. (2004). Organisational climate and company productivity: 

The role of employee affect and employee level. Journal of occupational and 

organisational psychology, 77(2), 193-216. 



 

165 
 

Patterson, M. G., West, M. A., Shackleton, V. J., Dawson, J. F., Lawthom, R., Maitlis, S., 

Robinson, D. L., & Wallace, A. M. (2005). Validating the organisational climate measure: 

links to managerial practices, productivity and innovation. Journal of Organisational 

Behaviour, 26, 379-408.  

Pech, R. J., & Slade, B. W. (2007). Organisational sociopaths: rarely challenged, often 

promoted. Why?. Society and Business Review, 2(3), 254-269. 

Penrose, E. (1968). The theory of the growth of the firm. Oxford, England: Blackwell.  

Perry-Smith, J. E. (2006). Social yet creative: the role of social relationships in facilitating 

individual creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 49(1), 85-101.  

Pettigrew, A. M. (1987). Context and action in the transformation of the firm. Journal of 

Management Studies, 24(6), 649-670.  

Pettigrew, A. M. (1979). On studying organisational cultures. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 24(4), 570-581. 

Pfeifer, S., Šarlija, N., & Zekić Sušac, M. (2016). Shaping the entrepreneurial mindset: 

Entrepreneurial intentions of business students in Croatia. Journal of Small Business 

Management, 54(1), 102-117.  

Pinchot, G., & Pellman, R. (1999). Intrapreneuring in action: A handbook for business 

innovation. Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 

Pinsonneault, A., & Kraemer, K. (1993). Survey research methodology in management 

information systems: an assessment. Journal of Management Information Systems, 10(2), 

75-105. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2016). Recommendations for creating 

better concept definitions in the organisational, behavioural, and social sciences. 

Organisational Research Methods, 19(2), 159-203.  

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioural research: a critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879. 

Ramoglou, S. (2013). Who is a ‘non-entrepreneur’?: Taking the ‘others’ of entrepreneurship 

seriously. International Small Business Journal, 31(4), 432-453. 

Ramoglou, S., Gartner, W. B., & Tsang, E. W. (2020, in press). “Who is an entrepreneur?” is 

(still) the wrong question. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 13, 168. 

Ramoglou, S., & Tsang, E. W. (2016). A realist perspective of entrepreneurship: Opportunities 

as propensities. Academy of Management Review, 41(3), 410-434. 



 

166 
 

Rarick, C., & Han, T. (2015). The role of culture in shaping an entrepreneurial mindset. 

International Journal of Entrepreneurship, 19(2), 119-125.  

Robinson, P. B., Stimpson, D. V., Huefner, J. C., & Hunt, H. K. (1991). An attitude approach 

to the prediction of entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 15(4), 13-31.  

Robinson, S., Neergaard, H., Tanggaard, L., & Krueger, N. F., McCracken, M., & Matlay, H. 

(2016). New horizons in entrepreneurship: From teacher-led to student-centered learning. 

Education + Training, 58(7-8), 661-683.  

Ropo, A., & Hunt, J. G. (1995). Entrepreneurial processes as virtuous and vicious spirals in a 

changing opportunity structure: A paradoxical perspective. Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice, 19(3), 91-111. 

Ruiz-Alba, J. L., Soares, A., Rodríguez-Molina, M. A., & Banoun, A. (2019). Gamification 

and entrepreneurial intentions. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 

35(1), 56-79.  

Rummel, S., Akkermans, J., Blokker, R., & Van Gelderen, M. (2019). Shocks and 

entrepreneurship: a study of career shocks amongst newly graduated entrepreneurs. 

Career Development International. 

Sarasvathy, S. (2009). Effectuation: Elements of entrepreneurial expertise. Cheltenham, UK: 

Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Sarasvathy, S. D., Dew, N., & Venkataraman, S. (2020). Shaping entrepreneurship research: 

Made, as well as found Routledge. 

Sathe, V. (1985). Managing an entrepreneurial dilemma: Nurturing entrepreneurship and 

control in large corporations. Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research, 37(2), 636-656.  

Schneider, B., & Reichers, A. E. (1983). On the etiology of climates. Personnel psychology, 

36(1), 19-39. 

Shams, S. M. R., & Kaufmann, H. R. (2016). Entrepreneurial co-creation: a research vision to 

be materialised. Management Decision, 54(6), 1250-1268. 

Shane, S. (2003). A general theory of entrepreneurship: The individual-opportunity nexus. 

Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing.  

Shane, S. (2000). Prior knowledge and the discovery of entrepreneurial opportunities. 

Organisation Science, 11(4), 448-469.  

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2001). Entrepreneurship as a field of research: a response to 

Zahra and Dess, Singh, and Erikson. Academy of Management Review, 26(1), 13-16.  

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of  

research. Academy of management review, 25(1), 217-226. 



 

167 
 

Shapero, A. (1984). The entrepreneurial event. In C. A. Kent, The environment for 

entrepreneurship. Kent, UK: Lexington Books.  

Sharma, P., & Chrisman, J. J. (1999). Toward a reconciliation of the definitional issues in the 

field of corporate entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 23(3), 1-16.  

Shawcross, J. K., & Ridgman, T. W. (2019). Linking practice and theory using engaged 

scholarship. European Journal of Engineering Education, 44(1-2), 35-48.  

Shepherd, D. A., & Patzelt, H. (2018). Entrepreneurial cognition: Exploring the mindset of 

entrepreneurs. Cheltenham, UK: Palgrave MacMillan.  

Shepherd, D. A., Patzelt, H., & Haynie, J. M. (2010). Entrepreneurial spirals: Deviation-

amplifying loops of an entrepreneurial mindset and organisational culture. 

Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 34(1), 59-82.  

Shepherd, D. A., Williams, T., & Patzelt, H. (2015). Thinking about entrepreneurial decision 

making: Review and research agenda. Journal of Management, 41(1), 11-46. 

Shetty, P. (2004). Attitude towards entrepreneurship in organisations. The Journal of 

Entrepreneurship, 13(1), 53-68.  

Shimizu, K. (2012). Risks of corporate entrepreneurship: Autonomy and agency issues. 

Organisation Science, 23(1), 194-206. 

Shir Mohammadzadeh, M., Ghasemzadeh Alishahi, A., & Kazemzadeh Beytali, M. (2018). 

The mediator role of occupational self-efficacy in the relationship between professional 

development and job commitment and satisfaction amongst sports and the youth 

department’s staff. Iranian Journal of Ergonomics, 6(1), 30-39. 

Siggelkow, N. (2007). Persuasion with case studies. Academy of Management Journal, 50(1), 

20-24.  

Simmel, G. (1955). A contribution to the sociology of religion. American Journal of Sociology, 

60(S6), 1-18. 

Simon, H. A. (1967). The business school a problem in organisational design. Journal of 

management Studies, 4(1), 1-16. 

Simon, J. P. (2016). How to catch a unicorn? An exploration of the universe of tech companies 

with high market capitalization. Communications & Strategies, 104(4), 99-116.  

Sminia, H., & de Rond, M. (2012). Context and action in the transformation of strategy 

scholarship. Journal of Management Studies, 49(7), 1329-1349.  

Smith, J. B., Mitchell, J. R., & Mitchell, R. K. (2009). Entrepreneurial scripts and the new 

transaction commitment mindset: Extending the expert information processing theory 



 

168 
 

approach to entrepreneurial cognition research. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 

33(4), 815-844.  

Smithley Fulmer, I. (2012). Editor’s comments. The craft of writing theory articles – variety 

and similarity in AMR. Academy of Management Review, 37(3), 327-331. 

Souder, W. E. (1981). Encouraging entrepreneurship in the large corporations. Research 

Management, 24(3), 18-22. 

Stevenson, H., & Jarillo, C. (1990). A paradigm of entrepreneurship. Strategic Management 

Journal, 11(5), 17-27.  

Straus, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of Qualitative Research. Cheltenham, UK: Sage 

Publications.  

Strimel, G., Kim, E., Bosman, L., & Gupta, S. (2019). Informed design through the integration 

of entrepreneurial thinking in secondary engineering programs. Journal of STEM 

Education, 19(5), 32-39. 

Taggar, S. (2002). Individual creativity and group ability to utilise individual creative 

resources: A multilevel model. Academy of Management Journal, 45(2), 315-330. 

Täks, M., Tynjälä, P., Töding, M., Kukemelk, H., & Venesaar, U. (2014). Engineering students' 

experiences in studying entrepreneurship. Journal of Engineering Education, 103(4), 573-

598.  

Talke, K. (2007). Corporate mindset of innovating firms: Influences on new product 

performance. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 24(1-2), 76-91. 

Taylor, D. W., & Thorpe, R. (2004). Entrepreneurial learning: a process of co‐participation. 

Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 11(2), 203-211.  

Tietz, M. A. (2013). New venture creation mode: differences between nascent intrapreneurs 

and nascent entrepreneurs. Electronic Thesis and Dissertation Repository. 1320. 

https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/etd/1320.  

Tran, Y., Zahra, S. A., & Hughes, M. (2018). A process model of the maturation of a new 

dynamic capability. Industrial Marketing Management, 83, 115-127. 

True, J. L., Jones, B. D., & Baumgartner, F. R. (1999). Punctuated equilibrium theory. In P. 

Sabatier, Theories of the policy process (pp. 175-202). New York, NY, US: Routledge.  

Urban, B., Venter, R., & Shaw, G. (2011). Empirical evidence on opportunity recognition 

behaviours of informal traders. African Journal of Business Management, 5(24), 10080-

10091. 

https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/etd/1320


 

169 
 

Vahidnia, H., Mitchell, J. R., Smith, J. B., Assaf, A. M., Mitchell, R. K., & Araci, Ö. (2019). 

Further exploring international entrepreneurial cognitions: The case of the middle-east. 

Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 11, 112.  

Van de Ven, A. H. (2007). Engaged Scholarship – A guide for organisational and social 

research. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.  

Van de Ven, A. H. (1992). Suggestions for studying strategy process: a research note. Strategic 

Management Journal, 13(SI), 169-188.  

Van de Ven, A. H., & Johnson, P. E. (2006). Knowledge for theory and practice. Academy of 

Management Review, 31(4), 802-821.  

Van de Ven, A. H., & Poole, M. S. (1995). Explaining development and change in 

organisations. Academy of Management Review, 20(3), 510-540. 

Van de Ven, A. H., & Sun, K. (2011). Breakdowns in implementing models of organisation 

change. Academy of Management Perspectives, 25(3), 58-74.  

Van Gelderen, M., Brand, M., van Praag, M., Bodewes, W., Poutsma, E., & Van Gils, A. 

(2008). Explaining entrepreneurial intentions by means of the theory of planned 

behaviour. Career Development International, 13(6), 538-559.  

Van Maanen, J. (1979). The fact of fiction in organisational ethnography. Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 24(4), 539.  

Veenker, S., Van der Sijde, P., During, W., & Nijhof, A. (2008). Organisational conditions for 

corporate entrepreneurship in Dutch organisations. The Journal of Entrepreneurship, 

17(1), 49-58. 

Venkataraman, S. (1997). The distinctive domain of entrepreneurship research: an editor’s 

perspective. In J. Katz & J. Brockhaus (Eds.), Advances in entrepreneurship, firm 

emergence, and growth (Vol. 3, pp. 119-138). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.  

Von Bertalanffy, L. (1967). General theory of systems: Application to psychology. Information 

(International Social Science Council), 6(6), 125-136. 

Von Hippel, E. (1977). Successful and failing internal corporate ventures: An empirical 

analysis. Industrial Marketing Management, 6(3), 163-174.  

Wach, D., Stephan, U., Weinberger, E., & Wegge, J. (2020). Entrepreneurs' stressors and well-

being: A recovery perspective and diary study. Journal of Business Venturing, 106016. 

Walsh, S. T., Kirchhoff, B. A., & Newbert, S. (2002). Differentiating market strategies for 

disruptive technologies. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, 49(4), 341-351.  

Westhead, P., & Wright, M. (2015). The habitual entrepreneur phenomenon. International 

Small Business Journal, 1-16.  



 

170 
 

Whetten, D. A. (1989). What constitutes a theoretical contribution?. Academy of  

Management Review, 14(4), 490-495. 

Williams, C., & Lee, S. H. (2011). Political heterarchy and dispersed entrepreneurship in the 

MNC. Journal of Management Studies, 48(6), 1243-1268.  

Wright, M. (2001). Creating and growing wealth: Sue Birley on entrepreneurship and wealth 

creation. Academy of Management Executive, 15(1), 37-39.  

Wright, M., Hoskisson, R. E., & Busenitz, L. W. (2001). Firm rebirth: Buyouts as facilitators 

of strategic growth and entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Perspectives, 15(1), 

111-125. 

Wright, M., & Phan, P. (2020). From the editor: opportunity: is there a future in the construct? 

Academy of Management Perspectives, 34(3), 297-299. 

Zahra, S. A. (2015). Corporate entrepreneurship as knowledge creation and conversion: The 

role of entrepreneurial hubs. Small Business Economics, 44(4), 727-735.  

Zahra, S. A., & Dess, G. G. (2001). Entrepreneurship as a field of research: Encouraging 

dialogue and debate. Academy of management Review, 26(1), 8-10. 

Zahra, S. A., Nielsen, A. P., & Bogner, W. C. (1999). Corporate entrepreneurship, knowledge, 

and competence development. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (23)3, 169-189.  

Zahra, S. A., & Sapienza, H. J., & Davidsson, P. (2006). Entrepreneurship and dynamic 

capabilities: a review, model and research agenda. Journal of Management Studies, 43(4), 

917-955.  

Zhang, Z., Wan, D., & Jia, M. (2008). Do high-performance human resource practices help 

corporate entrepreneurship? The mediating role of organisational citizenship behaviour. 

The Journal of High Technology Management Research, 19(2), 128-138. 

Zur, A. (2015). Social problems as sources of opportunity–antecedents of social 

entrepreneurship opportunities. Entrepreneurial Business and Economics Review, 3(4), 

73-87.  

Zuzul, T., & Edmondson, A. C. (2017). The advocacy trap: When legitimacy building inhibits 

organisational learning. Academy of Management Discoveries, 3(3), 302-321.  

Zuzul, T., & Tripsas, M. (2020). Start-up inertia versus flexibility: The role of founder identity 

in a nascent industry. Administrative Science Quarterly, 65(2), 395-433. 

 

  



 

171 
 

CHAPTER 8. NEDERLANDSE SAMENVATTING 

De ondernemende mindset wordt vertaald als de vaardigheid en bereidheid om, 

reagerend op een besluit die onder onzekere omstandigheden wordt genomen aangaande een 

mogelijke ondernemende kans, met enige snelheid een kans aan te voelen, ernaar te handelen, 

en middelen in te zetten. In de literatuur is er nog steeds onduidelijkheid over de precieze 

toepassing van de ondernemende mindset, en met name hoe deze zich ontwikkelt en verhoudt 

tot haar omgeving. Het hoofddoel van dit proefschrift is dan ook om het begrip rondom de 

ondernemende mindset te vergroten, en het ontwikkelingsproces van de ondernemende 

mindset te analyseren en verduidelijken. De bedoeling is om hiermee inzichten te creëren 

aangaande ondernemende medewerkers, en hoe zij gestimuleerd kunnen worden tot 

ondernemend gedrag, waar een organisatie op den duur van kan profiteren. Om deze 

kerndoelen te bereiken, voeren we twee empirische studies (studie 2 en 3) uit over de 

ondernemende mindset, waarin wij gebruikmaken van nieuwe technieken en methodes, evenals 

informatie uit de nederlandse praktijk, voornamelijk de farmaceutische industrie. Daarnaast 

voeren wij een uitgebreide literatuur analyse uit (project 1), en schrijven wij een theoretisch 

nieuw paradigma uit (project 4), om de ondernemende mindset te kunnen plaatsen in de 

bestaande en nieuwe literatuur.  

 

8.1 Het definiëren van de ondernemende mindset, met een discussie over de unieke kwaliteiten 

binnen ondernemerschapsonderzoek  

In het eerste project onderzoeken wij de literatuur met als doel om een duidelijke 

definitie van de ondernemende mindset op te stellen, en om te begrijpen of de ondernemende 

mindset een unieke, waardevolle positie inneemt in onderzoek naar ondernemerschap. Dit 

project bevat zowel een literatuuronderzoek als een concept- en methodologie vergelijking, 

waarbij we toekomstig onderzoek een theoretische basis aanbieden om het concept van een 

ondernemende mindset verder te onderzoeken en uit te bouwen. Omdat proliferatie vaker 

voorkomt (Podsakoff et al., 2016), zien wij de noodzaak om met dit hoofdstuk richting te geven 

aan toekomstige en opvolgende onderzoeken. We gebruiken een synthetische review analyse 

als onze methodologische benadering, en met deze studie onderzoeken we de volgende 

onderzoeksvraag: 

 

• Is de ondernemende mindset een valide, uitgesproken eigen concept (in vergelijking 

met andere concepten) 
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Deze studie resulteert in een onderzochte definitie waar toekomstig onderzoek op voort 

kan bouwen, met een argumentatie voor de unieke eigenschappen en kwaliteiten van de 

ondernemende mindset als concept binnen het ondernemerschapsonderzoeksveld. Dit 

hoofdstuk is geaccepteerd voor publicatie in het International Journal of Entrepreneurship and 

Small Business.  

 

8.2 Configuraties van een ondernemende mindset in een organisatie omgeving: theorie 

ontwikkeling over ondernemende pieken 

In het tweede project onderzoeken we de ondernemende mindset in een organisatie, 

waarbij we gebruik maken van een onconventionele benadering door 10 maanden onderzoek 

te verrichten middels een combinatie van etnografische observaties, wekelijkse dagboeken van 

13 opeenvolgende weken, 13 interviews en door gebruik te maken van een groot aantal 

informele interviews, notities en formele en informele documentatie. Het exploratieve karakter 

van dit onderzoek biedt ruimte voor een diepgaande analyse van de ondernemende mindset, 

waarbij de mindset zichzelf laat zien als een proces georiënteerd fenomeen met kenmerkende 

pieken, te weten, ondernemende pieken. Voortbordurend op het werk van Gollwitzer (2012) 

en Dweck (2017) als ons startpunt, laten we met dit project zien hoe de ondernemende mindset 

zich manifesteert binnen een organisatie als omgeving. Dit onderzoek beantwoordt de volgende 

onderzoeksvraag: 

 

•     Hoe ontwikkelt een ondernemende mindset zich in termen van een manifestatie? 

 

De uitkomsten van deze studie bevatten onder andere een diepgaande analyse van de 

manifestaties van een ondernemende mindset binnen een verspreide zakelijke 

ondernemerschapssetting (corporate entrepreneurship), vier archetypen die de ondernemende 

mindset kenmerken, en een eerste explorerende kijk op een piekend proces in plaats van een 

lineair proces als het gaat om de ontwikkeling van de ondernemende mindset. Dit hoofdstuk is 

geaccepteerd voor een presentatie op de Academy of Management conferentie in 2020.  

 

8.3 De zakelijke ondernemer: het onderzoeken van de mediërende rol van de ondernemende 

mindset in organisaties 

In dit derde project analyseren we de ondernemende mindset als een bemiddelende 

factor tussen organisationele voorwaarden zoals bediscussieerd door Hornsby et al. (2013) en 

ondernemende initiatieven. We nemen verschillende vragenlijsten af binnen een aantal 
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midden-klein bedrijven (MKB’s) en multi-nationale organisaties waarbij we middels 

kwantitatieve regressie analyses onderzoeken of en tot in welke mate de ondernemende 

mindset als bemiddelende factor dient tussen vier organisationele voorwaarden (discretie, 

ondersteuning  van het management, beloningen, en tijd) en ondernemende initiatieven. Met 

dit onderzoek beantwoorden we de volgende onderzoeksvraag: 

 

• Hoe beïnvloeden organisatie voorwaarden de ondernemende mindset en aansluitend, 

ondernemend gedrag? 

 

Uit de resultaten van het onderzoek blijkt dat met name discretie en ondersteuning van 

het management positief relateren aan de ondernemende mindset, waarbij het overigens 

mogelijk is dat de ondernemende mindset een negatieve werking heeft op de relatie tussen 

organisatie voorwaarden en ondernemende initiatieven. Een verkorte versie van dit hoofdstuk 

is gepubliceerd als hoofdstuk door Edward Elgar publishing in 2020, en het onderzoek is 

geaccepteerd voor een presentatie op de Academy of Management conferentie in 2019.  

 

8.4 Naar een theorie over ondernemende pieken: het plaatsen van de ondernemende mindset in 

een perspectief van onderbroken evenwicht 

Het vierde project van dit proefschrift dient als een theoretisch voorstel voor een model 

dat laat zien hoe de ondernemende mindset zich manifesteert in momenten van ondernemende 

pieken, samengevat als ondernemende spikes. In dit onderzoek combineren we de kennis van 

de voorgaande hoofdstukken om een nieuw perspectief op de manifestatie van de 

ondernemende mindset te beargumenteren, met name gefocust op de voowaarden waaronder 

en wanneer verschillende individuen initiatief nemen tot iets ondernemends, c.q., 

ondernemende spikes voortbrengen. We bekijken de ondernemende mindset en de 

voortkomende ondernemende spikes vanuit een onderbroken evenwicht perspectief (True et 

al., 1999), en we bieden een uitleg over hoe en waarom de ondernemende mindset als een 

continu ontwikkelend fenomeen het beste kan worden gezien als een ‘spiky’ fenomeen, in 

plaats van een traditioneel lineair ontwikkelend fenomeen. Met dit onderzoek beantwoorden 

de onderzoeksvraag:  

 

• Hoe kunnen we het proces van een ondernemende mindset manifestatie theoretisch 

vangen (modelleren)?  
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De uitkomsten van dit onderzoek laten een generiek geldend theoretisch model van 

ondernemende pieken zien, waarbij we een uitleg bieden over de verschillende manifestaties 

van een ondernemende mindset, uitgeschreven in verschillende scenario’s. Een eerdere versie 

van dit onderzoek is geaccepteerd voor de DRUID 2018 conferentie.  
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